MAKING A DIFFERENCE THROUGH E-GOVERNANCE FROM BELOW: AN
EVALUATION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Dr Janet Mcintyre-Mills
Associate Professor
Flinders Institute of Public Policy and Management
School of Palitical and International Studies
GPO Box 2100
Adelaide 5000
janet.mcintyre@flinders.edu.au

ABSTRACT

This paper discusses a process evaluation of agbrbjnded by an Australian Research Council Liekag
Project with the South Australian Department of lHed-linders University, University of South Aualia and
Neporendi Forum Inc, an Aboriginal NGO. The coeaashers comprising academics across a range of
disciplines, service users and providers addredibeireg in terms of their lived experiences of whadrks, why
and how. The outcome is the development of protoggftware that is co-owned by the partners andbas
tested out by the participants. The process hantkowledge management beyond storage and rdtonéva
information to include the perceptions and meaniofgthe stakeholders. It has potential to enabkiicg the
pathways in social justice terms, in order to makmse for participation both as ‘a means and dhtersupport
wellbeing within particular contexts. The softwaan be updated as it is used and it has the wigtenpal to
be applied in a range of governance contexts. Heeaf meaningful metaphors designed by the paaintgp
could a) tailor the software to different user @novider groups by b) enabling the participantsdlbect data on
their areas of concern.

User-centric design is based on telling narrataved exploring perceived ontologies or meanings. fidn
step is to analyze the discourses for patternsig@kis and Bausch 2006 and Van Gigch 1991, 20081era
modelling). Making sense of perceptions is throiggntification of patterns and making meaning/seufsthe
patterns based on weighting the choices. The nupfiténes particular themes were raised or pamicsérvice
choices made equals a weighting.

We used a pluralist approach and avoided a ‘ore fifis all' approach by using a) participatoryiac
research and questioning, b) soft systems mappingritique informed by Critical Systems Thinkingcaa
Design of Inquiry System and d) social cybernetiggplied to ‘if then’ scenarios.

The approach demonstrates the ability of peopldgeign the content of the software and thus to gadga
participatory design, e-governance and e-democrshich could be used to extend democracy to the
marginalized and socially excluded. In the Australcontext these include Aboriginal Australiangigees and
young people without the vote who will have to livgh the decisions in the future. The current agsk is only
with Aboriginal stakeholders aged 18 and aboveiandeds to be extended in the next phase to ircjodnger
Australians.

| will use most of the presentation time to giveractical demonstration of the software and toudisdts
potential application.



1 INTRODUCTION: WHAT ISTHE PROJECT ABOUT?

This paper discusses research that is funded Puatralian Research Council Linkage Project whb t
South Australian Department of Health, Flinders vwéngity, University of South Australia and Neporend
Forum Inc, an Aboriginal NGO. We chose the moséfiadilt problem in Australian context, namely sdcia
exclusion, unemployment, health, housing and aiddist(gambling, alcohol and other drugs) with tbgédthat
if we could create an interactive policy tool fofcamplex wicked problem’ (with many interrelatedriables
and with a strong value base) (see Rittel et aB),9%e would be able to adapt the model to othes mmplex
problems to inform policy on the basis of evidence.

The purpose of this research is to explore thdiogiships with service users and providers in thielip and
private sectors, in order to enhance the policfoperance match between agents and principals (\Wat&99).
Thus it a) explores the relationships across vhegalmore deeply with service users, b) providesetieb
understanding of what works, why and how, c) inferolicy decisions.

Health, homelessness, poverty, alcohol misuse, bjagnliamily violence, unemployment, lack of skidsid
lack of social inclusion are the presenting proldetimat undermine Aboriginal wellbeing of servicesnss
Service users are the designers of the researfgtpom what ‘works, why and how'.

The aim is to ensure that a) the service usersl i@ capacity of the service providers, not theeoivay
around to ensure a better match between perceiwedsnand service outcomes. b) to enable socialsioci
(building on Carson et al 2007: 113 , Bourdieu 1886 a critical reading of Putham 1995). c) coringatvith
others who are from the same background (bonding) making connections with those who are different
(bridging) and creating links horizontally and veatly to bring about change strategically. Theuealof
matching is enmeshed in the process of engagingetivdio have lived experience in social life. Wetibge
cannot be achieved through compartmentalized thgnkind practice (Fougere, 2007).

