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INTRODUCTION

After nearly a decade of public sector restructuring the language of public choice theory and organisational economics has become familiar to those concerned with the administration of public policy. One of the key terms in this conceptual framework has been "transparency". Pre-reform critics argued that a lack of transparency in the public sector, particularly in financial management, meant the perpetuation of costly inefficiencies. The sector was also criticised for a lack of clarity in specifying both departmental outputs and reliable performance indicators (Scott et al. 1990).

While aspects of these reforms have concentrated on facilitating transparency in the administration of policy this criterion could be applied more widely to encompass the language of policy itself. Policy discourse that emerges from government tends, for obvious political reasons, to focus almost exclusively on the intended benefits of particular policies
. Arguably, however, this language may be opaque in terms of the trade-offs that these policies involve and hence may obscure the costs of these policies for affected groups. This paper proposes that using the criterion of transparency to evaluate policy discourse may be fruitful and, this being so, that one of the defining aspects of such transparency concerns sensitivity to policy trade-offs. 

The possibility of conducting and evaluating public discourse according to certain criteria has both intellectual and institutional implications. At an intellectual level, the frameworks that are made available for debate become important. For example, Majone (1989:7) argues that "[g]ood policy analysis is more than data analysis or a modeling exercise; it also provides standards of argument and an intellectual structure for public discourse". In other words, good policy debate requires that policy analysts, whether in branches of government, universities, or community organisations, contribute to the intellectual structure of public policy discourse. 

Enabling discussion about policy also has implication at an institutional level in terms of the civic spaces within which debate can occur and the opportunities that are available for the public to make comment. In other words, for those concerned to promote public discussion, more is involved than a simple expectation that interested parties will make comment or complaint in the public arena. Democracy may be, as Majone (1989:1) observes, government by discussion, but it is a managed discussion. As well, in order for debate to flourish, citizen participants should, arguably, be committed to what Milner (1997) has termed "civic literacy". This latter is defined by Milner (1997:5) as "possession of the knowledge required for effective political choice" and is related to the concept of social capital (Putnam 1995). Where Putnam's concept (pp. 664-665) is defined as "features of social life - networks, norms and trust - that enable participants to act more effectively to pursue shared objectives", the notion of civic literacy is knowledge based rather than trust based. Milner observes (1997:7): "[o]nly if people have the requisite knowledge to make sense of the politically, socially and economically relevant choices available to them can the networks of civic engagement develop and flourish, and, thus, the stock of social capital be maintained". 

The relationship between these intellectual and institutional aspects of policy discourse requires further exploration. For example, perhaps civic literacy may be enhanced by an intellectual structure for policy discourse that encourages transparency, that is, that gives attention to both the intended benefits and potential costs of particular policies. 

As a contribution to this exploration, this paper will argue, by way of a case study, that sensitivity to policy trade-offs is an important aspect of policy discourse and that such sensitivity requires policy analysis to be, as Majone suggests, more than a modeling exercise: in order to explore trade-offs adequately analysts must attend to the social and historical contextualisation of policy. In this study I investigate the application of a particular model of state funding to the voluntary sector (purchase-of-services contracting) in New Zealand in the 1990s. Part II examines this model in terms of both the benefits that, according to official policy discourse, were expected to flow from it and its potential costs for the voluntary sector. Using this analysis, Part III moves beyond modeling to explore the social context of welfare reform within which this policy has been implemented. The analysis finds that introducing a contracting system at a time of increased demand on the voluntary sector had potentially costly outcomes for that sector and for the people it seeks to assist. The paper concludes that transparency in policy discourse, making the trade-offs visible as in this case study, is a good discipline for policy making for two reasons: it provides a robust intellectual structure for debate and it encourages the location of policy analysis within a real social and historical context.

PURCHASE-OF-SERVICES CONTRACTING: A MODEL

In recent years, the state's funding relationship with the voluntary sector has undergone significant change. The Department of Social Welfare has been restructured and has moved away from funding social service and community groups through grants-in-aid towards funding by contract only. The form of this restructured relationship is outlined in the Welfare That Works document of 1991, (Shipley 1991) although the origins of the shift lie not with the then National government but in the public sector restructuring undertaken by the Labour government in the late 1980s. Seeking greater transparency and accountability in state spending, that government initiated a programme of financial
management reform that had important implications for the chain of public spending in social services from the Minister through to the community agencies that were funded by the Department. In particular, the Public Finance Act 1989 required chief executives of government departments to be directly responsible for the outputs produced by their departments (Scott et al. 1990). This had two implications important to this discussion. 

