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Summary 

Background and aims. Offender rehabilitation is a key strategy wielded 
by criminal justice system to engender reintegration of offenders into 
society (Armstrong, 2012; Ministry of Justice UK, 2013). As the vast 
majority of the prison population grapples with some sort of vulnerability 
(Sinha, 2010), judicious rehabilitation strategies have to address clusters 
of correlated needs and provide multifaceted solutions (Andrews & 
Bonta, 2016). To that end, the involvement of welfare services in the 
rehabilitation process has been suggested as a means to advance the state 
of the art forward (Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 2009; Strype, Gundhus, 
Egge, & Ødegård, 2014). 

In the England and Wales, the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
(L&D) services assist specifically vulnerable offenders when they are 
first in contact with criminal justice system by diverting them, when 
commensurate, to health and other care services (James, 1999). As such, 
L&D’s objective is to engender integrated rehabilitative interventions 
orchestrated between criminal justice and welfare systems (Kodner & 
Spreeuwenberg , 2002). 

Over the past thirty years, L&D services have been locally funded and 
managed (Reed, 1992), but in 2014 the national government in England 
introduced a new model for the service. The policy, which among other 
goals pursues the standardisation of practice across the country, states 
that L&D services should facilitate integrated rehabilitative interventions 
between Criminal Justice System and Welfare Services to improve 
health and social care outcomes (NHS England Liaison and Diversion 
Programme, 2014). However, the challenges of policy implementation 
(Fuglsang, 2010; Lipsky, 2010; Lippke & Wegener, 2014) as well as 
practice standardization (Clarke, 2013; Hill & Huppe, 2014) are widely 
discussed in the literature, and the introduction of a new national model 
for L&D services is engrossed in these discussions. Thus, the aim of this 
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study is to respond the over-arching question: How is interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services perceived by 
street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new national model 
for Liaison & Diversion?  

In order to investigate the role of L&D services as a conduit of 
interagency collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems 
upon the introduction of the new national model, the aim of this study 
has been operationalized through two research questions, as follows: 

I. How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion (L&D) 
services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency collaboration 
across criminal justice and welfares systems in light of the 
standardized guidelines introduced by the new national model?  
 

II. What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 
workers? 

 

The focus on the perspective of front-line workers is due to an existent 
proclivity for the studies on interagency collaboration to focus on the 
organisational/service level rather than the standpoint of front-line 
professionals (Disley et al., 2016; Parker, et al., 2018). Thus, this 
research attempts to contribute to filling an empirical gap in the study of 
prearrest/pre-sentence models of collaboration in light of the perspective 
of front-line workers. 

Theoretical framework and research design. The research builds upon 
a theoretical framework that is, by and large, predicated on Activity 
Theory to make sense of the street-level interactions between criminal 
justice and welfare services. Since the overlap between interagency 
collaboration and street-level bureaucracy is still relatively 
underexplored (Hupe, 2014; Hupe & Hill, 2016), this research also 
contributes to filling a theoretical gap in both kinds of literature by 
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investigating the impact of street-level interagency collaboration on 
policy implementation. 

The study drew upon a representative qualitative case study (Yin, 2009) 
deployed with the goal “to capture the circumstances and conditions of 
an everyday or commonplace situation” (Yin, 2009, p. 48).  The case 
study focused on collaboration through the perspective of front-line 
L&D professionals as well as workers from neighbouring organisations 
in criminal justice and welfare systems. Data analysis followed a 
template analysis method (King, 2012). 

 
Findings. The results of the study provided the following evidence: 

 A utilitarian approach to policy implementation. L&D front-line 
workers grapple with equating are embroiled with the 
implementation of standardised rules in light of local 
contingencies. Consequently, they develop coping mechanisms 
to equate policy and reality. 

 Fragmented IT systems hamper agencies to dovetail their 
strategies. Each organisation runs independent information 
technology (IT) systems (primary communication tool in the 
context studied) that are impervious to other agencies, which 
renders interagency collaboration intractable.  