2. RATIONALE FOR PRAXIS

The approach is based on complementary combinatibiseory and methodologies matched to areas of
concern defined by identifying all the stakeholdémsthis context service users and service pragigrk with
(rather than within interpretive, emancipatory agmhes) by ‘testing out’ suitable matches with akelders
who are to be affected by policy or practice. \&& the hypothesis: The greater the use of paatimip design
processes to address complex problems (such addssmess, family violence, drug use, unemploymedt a
social inclusion issues) the better the problemingloutcomes for both human service users andigeo. We
test whether matching a response can alleviatpriilelem of an alienated and ill served communitypwbte,
but feel that their diverse perceptions and neeglsiat addressed sufficiently by representativeeguwment and
generic service delivery. It supports the recognitiof diversity within the nation state and is opn
explorations of the meaning of Aboriginality for NMoeing and identity. The process of engagemeint isself
important for democracy, personal and public actathility for wellbeing and for advancing scientifiesearch
by extending the testing process. The mapping peiedesigned for supporting sustainable desigsdoial
and environmental justice for this generation drarext, not merely to predict or control for narrsectarian
interests. The process draws on the wisdom andkiamiviedge of people who are at the receiving @mngblicy
and ensuring that they have a say in shaping tieetdin for the future and matching their need$sirvices
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and resources with this generation of life andribgt in mind. This conclusion is the starting pdior this
research into public ethics in a global context reheational boundaries need to be reconsideredk® into
account regional and global sustainability.

3. DESIGNING THEARCHITECTURE OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE TO AID
UNDERSTANDING BY BOTH SERVICE USERSAND PROVIDERS

As detailed in Mclintyre-Mills 2007, 2008, forthcamg)) the research process involved:

» Design of the content of the software through cosations, soft system mapping and weighting thelbam
of times certain factors are closely related tdheztber.

« Using informatics to map pathways based on a gewernputing algorithm.

Stories from co-researchers (both service userspandders) reveal domains of wellbeing described i
terms of a continuum of overlapping domains witmponents made up of variables that need to be aenes.
The following dimensions of wellbeing:

Table.1:

Dimensions of wellbeing Indicators

Physical health Safe housing (free of violencepinafe
community, regular meals, household
goods to support wellbeing (stove, fridge
and washing machine, furniture),
clothing, dental health and physical
health.

Mental health Good interpersonal skills, a sewde
respect and belonging , trust in a network
of people

Socio —cultural Routine roles to maintain a htwade and
connections with a community
Access services such as health and
education

Political Engaged in decision making outside the
private sphere, Sense of rights and
responsibilities

Economic Access to employment and
Learning literacy, numeracy and
computer skills and confidence.

Environmental and spiritual Connections with ‘ctiyh

The words of the informants were used to summasaseh theme. Typologies represent typical (ot
fixed) overlappingdomains. Changes from one domain to another were sumngadse6 dimensions (in
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baskets, out baskets, barriers, turning points seices that worked for them). As detailed elseehe
(Mclintyre-Mills 2007¢c, 2008 forthcoming), the enpgint for the user is as follows:
» Step one, please tell narrative. Then see whichebtories (based on the typologies) is closegbtm own
story. Select a story and explore and discussthéservice provider which story resonates and why.
» Add more information as data to enrich the knowetgse and to help the next service user.
« Walk through the interconnected and overlappinghways and collect items for basket (based on the
drawings and stories) and select items to disdzaddgd on the drawings and stories).
 Identify the barriers on the pathway and give tleename.
Based on an analysis of the data, wellbeing foviserusers can be understood as a state that can be
interpreted in many ways, it has many domains.seane it is:
1. ‘Being employedand ‘able to help others’, because their ‘liftnidiarmony’;
2. '‘Rebuilding’;
3. ‘Making a transition’by using a combination of serviées
4. ‘Keeping it together’ after leaving a violent sitiesm and trying to control drug and alcohol misusese
cigarettes extensively;
‘Making the break’ fronan unsatisfactory way of life;
‘Not coping’ and unable to leave or repeatedly returning timlent situation.
Instead of using a flat continuum from 1-6 , we eltetl a series of overlapping spirals spannindistiq
integrated service delivery to fragmented and caotnpentalised delivery of services as options withnm
variants in between (See Downes 2006: 36). Those avh most in need require the most integratedcssrv
and the most participation in decision making. eha$io are least in need require the least intedjsdevices
and are able to draw together services for therasednd act as facilitators for others, voluntearsdrvice
delivery or act as service providers for otherse Thallenge is to map the turning points for théetjer or b)
worse that lead to changes in life and to c) idgmitie barriers from the point of view of both sieesproviders
and users. The metaphor of baskets is based amatimen’s metaphor of ‘weaving together strands camirgy’
(Mclintyre-Mills 2006, 2007).

o a

1 Using CDEP, ASK job network, Neporendi and Cutuies.
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Figure -1Healing Pathways in McIntyre-Mills et al 2006:287

These patterns are drawn from analysing the stofie®men and men.
The overarching architecture for the knowledge lixaskis model as illustrated below:
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Figure 2: Sequence Diagram of System, De Vries Z006), 2008.