First, the emphasis on outputs encouraged "a tension between the government's aims as owner of its agencies and its aims as consumer of their outputs" (ibid:156). In order to resolve this tension the model suggested splitting purchasers of services from their providers to allow purchasers to tightly specify the outputs required within a competitive framework intended to encourage efficient provision of outputs. We see, therefore, from 1989, staff in the Department of Social Welfare taking an increasingly regulatory role and, from 1991, the "evolution of the Department's role away from community development to a focus on the 'key activities of planning, service development, approvals, funding and information provision within specified output areas' (DSW 1991a:l)" (Smith 1996: 11). 

Secondly, this framework prompted departments to seek greater clarity in social service outputs purchased from the voluntary sector. While the Act did not require contractual funding arrangements between the Department and community organisations, it did make these more desirable from the Department's point of view. As Smith observes:

Grants in aid were still permissible vehicles for funding. But as the emphasis of the [Public Finance] Act was on achieving greater transparency for funding decisions and demonstrable value for money, grants were seen to provide a weaker vehicle to achieve this by enabling service providers to retain considerable autonomy. (1996: 9)

By the end of 1991 much of this restructuring had been formalised. The Department of Social Welfare had been split into business units, one of which, the New Zealand Community Funding Agency, was to co-ordinate funding for the purchase of social services from voluntary and other organisations. All funding was required to be issued under contract.

The Minister of Social Welfare overseeing these changes argued for their benefits on several grounds. The changes were expected to lead to (i) improved accountability from providers; (ii) increased competition for funds leading to an increase in efficiency by providers; (iii) improved flexibility, allowing the funding agency to switch funding if a service provider does not uphold a contract; and (iv) greater personal choice for service users (Shipley 1991:77).

Smith, likewise, identifies the benefits that the government sought from the expansion of contracting for social services including the expectation that there would be: 

clear advantages in efficiency and effectiveness to be gained from contractual processes which create the need to specify outputs, to manage risks and obtain contestability of service delivery... (1996: 14-15)

There are echoes here of the promised benefits of principal-agency theory, a theory that was of fundamental importance in the restructuring of New Zealand's public sector (Bushnell and Scott 1988). It is noteworthy, for example, that the benefits cited by Mrs Shipley accrue almost entirely to the state (and, the government might argue, by implication, to the client). This is not surprising since agency theory is particularly concerned with ensuring contract compliance on the part of the agent, in this case voluntary organisations as service providers. The possibility of contract violation on the part of the principal, in this case the state, is not a major focus of agency theory (Boston 1991). This differential emphasis on the benefits for the principal in the contracting relationship tends to obscure the disadvantages that this relationship may hold for the agent. This suggests that there may be trade-offs involved in the new funding relationship that are obscured by framing it in this way. 

Opinion is divided, in the international literature, over whether contracting relationships with state funding organisations are beneficial in the long run for voluntary groups. Across this division, however, there is an acknowledgment that important trade-offs do exist (Kramer 1994). Saidel's (1989) threefold characterisation of the relationship between governments and voluntary organisations provides a useful framework for considering what these might be. She identifies this relationship as one of three-dimensional interdependence involving resource exchange, political negotiation and administration. In the New Zealand situation the move to contracting has led to a tighter specification of each of these dimensions, with important potential effects for the work of voluntary organisations. 

1. Resource Exchange: By definition, contracting involves a tighter specification of resource exchange than grant-in-aid funding. There is a crowding-out argument to be made here, involving the shift "from funding worthy organisations to ensure their continuation, to greater emphasis ... on using voluntary organisations to supply clients and communities with government defined essential social service" (Nowland-Foreman 1997:19). There are two important ways in which this process may crowd out other work by community groups. The first arises from the requirement that the New Zealand Community Funding Agency be able to specify delivery of a complete service from an agency while only delivering part of the funding for that service (25 per cent, on average according to Smith 1996:13). This means that agencies must direct their own fund-raising efforts towards raising money for essential services, effectively crowding out work they might otherwise have performed with that money. Secondly, because measuring outputs for preventive, developmental and advocacy work is difficult, these aspects of voluntary agency work, which could be performed using grant-in-aid money, may be less likely to be funded under the contract regime. This is potentially significant for the outcomes of government policy, and will be discussed in Part III
. 