 Interpersonal relations to square organisations’ goals with a 
system of subpar quality. Front-line workers have strived to 
establish interpersonal relationships in order to circumvent 
systemic limitations and promote collaboration.  

In light of the findings, the over-arching question posed in this study can 
be briefly responded as follows: 

How is interagency collaboration between L&D and neighbouring 
services perceived by street-level L&D workers after the 
introduction of a new national model for Liaison & Diversion? 
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Consolidating a homogeneous model across the country has proven to be 
an intractable process that requires fine-tuning over time. One of the 
reasons for this is the nature of the systems and structures that pre-existed 
the L&D national model, and, therefore, do not condone the expectations 
of the new policy. Organisations in criminal justice and welfare services 
do not seem to be in conditions to implement the transformations 
proposed by the diversion agenda, and bringing discrete services 
together has been a challenge for L&D workers. The findings 
demonstrate that professionals from neighbouring services are amenable 
to work in tandem with L&D despite the elusive role of the organisation. 
The national model clarified responsibilities to an extent, but the other 
services still have to become more familiarised with L&D’s attributions 
so to avoid overlapping and optimise collaboration. 

Furthermore, the research questions that operationalised the study can be 
briefly addressed as follows: 

How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion (L&D) 
services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems in light of 
the standardized guidelines introduced by the new national model? 
In England and Wales, the idea of criminal justice and welfare systems 
working in tandem to address the needs of vulnerable people entering the 
criminal justice system is not up for grabs amid decision-makers 
(Ministry of Justice UK, 2013). The government introduces general 
strategies aimed at galvanising collaboration between agencies and 
expects them to be spread out at the street-level of public service 
organisations, but there seems to be a gap between the policies 
instructions and their actual implementation in practice (Hill & Huppe, 
2014), which is usually justified by the fact that front-line workers 
operate under bureaucratic constraints and with limited resources 
(Lipsky, 2010). Such scenario could also be observed in the case of the 
L&D services. The results of this study provided evidence that the 
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implementation of the national model for L&D was contingent on local 
circumstances and front-line workers’ discretion. 

Dealing with instructions that were unvaryingly implemented across 
L&D sites by the new national model, the front-line staff used their 
discretionary judgment based on professional values and ethics to decide 
whether specific instructions of the national model were feasible. There 
was a prioritisation of tasks engrossed in their goal of supporting 
vulnerable people and promoting collaboration (which they perceived as 
their ‘core-work tasks’) in detriment of ancillary administrative tasks 
(which they deemed as ‘housekeeping chores’).  In this sense, it was 
interesting to notice that members of the L&D services prioritise client 
support and collaboration over policy implementation and practice 
standardization, which, however, renders the introduction of the new 
policy contingent on the ethics of the individuals at the front-line. 

What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 
workers? Prearrest/pre-sentence strategies of rehabilitation tend to be 
predicated on collaboration between L&D, the police, court and 
organisations in the welfare system so that vulnerable individuals are 
timely diverted into appropriate care. The findings of the research point 
to an increased use of IT as the default means of communication both 
within and between organisations. However, given the complexity and 
the scale of services provided by organisations in criminal justice and 
welfare services, most of the investment in IT systems has been made on 
an individualised basis. In other words, discrete systems have been 
implemented across services without any form of central intervention, 
which has led to IT systems growing in a piecemeal fashion with limited 
links between them. The fragmentation engendered by local 
arrangements over the years have turned IT programmes into a 
collaboration impediment rather than enabler. Alternatively, front-line 
workers have strived to establish interpersonal relationships in order to 
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circumvent systemic limitations and promote collaboration between 
services. 