% The description of the prototype by De Vries appea Mcintyre Mills, 2008 forthcoming, Part 1. P& on the architecture by De
Vries operationalises the prototype.
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4. MEANING MAKING

Wellbeing is a complex and contextual outcome thast reflect individual variance. The approach is
critical, links theory and practice is contextuahda systemié. We conclude that bureaucratic and
compartmentalized responses are inadequate tosaddoemplex multifaceted problems. The paradigmt shif
from the machine metaphor associated with lineiakthg to the complexity metaphor of interrelatggtems
and networks shape the research. People who empertae policy outcomes in their everyday liveschte
fine-tune the policy through social inclusion iretdesign and monitoring of what works, why and halich
has implications for representation and accouritpbilOpen communication is mindful of multiple wpoints,
meanings associated with different cultural mapsaddresses ways to enhance knowledge managenmgnt an
decision making so as to narrow the gap betweericeeusers and providers. More profoundly, it eralthe
complexity of policy decisions to be matched by tmenplexity of the decision makers. Also to buildthe
rational testing process so that personal decisiombased on ‘if then’ scenarios, so the narr@gmpatist or ill
informed decision maker is prompted to think thhdougctions to enable decisions based on expanded
pragmatism that sweeps in social , economic anat@mental considerations for now and the fututerrun
gains could be understood to boomerang as lossgsrfg and pollution) that impact on their own sgfer that
of their children (Beck 1992, 1998, Mclintyre-Mikt al 2006c¢). It needs to be supported by case ewmrior
people in clinical situations, but it can be useghtively to enable moving beyond integrated denishaking
(Bammer 2005) to enable critical and systemic timigkdesign and practice in a range of contexthénpublic
and the private sector.

As stressed in Mcintyre-Mills (2007a, b, ¢, 2008 theory of sociocybernetics (Beer 1974) strefisas
understanding non linear relationships is a firspso developing policy responses. The data shaitipte non
linear relationships across:

» Socio-economic disadvantage that cause discrinsimati housing options and prevents access to a home

« The lack of security provided by a home base eauppith electricity, white goods and essential ifiwme
from which to get a job, training or education.

» A sense of connection with a supportive wider comityusupports stable relationships. A home, serise o
place is a necessary, but insufficient dimensiowalfbeing.

« Domestic violence results in a lack of confidenod a sense of hopelessness.

» Hopelessness and a lack of confidence (as a rekultieir prior experiences) lead to women accepting
domestic violence, because they do not know hogstape from it.

Context is all important to the design as the paroes expressed are based on specific experieviies
will be developed into conditional scenarios todguactiort.

% The systemic approaches to the management of earppbblems build on the work of critical systetimking and practice (Jackson,
2000; Mclintyre, 2000, 2002a, b, c, 2003, 2004; Rer2@01, a, b, 2002; Flood and Romm, 1996; Midg&800; Churchman, 1979,
1982 and Zhu, 2000).

4 These suggestions are however, only meant to gigidisions made by service users together witnécseprovider, who could sit side
by side and use the computer program to help ifyewtiich narratives resonate with their own expecies and explore the choices
made by others and then to consider their own plesegsponses that could be added to the prograneagh service user works with
the program they will add items that they percediveébe valuable for the ‘in baskets’, items thatchée be discarded. They will
identify the turning points they have experiencedthe better and the worse and the barriers (Rspigny et al 2002) they have
experienced.
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The computer program learns as different usergiboité and this is achieved by positioning thedes{that
the service users perceive to be important) asrgyne in response to contextual scenarios by caskevsin
the domains section of the software. We need miroge to test the program to establish if it eralireater
self knowledge and learning from others and beléeisions, based on pattern recognition that calslol help to
make sense of the trauma and losses they haveengea.

We have concluded, however that participating inaative, constructive way in designing alternatives
appears to be important as ‘a means and an emsdipjoort wellbeing. Being ‘shamed’ by service previglwas
discussed as being one of the greatest barrierthi®also see Atkinson,2002) to healing as itterea sense of
victim hood and leads to mistrust. If the dynamitake you feel disrespected, it undermines oppitigsnto
build connections and pathways to wellbeing. Thet@ns felt by those who are turned away from servi
providers were expressed graphically as unfriemtigractions with intimidating, unsmiling serviceopiders.
What works, namely a circle of women talking asaguThis is supported by the work of Ainsworth and
Bowlby (1991), Brewer and Hewstone (2004), Atkingd002) as well as Greenfield (2000) all of whomess
the importance of engagement that builds linkagesss diverse groups , based on trust. Unfortlynaggative
racist, sexist communications have an oppositetffaich is why supportive networks are vital foelilbeing.

The data from two men's focus groups and from temhined focus groups with men and women service
users stress the importance of not only respectfiimunication and interactions, but warmth anchftimess.
Borradori, Habermas and Derrida (2003) take up tbssie and stress the implications of the quality o
communication for democracy. Respect is not enougihmth and the quality of the engagement matieris
requires building rapport through “two-way commuation”. Gore (2007) argues that one way commurdoati
raises many problems for democracy and the way hiclwtwo-way communication is vital for building
relationships and creating attachments betweeni@apphe individual level and also at the socikaéF.