2. Political Negotiation: Under the contracting regime there is a clear specification of the services to be provided by voluntary organisations. It does not follow, however, that the issue of need definition and interpretation is unproblematic. The New Zealand Community Funding Agency (NZCFA) operates thus: 

The Agency identifies and prioritises needs for social and welfare services in every community in New Zealand. ... The budget is allocated to [NZCFA Area] teams on the basis of Services Plans prepared by those teams which document social and welfare service needs in their community. The plans are developed in consultation with service providers and other informants about social and welfare service need, including consumers of those services. (Smith 1996:13) 

The Agency argues that its consultation with communities is comprehensive and responsive. For example, its 1994 General Manager argued that NZCFA is "extremely responsive to proposals from local communities for innovative programmes to meet identified service needs" (Clark 1994:4). There is, however, some dispute about this from community groups themselves. Robinson (1993:1), for example, suggests that "the Government increasingly provides funding and services on the basis of specified, and restricted, client groups which relate to departmental responsibilities" rather than to the changing, locality-specific needs of particular communities. He further argues that this process involves insufficient community consultation (Robinson 1993, 1994a, see also NZCCSS 1996). 

This dispute is not surprising. The process of need identification is also a process of need interpretation and can become a site of significant contest among various groups, as Nancy Fraser's (1989) work on the politics of need interpretation has indicated. She observes that a plurality of needs discourses may compete to become accepted as authoritative in interpreting need, among them: 

(1) "expert" needs discourses of, for example, social workers and therapists on the one hand, and welfare administrators, planners, and policy makers, on the other, [and] (2) oppositional movement needs discourses of, for example, feminists, lesbians and gays, people of color, workers and welfare clients. (p. 157) 

Various groups can be expected to mobilise the resources at their disposal, both discursive and material, in order to forward their own interpretations as authoritative. For example, a range of vocabularies may be employed by different groups: some may use scientific needs talk as a form of expert testimony where others adopt as expert the experiences of those affected by social policy. Other resources will be available according to the positioning of groups in terms of status, power and access to funding, as well as their positioning in the policy process. 

Because the New Zealand Community Funding Agency is able to tightly specify a service in a contract it is powerfully placed to enforce its own interpretation of a particular need as authoritative. This may mean a loss of funding for work that involves alternative interpretations of need and alternative ideas about requirements for need satisfaction. Although oppositional groups may not have received assistance under previous funding regimes, mainstream groups also engage in oppositional activity and analysis alongside other work. For these groups, as Smith (1996:9) observes above, the grant system enabled the exercise of more autonomy than is possible under a contracting system. The tightened specifications for service provision required within a contracting relationship may enhance accountability to funders but they also increase state control over the work of funded agencies. This situation requires groups that wish to continue receiving funding from NZCFA to adopt as authoritative the state's interpretations of the needs they are addressing. Scope for work that recognises different interpretations is reduced. 

3.
Administration: Nowland-Foreman observes that while a contracting relationship between the government and the voluntary sector may involve partnership, it may also involve "remaking" that sector in the image of the state (1997:5). He protests that "a sector that has arisen from the community to help overcome alienation and market failure cannot be remade along either bureaucratic or market principles without destroying its essence" (ibid.:25). It is, however, entirely possible that voluntary groups may begin to remodel themselves along these lines in order to retain funding (Higgins 1997). 

The mechanisms by which this remodelling may take place include the following: (i) the acceptance by voluntary organisations of the state's interpretation of community needs and, arising from this, of its contract specifications for need satisfaction; (ii) their acceptance of the full specification of a service in a contract when only part of the funding is available for that service, requiring them to use their own resources, of both time and money, to cover the remainder of the service; (iii) their acceptance of the compliance costs of being an agent in a contract relationship, including several non-negotiable criteria specified by the NZCFA relating to needs assessment, cultural appropriateness and good employer standards for paid staff (Smith 1996:10). 