Another contradiction is that policy implementation has been a challenge 
to L&D front-line workers. There is a need to adapt the national model 
to local circumstances, which means not always following the policy. 
This has been contributing for the elusiveness of L&D’s role and 
ultimately impairing interagency collaboration.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Empirical Background 
Offender rehabilitation is a key strategy wielded by criminal justice 
system to thrust reintegration of offenders into society (Armstrong, 
2012; Ministry of Justice UK, 2013). To that end, engaging offenders in 
rehabilitative interventions is paramount to their eventual desistance 
from further criminal behaviour (Fazel & Danesh, 2002; World Health 
Organisation, 2005; Fazel & Wolf, 2015). As the vast majority of the 
prison population grapples with some sort of vulnerability (Sinha, 2010), 
which includes mental health problems, substance misuse and/or 
learning disabilities (NHS England Liaison and Diversion Programme, 
2014), judicious rehabilitation strategies have to address clusters of 
correlated needs and provide multifaceted solutions (Andrews & Bonta, 
2016). In this sense, the involvement of welfare services in the 
rehabilitation process is crucial to boost the offenders’ chances of 
remaining crime-free (Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 2009; Strype, Gundhus, 
Egge, & Ødegård, 2014). 

Attempts to improve interagency working practices between criminal 
justice and welfare services are reflected in European and international 
policy (Department of Health, 2010; Department i Helse og Omsorg, 
2013; World Health Organisation, 2015). When interagency 
collaboration engenders co-provided care, mental health outcomes 
improve, reoffending rates decrease, and the financial costs incurred by 
the taxpayers supporting prison and health services drop (Bond & Gittell, 
2010; Roman, 2012). The problem is that policymakers and service 
leaders have been suggesting generic integration devices that tend to 
disregard challenges faced by front-line workers at street-level such as 
the misalignment of organisational working schedules, logistical issues 
and limited resources (Hean, Willumsen, Ødegård, & Bjørkly, 2015). 
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In the context of offender rehabilitation in England and Wales, a public 
service called Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion (L&D) is one 
means of promoting collaborative interactions between organisations in 
criminal justice and welfare services. L&D assists specifically 
vulnerable offenders when they are first in contact with criminal justice 
system (police custody and court) by diverting them, when appropriate, 
to health and other care services as early as possible in their trajectory 
through criminal justice (James, 1999). As such, L&D is a model of 
funding, administration, organisation, service delivery and care designed 
to engender connectivity, alignment and collaboration within and 
between differentiated sectors (Kodner & Spreeuwenberg , 2002).  

Over the past thirty years, L&D services have been locally organized 
(Reed, 1992). During this time, central levels of the government have 
repeatedly tried to standardize L&D practice across England (James, 
1999). In the most recent attempt to unify the service, the national 
government commissioned a review to map the situation of people with 
mental health problems or learning disabilities in criminal justice system 
(Carter Review of Prisons, 2007). The study resulted in a report (Bradley, 
2009) that reiterated the importance of having L&D at the police custody 
and courts in order to enable successful diversion of vulnerable 
individuals into hospital (James, 2000) and other services in education 
and social care (McGilloway & Donnelly, 2004).  

Drawing upon the findings of the review, policymakers and service 
leaders devised a national model aimed at homogenise L&D practice 
across the entire country (NHS England Liaison and Diversion 
Programme, 2014). The model specifies outcomes to be equally achieved 
by all L&D sites and compares results to what is established in the policy. 
Funding for the service is then based on performance. This formula was 
initially implemented in a few forerunner locations (called ‘wave one’ 
sites) in England on April 2014. This thesis investigates the perspective 
of front-line workers of one of these sites as well as the perspective of 
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front-line workers from neighbouring services in criminal justice and 
welfare services in the same setting.  

In light of the above, the aim of this thesis is to respond the over-arching 
question “How is interagency collaboration between L&D and 
neighbouring services perceived by street-level L&D workers after the 
introduction of a new national model for Liaison & Diversion?” The 
focus is pointedly on the perspective of front-line workers in order to 
explore a different angle regarding models of interagency collaboration 
across criminal justice and welfare systems, as traditional research tend 
to emphasise on service level outcomes (Parker et al., 2018). In other 
words, by investigating the perspective of L&D front-line workers on the 
role of the service as a bridge between criminal justice and welfare 
services, this study is able to move closer to unravelling why interagency 
collaboration is still challenging to be achieved at the street-level 
regardless the willingness demonstrated by organisations to work in 
tandem. 