“As Miller and Ferroggiaro (1996) have pointed awispect and self respect are central componenas @&nlarged
concept of citizenship...Respect affects how we aeatéd , what help from others is likely, what emoic
arrangements others are willing to engage in hemwreciprocity is to be expected’. Respect acta assource for
individuals, and should be considered a componérhe norms of reciprocity, trust, and social obtign that are
essential for minimising the risks of poor physjgaychological, or social health (Aday1994hdeed, mutual respect
and the avoidance of inflicting humiliation on pémjs the central concept of Margalit's ‘decentisb¢ (Margalit
1996). ...honour and shame are soc crucial to humlations and may often become issues of life amihdieas long
been recognised.”.(Wilkinson 1998: 594).

® Democracy is currently increasingly criticized funt representing the interests of diverse citizms for not taking into account the
social justice and environmental concerns that sgdional boundaries(Beer 1974,1994), Habermas;iderand Borradori, 2003,
Pape 2005, Devji 2005, Singer 2002 and MclintyrésVB003, 2006a,b,c). As Savage (2005: 330) argihese are many kinds of
bureaucracy and current democratic forms are ird rafean overhaul. Revitalizing democracy (Putnan®5)9and democratic
institutions by finding new ways to engage the rnraliged is the challenge (highlighted by Savag85)Go which this research is
addressed. Florini (2003: 83) sums up the challeagefollows: “...when decision making reaches theefiad level of
intergovernmental organizations or even informaltitatieral rule making, the threads of democraticauntability can be stretched
very thin. It is often hard to see such decisiokimg systems as a means by which the people ofithkel, through the instrument of
their freely chosen governments, resolve their commproblems. ... Accountability to the general public is at bestirect, and
often, for all intents and purposes, it does nasteat all ...[The] mechanisms we have put in plaxdeal with large scale collective
action problems seem so thoroughly inadequate wiegnhed up against the scale of the problems...".

® Aday, L.A. 1994. The health status of vulneratdpydations. Annual Review of Public Health. 15. 480.



The datafrom service users has produced very specific recommendations abomtegting safety concerns
that go beyond just physical housing and b) theomamce of social networks to support those whoehav
complex needs. c) Throughout the very detailedestpsupported by pictures and vignettes, the inémts have
stressed the value of respectful interactions fsemvice providers.

The ‘in basket metaphor’ refers to the aspectspgbaple perceive they need to enhance wellbeitng T

‘out basket’ metaphor refers to aspects they neetiscard to enhance wellbeing. ‘Barriers’ refeatpects
that prevent wellbeing and turning points refeptsitive and negative events. The data organiséunathe
proformas highlighted the themes and the relatipsshetween them (Figure 3).

Related to
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J Mental Health
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L

Alcohol & Other Drugs

Violence Gambling

Figure 3. Graphical structure of issues and tmgarirelationships (De Vries in Mcintyre-Mills €t2006: 295)



31 I nter active modeling process

Once a preliminary analysis of the confidential;idientified data was undertaken a series of itegati
workshops were held to explore the map of factatls the participants to find the shortest pathwpgraach to
achieving wellbeing outcomes. But the pathwayskm®ed on the perceived lived experiences of thécse
users as to what constitutes successful, integraécbmes. The interactive modeling process couftbart
matching services to need as long as it is seam asd to decision making and an aid to e-gover@anact as a
means to predict and control. It could also be useghable accountability by making the pathwayshadices
transparent to users and providers.

The narratives and pictures (both abstract andretmcepresentations) were used to develop metsyatior
weaving together strands of experience into baskatscould be used to:

» Tell their unique personal history shaped by a easfgsocial, economic and environmental circumstanc

« Explore how it has been shaped by their experiefoesexample of violence at home, homelessness, or
unsafe neighbourhoods and limited networks.

 ldentify with a story that others have told andlakphow it is different and similar

» Assess positive life lessons and identify asseitssttiey have and need for their ‘in baskets'.

» Discard the problem areas from their lives by tgkpersonal responsibility and

» Seek assistance to address identified needs thvat theen prioritized through considering their sfieci
circumstances.

The model of the process is for the service ustglttheir story to a case worker whatens and who builds
rapport over time and then to choose which of 3 basic stories isedbto their own. They then adapt that story
in detall to their own by adding factors to the mabus it grows to accommodate their needs. The pumstive
aspects were considered to be its potential foatistigy, innovation and social inclusion. Mappindeas
conceptually is important for making sense of otiées This is important because of Miller's conjae (1956)
that human beings cannot hold more than a few iggan mind at a time, they cannot make all theneations
across them. Dynamic models can help to make sd#nbke issues which they face.

These patterns are drawn from analysing the stofie@men and men. Wellbeing can be seen as haveng
following dimensions, as detailed in Figure 4:



Achieved by
Being listened to

Enhance access

Social inclusion,
Education,

respectfully, Being

with family, Being in
nature

employment
extend trust & support
network, making
connections with others,
building hope and trus

Related to/
closeness of match

Rapport with service

providers, stable

e

place to live,

motivation

P Wellbeing

hope, spirituality,
sense of security

Agencies/facilitators
self confidence & self

having a job,

education, sense of

respect, family
job, education

belonging, at peace,
confidence.