The analysis above suggests that the continued funding of voluntary groups involved in welfare and community development may now come at the cost of increased state control of that sector. This is not to say that no benefits accrue to these groups from the new arrangement. The argument being made here is that the change involves trade-offs: there are costs to be weighed alongside the benefits that may be gained. What is being proposed, therefore, is that policy discussion be structured in a way that is sensitive to these trade-offs, not only as a counter to the political discourse that tends to focus exclusively on the expected benefits of a policy development but also as an alternative to some oppositional discourse that may be based solely on possible adverse effects. In order to develop this kind of intellectual framework for discussion, a move beyond modelling is required. 

The previous discussion has offered an analysis of the model of purchase-of-services contracting that explores potential trade-offs; however this discussion has taken place at a fairly abstract level. It should be recognised that the benefits (or costs) of a particular policy approach realised in one context may be annulled in another. What is required, therefore, is a move beyond abstract modelling towards specificity: what are the likely costs and benefits of this policy, purchase-of service-contracting, in its particular context, the welfare reforms of the 1990s? Some discussion of this situation has taken place within the voluntary sector itself (Robinson 1994b, Renouf 1995, Woods 1996), and elsewhere (see, for example, Leigh 1994), but unfortunately not a great deal has been published (but see Hawke and Robinson 1993, Nowland-Foreman 1997). The following discussion draws on available work, but clearly more research is required. 

CONTRACTING IN CONTEXT

In the 1990s, public sector restructuring has combined with welfare reform to place new demands on the voluntary sector. Following the reforms of the early 1990s, particularly the benefit cuts, a growing number of individuals and families sought basic assistance from community and church-based groups
. Requests for assistance from Salvation Army foodbanks, for example, increased more than tenfold between 1990 and 1994 (Mackay 1995:130). Budget advisers reported a "substantial increase" in the demand for their services following the reforms (Young 1995a:2), as did the member agencies of the New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services who reported "increased demand for food, clothing and other emergency assistance from families and individuals attempting to cope with the recession and the benefit cuts" Jackman 1993:8; see also Jackman 1992, Young 1995b). A survey of member agencies of the New Zealand Federation of Voluntary Welfare Organisations likewise reported that "most were experiencing an increased demand for their services" and that three quarters of respondents believed this to be a direct result of reduced government spending through benefit cuts as well as increased costs for health and education (Malcolm et al. 1993:129). 

This combination of internal and external pressures on community groups was noted by the Department of Social Welfare in the early days of the reforms. 

Community based providers have come under increasing pressure. The demands of public sector reform have increased the accountability of those groups in receipt of funds and required the alignment of their service provision with departmental outputs. Containment of public sector service delivery has often increased the work demands of community based organisations providing social services. Economic restructuring has also generated more demand for social services in communities and amongst populations that had made few demands in the past. (DSW 1992:2, cited in Smith 1996:12) 

The voluntary sector reports cited above suggest that, as pressure for essential services has grown, many of these services have come to absorb an increased proportion of that sector's resources of both time and money. The significance of this development in terms of the current discussion is that, in the context of an increase in demand for assistance, the state's funding mechanism for service delivery to those seeking help has engaged the energies of voluntary groups in a particular way. Some of the consequences of this situation are discussed below. 

At the time of the benefit cuts the National government sought legitimation for its move to residual forms of welfare in various ways, including an argument about cutting welfare in order to increase incentives for those in receipt of benefits to move into the workforce (Richardson 1990)
. It ran this argument alongside an acknowledgment that the state does, nevertheless, have a role in caring for those whom it calls "the vulnerable"; the Welfare That Works document contained the following assurances from the then Minister of Social Welfare: 

... the Government recognises that there will always be people who will have difficulty adjusting to the changes, who will have difficulty getting access to assistance to social services, or whose genuine and particular needs are not met by the mainstream system. They are the vulnerable in our society; the Government is committed to ensuring that adequate support is available for the vulnerable, to make sure they do not become the forgotten members of our society. (Shipley 1991 :75) 

"The vulnerable" are defined in this document in two ways. There are those who are temporarily vulnerable, for example, the recently bereaved, or those leaving violent relationships. These individuals are identified as being in need of emergency services such as counselling or emergency shelter (ibid.:76). There are others, however, who are constructed in this discourse as possessing characteristics that make them subject to long-term vulnerability: those who have "difficulty adjusting" or problems "gaining access to assistance", and those with needs that fall outside "the mainstream system". The document makes an important distinction here, particularly with respect to the latter group: 