1.2 Theoretical background: Interagency 
collaboration in offender rehabilitation 

There has been increased focus on interagency collaboration as a means 
to address the challenges of vulnerable individuals coming in contact 
with the criminal justice system (Department of Health, 2010; 
Department i Helse og Omsorg, 2013; World Health Organisation, 
2015). However, the literature on interagency collaboration builds on a 
wide range of interchangeable terms loosely wielded to explain the same 
phenomenon, i.e. organisations working in tandem. This engenders a 
conundrum for those striving to differentiate interorganisational 
relationships from interagency collaboration. 

Terms such as interagency, multiagency, multisectoral, for example, 
have been used to specify the relationship between different 
organisations (Statham, 2011; Williams, 2012). In addition, terms such 
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as cooperation, collaboration, coordination and integration have been 
adopted to describe the increasing levels of formalisation such 
relationship embodies. Table 1 below clarifies the different levels of 
interagency working. 

Table 1 – Increasing levels of formalisation (Frost, 2005) 

Nomenclature Characteristics 

Cooperation 

It is when organisations work together 
towards consistent goals and 
complementary services without losing 
their independence 

Collaboration 

Describes organisations working towards 
the common outcome of addressing issues 
of duplication and/or gaps in service 
provision  

Coordination 
Organisations working together in a 
planned and systematic manner towards 
agreed upon and shared goals 

Integration Different organisations become one in order 
to enhance service delivery 

 

Although this study is, by and large, concerned with the idea of 
collaboration, the above taxonomy allows for a degree of transferable 
characteristics to be equally observed in every joint initiative: 
information sharing, common decision-making and coordinated 
interventions (Statham, 2011). In England and Wales, public policy has 
followed these ideas and promoted various collaboration models to be 
operationalized by agencies in both criminal justice and welfare systems 
(Home Office Department of Health, 2000; UK Crown, 2007; 
Department of Health, 2013; Department of Health and Concordat 
signatories, 2014; Home Office UK, 2014; Home Office, 2015) with the 
goal to improve health and social care outcomes for individuals and 
lowering service costs (Home Office UK, 2014).  

Amid models of collaboration, it is natural that the majority focuses on 
prearrest/pre-sentence diversion of vulnerable individuals, as timely 
intervention is crucial to avoid unnecessary incarcerations (Clayfield, et 
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al., 2005; Herrington, et al., 2009; Earl, et al., 2015; Winters, Magalhaes 
& Kinsella, 2015). More specifically, the tendency I could observe in the 
literature was that the majority of studies reported on prearrest/pre-
sentence models of collaboration involving the police and services in 
both criminal justice and welfare systems. On that note, the initiative that 
was mostly mentioned in the appraised literature was the Crisis 
Intervention Team. This American-based model qualifies police officers 
to manage vulnerable individuals and to provide them with treatment 
instead of arrest (Laign, et al., 2014; Boscarato, et al., 2014; Winters, 
Magalhaes & Kinsella, 2015). Other models of prearrest/pre-sentence 
collaboration can also be found in Australia (Herrington, et al., 2009), 
Canada (Winters, Magalhaes & Kinsella, 2015) and USA (Clayfield, et 
al., 2005).  

In England and Wales, there are studies done on both information-
sharing within welfare services and between welfare agencies and 
organisations in other sectors (Jenkins, 2014). Besides, there is also 
research on interagency work in the context of offender rehabilitation 
(Phillips, Considine, & Lewis, 2000; Atkinson, Jones, & Lamont, 2007; 
Williams I. , 2009; Oliver , Mooney, & Statham, 2010), and even on 
models of collaboration involving the police and mental health care 
organisations (Parker et al, 2018). Among the reported (James, et al., 
2010; Earl, et al., 2015; Great Britain Home Office, 2015), the Criminal 
Justice Liaison and Diversion (L&D) was a prominent example of 
collaboration attempting to avoid unnecessary imprisonment. As 
opposed to the Crisis Intervention Team in the USA, L&D relies on the 
introduction of specialists in police custody and court settings to provide 
on-site assistance to criminal justice professionals in their goal to identify 
and support vulnerable individuals (NHS England Liaison and Diversion 
Programme, 2014). Although technically L&D is a form of postbooking 
jail diversion (Parker et al., 2018), i.e. after arrest took place, the service 
also supports those who voluntarily present themselves to the police 
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(therefore, not arrested). Thus, for the purposes of this study, it can also 
be considered a form of prearrest/pre-sentence collaboration.  