Constraints
Alcohol and other drugs
money spent on alcohol

other drugs, e.g. cigarettes
domestic violence, depression, forgetting
spirituality and identity, lack of self esteery

Figure.4: Map for the proforma (see Mclintyre-M#806c¢, 2007c and forthcoming)

Combinations of 5 axial factors appear importarhit stage of the analysis:

» Home safety (and being free of violence)

« Health (physical and mental health — appearance, energy)

e Purpose (Formal Employment or preparation for employmenbfigssion employment/CDEP / training /
education)

« Connection/belonging (people and place), volunteering, community lesldigrand cultural spirituality

» Self respect and confidence, feeling good about oneself which is linked witkirg able to access services,
work, study, maintain a stable home for children.

The inference from the analysis of the data sasfinat by providing a combination of factors (shéising,
meeting basic physical needs then accessing edncatid employment) wellbeing becomes possible. To
overcome barriers in accessing services, it id thta service providers in mainstream and spesiitices are
welcoming to ensure that the confidence of serusmrs is built. The role played by holistic ordoerstop shop
outreach) is important in this context as it enablapport and relationships to be formed. Also &lkdy
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negotiated pathway capable of dealing with 5-7aldés to ensure that the above mentioned axialdabeare
addressed effectively and efficiently would endidéter outcomes.

AN EVALUATION OF SOFTWARE

An evaluation of software designed in partnershithvan Aboriginal NGO and the South Australian
Department of Health and the Australian Researchn€ib was held on the 12 February, 2008 at Flinders
University entitled “ User-centric Design: PathwdgsWellbeing™. This was a timely date, just prior to the
apology made by Prime Minister Rudd for the pagtsitices to Aboriginal people. The workshop wdsrated
by Aboriginal and non Aboriginal health service yiders and academics. Wellbeing is a perceptioguadity
of life that spans a number of interrelated fagtbrg it is underpinned by meeting not only baseds but by
being involved in one’'s community and having a seti@t one is able to influence one’s social emvirent .
The viewpoints of service users /members of thdipdbrm an integral part of policy making to achéea
perceived sense of wellbeing.

The most negative aspects were based in part ofa¢chéhat the prototype needs a touch screenfateto
enable a range of users to traverse flexibly thinathg data. The most positive aspects were comglderbe its
potential for creativity, innovation and social lision. The most negative aspects were based fropahe fact
that the system is still a less than robust prgtyithout the Java interactive interface neededet@ble to
traverse more flexibly through the data.

Other comments reflected a lack of understandifighe design as they were concerned about the toeed
have more complex stories as a starting pointhfersbftware, without understanding that the comtyldoegins
with the service user’s story which is used toaipdhe existing softwafeOverall the feedback was positive
and the next step is to find a way to find findiogake the generic prototype to the next stagetaritid ways
to generalise the software to other areas suckerais delivery to local government or matching tieeds of
diverse interests within regional areas. This wankblve working across national boundaries tha both
conceptual and spatial (including organisatioriEtiis is a big step and needs the support of intetlegroups to
assist us with the process of approaching bothipahH selected private sector funders.

" The project grew out of institutional design inpaaity building to enable better communication asr@onceptual and spatial
boundaries. The process of engaging stakeholdessalvanportant to addressing wellbeing which isomplex, interrelated concept
based on perceptions and values along with theimgeet core basic needs, it requires respect asehae of being connected with the
community in which one lives. The approach is dawid to extending participatory democracy and guveee to Aboriginal service
users, based on their perceptions of what worky,avtd how, but it has greater potential for moneagie application.

8 The process is for the service user to tell thigiry and then to choose which of 3 basic stodeddsest to their own. They then adapt
that story in detail to their own by adding factarsthe map. Thus it grows to accommodate theidsie€he distinctions across some
of the factors such as have and needs is arbitvanguse it is based on their perceptions , ndiféerent lists.
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Strengths

The program has a
memory. Helps with
access to services and
awareness of services
available.

Computer access for
clients.

Helps with self awareness
and a chance for people tg
take control of their own
lives. Useful and easy to
use. A nice way to identify,
needs. Innovative ideas
/tools to match needs.
Good design and a clear
bright screen. Great way
of thinking through and
documenting stories
experiences and plans

Good start in helping
people think about their
situation and options.
Having a print out to keep
with them would be useful

It provides a structure for
helping people that can be
constantly built upon. Will
make it easier to see

whether clients are making
progress

Provides options for easie
access to useful
information rather than
ploughing through copious
case notes. Makes
providers think about
client’s real situations as
well as making clients
think about this. Private
information if desired by
not using one’s own name
Can print out ‘where you
are at’ and ‘where you
want to go’. Interesting use
of technology. Good use o
narrative and personal
stories which validates the|
qualitative approach. Like
the aspect of relating to

W eaknesses

Timeline for the actions is
needed

Need to distinguish between
violence within a household
and extended family violence.
Concentrated activity may be
too intense for clients and they
may need to have a day to go
through the programme and th
whole pathway may be too
much to consider at any one
time.

h

Opportunities

Friendly facilitators are neede:

to work with people to promote

the program at places like
Centrelink and women'’s
centres.