The increased emphasis on self reliance and personal responsibility underpinning [the] reforms... increases the risk that some people will miss out... [The] more a system demands people to be self reliant, the more likelihood there is that a greater number of people will miss out because their vulnerability is increased as the system requires more of them than they are capable of delivering…. The mainstream system will continue to need supplementing by special provisions to meet the needs of the vulnerable that the mainstream does not cover. (Shipley 1991 :75)

The document thus constructs the system of income support and social service assistance in terms of a "mainstream system" and a "supplement to the mainstream". It also defines "the vulnerable" as those who fall outside this mainstream and signals the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that more people will find themselves needing to access the supplementary "special provisions" of the system, in other words, that more people will be added to the category of "the vulnerable". A rapid escalation in the number of people seeking assistance from foodbanks in the years following the benefit cuts offers some confirmation of this prediction (Mackay 1995) and suggests that the special provisions put in place to supplement the mainstream system were insufficient to cope with the increased numbers of those seeking extra assistance. In December 1994 this was recognised and the level of aid available through supplementary assistance programmes was increased. This led to some decline in requests for assistance from foodbanks (ibid.) but this fall may not have been sustained. Documenting referrals to its foodbanks from Income Support, the Salvation Army reports that in 1994, 20.7% of all its foodbank clients (nationally) were referred by Income Support; in 1995 this figure was lower at 16.4%, (perhaps an indication that the increase in special assistance was making some difference); but in 1996 this figure was back to 20.3%, (possibly because of the impact on low-income families of the move to market rents for state rental properties). More than thirty thousand clients or client groups received foodbank assistance from the Salvation Army during each of these years (NZCCSS 1997). 

These figures indicate that the supplementing of the mainstream income support system is itself being supplemented by the voluntary sector and, moreover, that the level of assistance being offered through groups in this sector is considerable. But, it is important to recall that while the voluntary sector has always been, to a certain extent, the safety net below the safety net of the welfare state (Tennant 1989, Oliver 1988), charitable aid is only a part of the work of this sector. 

Nowland-Foreman (1997:25) suggests that "what makes voluntary organisations unique is that they are as much about participation as provision; as much about citizenship as service". He is referring primarily to those who belong to these organisations, but the point can as readily be made about those being assisted, particularly since in many organisations the "helped" become helpers in their turn. The literature of community development and civil society suggests that the voluntary sector is adept at integrating people into the community and "empowering disadvantaged groups rather than merely planning for their needs" (Davey and Dwyer 1984:9). In other words, this sector is well practiced in community development. This participatory model has been a significant part of the work of many, although not all, voluntary welfare groups (Davey and Dwyer 1984, Kenny 1997). Many people who have been in institutions, or isolated from family or friends, or stressed by the demands of their daily lives have been drawn back into community networks through these organisations. But the reports cited at the beginning of this section indicate that a great deal of the work that has been demanded of voluntary organisations in the years following the reforms has been emergency relief to assist the increased number of people no longer able to get a level of assistance from Income Support that is sufficient to their needs. This leaves less time and fewer resources for these groups to pursue work focused on encouraging participation in society.

In this sense the voluntary sector is beginning to mirror the state, for the state has drawn back from the principle of welfare as a means of enabling community participation. For example, following 1991, the first "major outcome desired by government" in the corporate plan of the Department of Social Welfare was altered from:

All people in New Zealand are able to participate within the communities to which they belong. (DSW 1991b:6)

to

Policies for social welfare contribute to a fair and just society and promote self- sufficiency and responsibility of individuals and their families/whanau. (DSW 1993:3) 

Missing from the new outcome is any reference to "participation", which has in the past been a key term in the language of social policy in New Zealand. Enabling participation in the community was defined as a fundamental principle of New Zealand's welfare state by both the Royal Commission on Social Security (1972:65) and the Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988:vi). Its removal from the statement of outcomes desired by government for welfare policy is, therefore, noteworthy, particularly in the light of comments by the head of the Change Team on Targeting Social Assistance, a task force appointed by the Government in 1990 to offer policy advice on welfare:

The important shift is away from a commitment to income support at a level so that recipients could "belong and participate" in society to a modest safety net to maintain individuals in the daily essentials of food, clothing, power and housing at a decent level. (Prebble 1991:1,3-4) 