Another particularity observed among the appraised studies was the 
proclivity to suggest interagency collaboration as a means to resolve the 
inability of criminal justice front-line professionals to autonomously 
address the needs of vulnerable people (Fenge, et al., 2014). Their point 
is that it would be expected from professionals in the police and court to 
be trained to recognise and handle vulnerable individuals since they are 
often the first public services to interact with people (House of Commons 
Home Affairs Committee, 2015), but research has shown that 
vulnerabilities are often unrecognized and poorly handled by front-line 
professionals in criminal justice systems. The consequence is the 
imprisonment of people who should otherwise be treated in the 
community. Hence, the suggestion that the involvement of welfare 
workers is crucial to improve health and social care outcomes (Sainsbury 
Centre for Mental Health, 2009). 

Above all, however, I could also notice that most of the studies are 
flanked to a perfunctory analysis limited to report and/or describe the 
existent collaboration models. No deeper understanding of functioning 
of these initiatives was generally developed, despite their current 
implementation within policing. Moreover, a considerable part of the 
literature seemed to take organisational/service level outcomes as the 
parameters for assessment of the success of the models (e.g. arrest rates, 
diversion rates and referrals to other services) and put little emphasis on 
the perspective of professionals at the front-line (Parker et al., 2018). In 
this sense, I identified a possibility for exploring the perspective of front-
line workers on the roles and functions of L&D acting as a facilitator of 
collaboration between criminal justice and welfare services. In doing so, 
this study offers more than a simple description of the model. It explores 
the challenges of interagency collaboration realised at the street-level 
and wields Activity Theory as an overarching framework dovetailing 
both the thesis and papers together. 
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1.2.1 The role of front-line workers in interagency 
collaboration and policy implementation 

In England and Wales, the idea of using interagency collaboration as a 
means to tackle the problem of increased vulnerability in the prison 
population is championed by the national government (Ministry of 
Justice UK, 2013). As a consequence, there are several top-down policies 
bestowed by central levels of government attempting to foster 
collaboration between organisations in criminal justice and welfare 
services. The government surmises that these directives will be 
disseminated at the street-level of public service organisations and make 
no contingency plans. However, there are circumstances occurring at the 
street-level that hamper the uncomplicated diffusion of policies 
instructions (Hill & Huppe, 2014). 

In this thesis, the terms front-line workers or street-level professionals, 
staff and employees are wielded interchangeably and refer to street-level 
bureaucrats in the public service sectors (Lipsky, 2010).  According to 
Lipsky, street-level bureaucrats are employees at the operational level of 
public service organizations who interact directly with the public and 
benefit from discretion in their decisions concerning issues of service 
provision (Lipsky, 2010). Having thus defined the notion of street-level 
bureaucrats, the author proceeded to explain that these professionals are 
constantly developing coping mechanisms to square top-down 
expectations and limited resources in the daily work, which renders them 
into actual policymakers with a strong aptitude to sway policy 
implementation (Lipsky, 2010). 

The idea of introducing new solutions in the public sector through top-
down policy is contested in the literature (Fuglsang, 2010; Lippke & 
Wegener, 2014), especially in cases where policies introduce a 
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performance-based approach to stimulate implementation1. Fuglsang 
(2010), for example, posits that new ideas in the public sector should 
emerge through interaction and not top-down with the use of 
remuneration as a stimulator. Likewise, Clarke (2013) stated that the 
economic strains imposed by performance-based policies force front-line 
workers to be rebellious if they want to “establish a culture where 
creative thinking and reflective practice can inform delivering a service 
that better understands the individual and supports their efforts to rebuild 
their lives” (p. 111). It is in this scenario that the idea of street-level 
bureaucracy becomes paramount. 