Envisage the program to be

used in waiting rooms of

Sexual health clinics and by
ecounsellors.

Best way to understand the
program is ‘to have a go'.

Service providers need to kno
about the program. It needs tg
be promoted.

This needs to be tested out fo
each user group and modified
with a facilitator.

The steps in the pathway coul
be presented as a route that
could take many months or
years to achieve. Monitoring
use and outcomes needs to b
ongoing.

‘Web based’ library or sharing
of local and regional
information with Community
services and commonwealth

Possible interface with CISA
data base of community
services.

The concept/tool could easily
be modified to any

environment where there is a
partnership between workers
and clients in health services
such as Torrens House workirn
with staff on parenting.

Service users need to work

Threats

1 The language in the
stories and in the drop
down menus needs to
be customised for the
user groups so that the
worker is not more
powerful than the
service user.

L

D
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others stories. Good use df along side case workers who

a positive proactive can help them to identify
approach. Tool to focus or personal barriers.

needs and actions that are

realistic. Concept of

baskets (in and out) is Opportunity to share

good and concept of resources/knowledge betweer
turning points is good. people or for data to be de

identified so pathways not
people are the focus.

Need to list grief, fear, loss
pain, sadness, and suffering.

Fairly easy to use. It will
develop into a useful tool that
captures clients and workers
knowledge.

Table 2: SWOT of Software design to date (McIntytidls 2008 forthcoming)

Some of the serviceroviders who tested out the program did not understandubeit perceptions shape the
pathways and the users decide what they are goipgttinto their ‘in and out baskets’. The servisers decide
whatthey think is positive and negative. The ‘if then scéosirare about testing out ‘what if | were to de th
following’ and then seeing the implications ofcion in the pathway. This testing out of idesthie basis for
learning. The complexity begins with the servicerissstory that is used to update the existingvgne. The
program enables both the service users and previdexdd information so that richness of the paylsvean be
increased. In other words, the program learns amagg The idea is not to provide the user with memyplex
stories, just a starting point for the user to tiedlir own unique story, reflect on it with the case worker and then
to build their own detailed story into the spacesviled. The stories of other people are only perfar
entering their own unique details.
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Co-researchers test the prototype at a workshop
hosted by Flinders University and Centre for
Aboriginal Research on 12 February 2008

6. OUTCOMES

The intended outcomes were as follows:

More effective matches of services to perceivedinee

2. Better able to combine services to meet compledsi€khis has implications for governance, becaesgplp
at the receiving end of the decision can test des$ and so this makes the rhetoric of subsidiarigality,
namely good for democracy and for science. It mlesia generic tool for governance and has impdioati
for e-governance. Pattern recognition and meaniagimy is vital for making sense the trauma anddsss
they have experienced.

=

3. Taking an active, constructive step away from theblem to wards co-creating a solution, because the
service users become participants in designingieakiand they take control of their healing.

4. Capacity building of service providers by servisers.

5. Improved outcomes for service users.

6. Develop and pilot a computer tool to inform deaisinaking by both users and providers.

7. Creation of an updated data set on the areas cEcon

The first three outcomes have been achieved bebmas 4-7 will be an ongoing challenge for the rieitu
The involvement of the participants extends denmciand governance and enables network governance to
occur.

1. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Fragmented thinking has implications for policy am@ctice. It excludes and alienates and is inhigren
respectful only of power. A personal and public ality and conscience is supported by ethical tmigkin
terms of apriori norms and aposteriori consequertfesur actions for self, others and the environtmen
Balancing individual needs and group norms requieflsction and deciding on where to draw the beunaf
what is acceptable and what is beyond the paledleyd2000j.

® According to Scheff and Retzinger: “adaptive peshlsolving requires part/whole analysis, understanthe relations between parts
and wholes. This is largely a cognitive capaciffhaugh emotions also play a part. Moral behavirgquires understanding the
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Wellbeing is a perception of quality of life thagass a number of interrelated factors, but itnidexpinned
by meeting not only basic needs but by being inedlin one’s community and having a sense that®abéle to
influence one's social environment (Mclntyre-MillR006¢c, 2007 a, b, c). The viewpoints of servicersis
/members of the public form an integral part ofigpolmaking to achieve a perceived sense of wellpein
(Mclntyre-Mills et al 2006c).

CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated that the process works véegtiekly for a complex problem which requires a
holistic and simultaneous intervention. It has rfraapplicability to other areas such as enablingngo
Australians to have a say in reducing the sizeuofaarbon footprint at the local government levidie social,
economic and environmental factors to support veétldp could be used as a basis for their decidingvioat
needs to be added to their * in baskets’, ‘out btskwhat the ‘turning points’ will be for the lbet and the
worse. They could consider what we have now andt wieaneed for future generations and use tests for
sustainability (Murray et al 2007). The implicatioare that the voting process could enable peomadgage in
discursive democracy and to shape decisions ofyatiakers who will be able to count the numberiroes
people have made particular combinations of selesti

But also — more importantly — the ‘if then’ scewaricould enable them to think through the impliasi of
choosing one pathway rather than another, so lithelp to build social responsibility and a sengeghts. The
process of engaging stakeholders was all impottm@tddressing wellbeing which is a complex, infetes
concept based on perceptions and values alonglwétmeeting of core basic needs.