Given the orientation of many voluntary groups towards community development it may seem that these groups are exactly the agents needed to compensate for the shift away from the principle of participation in general welfare policy. The problem, however, is that the voluntary sector functions best to integrate people into the community precisely through work that, within the new funding relationship, is in danger of being crowded out, namely, preventive, developmental and advocacy work. The reasons for this are various and have been discussed above: there has been a strong increase in demand for emergency relief; measuring outputs from developmental and preventive work is difficult in the context of contracts that require specific and quantifiable outputs in the short term (Davey and Dwyer 1984, Cheyne et al. 1997:208); the sometimes oppositional nature of advocacy work makes it an unlikely candidate for funding (Robinson 1995, Kenny 1997, Nowland Foreman 1997); and the availability of only partial funding for complete services may redirect agency funds towards contracted services and away from other work. In addition, the expensive nature of developmental and preventive work (at least in the short term) in contrast to relief work may, in a competitive environment, give those organisations involved only in relief or charity work a competitive advantage in the quest for funding.

By crowding out developmental work, and replacing it with essential and emergency services, the state redirects the resources of the voluntary sector away from the very work that is required to counter the excluding effects of the welfare reforms. In other words, the introduction of purchase- of-services contracting in the context of increased hardship in the community is likely to be a prescription for the promotion of charity at the expense of development. 

This is a significant cost arising from the combination of benefit cuts and the contract funding of voluntary groups. It is a cost to those individuals who are receiving charitable services directed at them (food parcels, donations of clothing and furniture and so forth), rather than participating in community development that involves them (advocacy, preventive education, the building of community networks). It is also a cost to those voluntary groups that may find themselves struggling to fund the participatory work that is central to the character of that sector. Finally, because of these effects, it is debatable whether this combination of reforms will contribute to the outcome hoped for it by government: "to actively encourage the self reliance so important to every person's development and dignity" (Shipley 1991:88) unless "self reliance" is understood in the narrow sense of simply being "off the benefit". Self-reliance is perhaps better understood as a sustainable lifestyle in which individuals and families have access to a "living wage" or more generally a "living income". This will not be achieved through the development of networks of charity, however extensive or community based. 

CONCLUSIONS

It is altogether unremarkable that policy makers wish to stress the benefits of their proposals, and, more than this, that they wish to assume that these benefits extend to the entire population. Hence we find the reform discourse of the early 1990s to be articulated in collective voice: "all New Zealanders will be more secure with these new policies..." (Shipley 1991:22); "the reforms encompass a package of measures to meet our economic and social needs today so there will be a bright future for New Zealanders" (ibid.:88). This paper has argued that this analysis is not transparent in terms of the costs of these policies to some New Zealanders and has suggested that policy discourse should be sensitive to the costs as well as the benefits of particular policies. 

In the same way that transparency in policy implementation is regarded as good management discipline, so transparency in policy discourse, making the trade-offs visible, may be seen as a good discipline for policy making. This is so for two reasons. The first is its potential to promote dialogue. For example, advocates on behalf of beneficiaries have protested that their efforts "to make the Government aware of the poverty its policies have created appear to have fallen on deaf ears" (Dalziel 1996:17). An intellectual structure for discourse that is sensitive to trade-offs is an essential step towards correcting this situation.

Secondly, invoking abstract models that attest to the singularly beneficial (or, conversely, disastrous) aspects of particular policy paths is, ultimately, a hollow exercise. Good policy analysis is grounded in a nation's historical and social context as this context is profoundly influential in a policy's success or failure. Because the costs and benefits of particular policies are likely to change according to context, attempts to identify policy trade-offs encourage this grounding in specificity and are, therefore, vital for good policy development. 
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Editor's Note: The New Zealand Community Funding Agency intends to provide a follow-up article which will offer alternatives to some of the major issues raised in this paper.


� With thanks to Paul Dalziel for some very helpful comments.


� More than political sensitivity may be involved here. For a discussion of the argument that the failure to recognise such trade-offs has its roots in the Pareto efficient discourse of economics see Dalziel and Higgins 1997.


� Outputs are defined as 'the goods and services produced' by the agency signing the contract (and for which the agency is directly accountable), while outcomes are 'the effects of those outputs on the community' (see Scott et al. 1990:157).


� The rise in poverty that followed these cuts has been documented by Krishnan 1995, Stephens, Waldegrave and Frater 1995, and Easton 1996.


� This was a consistent theme in the welfare reforms undertaken by the National government in the 1990s, see for example Birch 1996a, 1996b.