Wellbeing requires respect and a sense of beingemtad with the community in which one lives. The
design of inquiring systems approach (West Churechmd971, 1980) is dedicated to extending Critical
Systems Thinking ( see Jackson 2000, Flood and Ra@886, Midgley 200, 2007, to participatory demograc
and governance Mclintyre-Mills 2003, 2004, 2005,20B&) and specifically to Aboriginal service ssdrased
on their perceptions of what works, why and how. &¥eclude that people who experience the policg@uts
in their everyday lives need to fine-tune the potierough social inclusion in the design and mamig of what
works, why and how which has implications for regamatation , accountability , accounting and risk

consequences of one’s actions, of the part they piey in the whole system of relationships in whate is involved. Although
part/whole analysis can be undertaken intentionaligwly and systematically , as in careful lindizisvork on the structure and
meaning of dialogue, and in the ethnography ofucaltartifacts, it is usually involuntary, rapid daicovert..The emotions most
central to conscience are probably pride and shhaewis refers to these emotions as the ‘moral emneti(1976). Normal shaming
is conscience building. The caretakers approvalliesn pride ; disapproval in shame...a secure bordlves what Stern calls
attunement: the parent and child are intellectuaiig emotionally connected in a way such that eatifies and legitimates the
others existence ...the ratification of oneself, ofhbbeing and doing , seems an instinctive featdirall humans and other social
creatures...” (Scheff and Retzinger 2001: 177-178gyTgo on to make the case that human beings walgonfent their thinking can
become immoral. “Specialisation has its uses, bgeéreral problem-solving ability- that is basic tamintelligence — requires ...
playful, spontaneous kind of thinking and feeling.(182). Linear fragmentation of thinking and preetican be a convenience a
rationalization for not taking acknowledging rigleisd responsibilities. for not balancing individeail and collectivism. The project
grows out of institutional design in capacity birigito enable better communication across concépthspatial boundaries.
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management. It is rational to extend the testingcgss beyond professionals and to draw on the lived
experiences of people who can provide valuablglmsion the issue.

The point that needs to be stressed is that remeggm and accountability rest upon testing oud an
matching responses to context. This requires aarelqu form of testing so that those on the recgieind of
the decision are part of the testing process. Tht®lds both the principle of subsidiarity and AgbbRule
(1956) which was tested out in this proj¥cthe research has potential for more generic agudic.

Enhancing representation, accountability and saeiddision will be on the policy agenda for theefeeeable
future. Future research needs to focus on waymnkance policy making by testing out young paréotfs
ideas based on questioning and considering optidisis it could develop a new intergenerationalreagh
based on understanding views from below, in ordexplore areas of convergence and divergenceeiatba
of representation and accountability (Christakisl &ausch 2006, Mclntyre-Mills 2006b, ¢ 2007c). édds
centric design for wellbeing’ to enhance policy mnakis a new area of research to enhance accolitytabi
(Mclintyre-Mills 2007a, b, 2008 forthcoming). It coects the diverse theories on the need for better
representation, intergenerational social, econamnid environmental accountability and sense makdrngoés
the sciences) to support wellbeing with diverseingpstakeholders. It will fill a gap in the undersding of the
relationships across energy futures, climate chafégnnery, 2005, Stern, 2007, Odum 1996) and itent
formation by integrating the following bodies dkliature through a critical systemic research anadlyais:

» Intergenerational accountabifityethics, sustainability (Elkington 1997) and

* Local-global identities of young people with diversrigins, life chances and cultural backgrounds (s

Mclntyre-Mills 2003, 2006¢, Bogue,1989,Giddens, 20Bourdieu, 1972, White 2001, Borradori,

0 The process used in the project was to move framtomplexity of personal stories to typologiessdasn their perceptions then to ask
them to select one of the typologies which willebgtarting point for building their personal story.

How do we achieve governance, accountability aieatgr capability in a post wealth society whergta@nability based on systemic
rather than single line accounting?Bnvironmental Accountingdoward Odum, a systems thinker explains that attednility for
wellbeing is based on assessing ways to live swigi with the next generation of life in mind. lHaminds us that all wealth is
“produced from and maintained by the environmeomeatimes helped by people and sometimes not...” (Oti886: 6). Thus to
achieve the United Nation’s Millennium Goals fosastainable future requires rethinking accountgbéind accounting processes,
because climate change (affected by carbon em&siopacts on all aspects of life and is criticad dur wellbeing. The work of
Howard Odum on ‘environmental accounting suppdrsrationale for the research. Elkington suppioipte bottom line accounting,
starting point for a new score card. Pierre (2Q0@) Florini (2003) discuss the importance of jggyétion to enhance accountability.
Florini stresses that the Aarhus convention coafdrim the process of governance. Mcintyre-Millsq@6) in Systemic Governance
draws on Christakis with Bausch (2006) and Sin@®00) to argue for the value of subsidiarity and itimportance of contextual
matching. These elements together with the infaosaoftware developed in the research could mak#exrence. The challenge for
both representation and accountability is to enabléo balance individualism and collectivism. Exrtie forms of individualism lead
to the undermining of the ‘greater good’ and publierests, because of egotism and the pursuiefopal interests. A case in point
is the way in which American electoral process sigerast amounts of money on individual candidatiéisinvboth major opposition
parties. The extreme forms of collectivism leadh® undermining of individual rights and respongiles and the control of the state.
Both extremes pose casualties for social and emviemtal sustainability which rest on matching be&al responses to specific areas
of concern, but which are still governed by thenpiple that we can be free to the extent that waatoundermine the diversity of
others within this generation and the next. Thigunes a delicate balance of apriori norms and tepiosi performance measures.
This requires ensuring that the matching procedsssténto account the test of whether the decissom ithe interests of both this
generation and the next. Accountability cannot aottifrom the next generation to support a curremtegation’s life style. The
mistake made by Darwin in his discussion aboutstheival of the species acc to the social psychstdyiandis (1995:5) is that we
need to consider competition not of individuals blthe collective species within their environmedtltural lenses of individualism
helped to shape his theory, which is why we nedgktmindful of theories and be open to testingdess.
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2003,Elliot and Lemert 2006) with perceived welligeand the concerns of those who struggle to be
heard and are most likely to be disadvantaged inaeasingly networked world (Castells 1996,1998)
unless processes enable user-centric design (Bar&b0, Christakis with Bausch , 2006, Mcintyre-
Mills 2003,2006).

8.1.Addressing the wicked problem of social justice and sustainability through enhancing
participation

Addressing complex wicked problems of climate clearepidemics, security and pollution remain central
problems for democracy and governance internatipii@ee Held, 2005). This research explores thergxb
which participation as means and an enenhhances the capability of people to make ratiahaices for
themselves and others through thinking throughoogti The global commons is under threat (Held, 280&rn
2007)) and we need to find a way to address thietigees in such a way that we can address sustaifighres
whilst balancing collectivism and individualism.

8.2. How people speak to the future on sustainable energy and wellbeing

We need to:

« Gather data based on young people’s perceptioneegperiences of positive ways to reduce our carbon
footprint to support wellbeing, through communigsied activities and life style changes.

« Ensure that those who will have to live with theid®ons have a say and are not excluded from n&ggor
society.

e Collect the data using a multimethod approach c@imy research conversations, arts and narrative to
inform the development of software for integrateztidion making based on their own experiences and
world views (see Mclintyre-Mills 2007).

« Enhance decision making by enabling the particypatif diverse young people so that they can hasaya
in policy making and ‘debating governance’ (Pie@@00) to address their social and environmental
concerns (Mcintyre 2006 a, b, Mcintyre-Mills 20@D02 a, b, ¢, 2003, 2006c, 2007a, b). Bourdieu {197
in the 'Outline of a Theory of Practicestresses the importance of understanding the wiewd of
participants. He talks about the landscape of ideasconcepts which people inhabit. Representatimh
accountability for a sustainable future is assidstgdnatching domains of knowledge to areas of [peede
concern by testing out ideas with those who areet@t the receiving end of the decisions and withré
generations in mind (Mclntyre-Mills 2007d).

« Work with local governments and schools to fadiitthe action research with young people baseduon o
prior wellbeing, quality of life andlevelopment relateg@rojects. These local government areas include
culturally diverse young people with diverse lifeanges. The processes and the empirical data beuld
used in the public and private sector. The strepftime research is that it could focus on a shared of
concern, namely: social and environmental sudbdiiachallenges.
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By developing a ‘design of inquiry system’ (see @fwman, 1971, 1982) to broaden the participatiothef
marginalised and young people so that they can laagay in policy making that meets their social and
environmental concertts

The options and practical implications for demogrand governance policy and include: Isolationist,
nationalist realist stances based on the notiorsepfarate interests and separate world views waldl I
competition and conflict. Multilateralism based diverse pluralist ideas based on communication sacro
conceptual and spatial boundaries is vital, butireg the capability to think critically and anatgily and to
engage in dialogue. Multilateralism based on fd@graegions spanning national boundaries based on
commensurable shared commons, informed by subigjdéard the notion of Ashby’'s Rule of Requisite ety
and an understanding of our common fate as ‘onddivoould provide a way forward. This requireeth
capability to think through ‘if-then’ scenarios &3 to develop an understanding of shared concdrost a
rationality and the extent to which democracy itiffg (see Christakis and Bausch 2006, Mcintyreildt al
2006, 2008 forthcoming).
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