Lipsky’s lessons have endured because he was able to capture the 
bureaucratic obstacles faced by front-line workers who have to equate 
top-down policies with their responsibilities at the street-level. 

The notion of coping mechanisms – responses developed by street-level 
bureaucrats to deal with the challenges engendered by incommensurate 
resources, few controls, indeterminate objectives and discouraging 
circumstances (Lipsky, 2010) – is still germane in today’s public 
administration and substantiates the role of street-level bureaucrats. 
However, it is also judicious to expand on the street-level bureaucracy 
literature.  

Traditionally, there is an empirical focus on front-line workers operating 
within the boundaries of their own professional fields, for example, 
social workers allocating care payments (Ellis, 2007), cops policing the 
streets, teachers teaching school children, and counsellors providing 
vocational rehabilitation support (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003). 
Nevertheless, the scenario currently is that street-level operations are 
prone to transcend the boundaries of a specific professional field and 
require workers to collaborate with each other beyond the limits of their 

                                                 
1 In this thesis, performance-based policy can be understood as the use of remuneration 
to motivate public organizations to achieve desired goals (Herbst, 2007). 
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own organizations as part of the street-level bureaucratic process 
(Halliday, et al., 2009). 

In the end, because the traditional perspective of street-level bureaucracy 
seems to constrain its analysis to practices within the boundary of a 
specific professional field (Hupe, 2014; Hupe & Hill, 2016), the overlap 
between interagency collaboration and street-level bureaucracy is still 
underexplored. Thereby, this research contributes to filling a theoretical 
gap in both the interagency collaboration and the street-level 
bureaucracy literatures by investigating the role of street-level 
bureaucrats in the realization of collaboration between agencies. 

1.3 The research aim and research questions 
Serendipity was kept at bay when the research questions came about. The 
literature appraisal carried out at the beginning of this research project 
(see section 1.2 above for more details) pointed to a proclivity in the 
literature to prioritise service level outcomes as means to gauge the 
success of models of interagency collaboration across criminal justice 
and welfare systems (Bradley, 2009; Disley et al., 2016; Parker et al., 
2018). To that end, this thesis’s aim to respond the over-arching question 
“How is interagency collaboration between L&D and neighbouring 
services perceived by street-level L&D workers after the introduction of 
a new national model for Liaison & Diversion?” is relevant because it 
contributes to filling a theoretical gap in both interagency collaboration 
and street-level bureaucracy literature, namely the investigation of the 
impact of street-level bureaucracy in the realization of collaboration 
between agencies through the perspective of street-level workers 
themselves. 

To operationalize the mentioned aim, two research questions were 
proposed: 
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I. How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
(L&D) services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in 
light of the standardized guidelines introduced by the new 
national model?  

The goal of the first research question was to explore interagency 
collaboration at the interface between criminal justice and welfare 
services upon the implementation of a new policy aimed at standardise 
practice across all L&D sites. The emphasis on how L&D front-line 
workers would fathom their role in this new scenario relates to the 
literature on street-level bureaucracy (Lipsky, 2010) and policy 
implementation at the front-line (Fuglsang, 2010; Lippke & Wegener, 
2014). It also helps to make sense of how the new policy has impacted 
interagency collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems, 
which is ultimately realized by those working at the street-level. Thus, 
the research question not only informs the aim of this thesis but also can 
stand alone as a contribution to relevant discussions in the literature 
about street-level bureaucracy and policy implementation.  

The first research question was mainly addressed – although not solely – 
in the appended papers I to III. By exploring how L&D front-line 
workers perceive their role in the current scenario, I tackled matters such 
as professional discretion at the street-level and development of coping 
mechanisms to square top-down policies and circumstances found at the 
street-level such as, for example, misalignment of organisational 
working schedules, logistical issues and limited resources (Hean, 
Willumsen, Ødegård, & Bjørkly, 2015). These are topics I have 
addressed in the mentioned papers and discuss further in chapter 5 of this 
thesis. 

 
II. What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 

workers? 
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The goal of the second research question was twofold: First, to inform 
the aim of the research by addressing potential challenges emerged from 
the introduction of a policy that aimed at equalise practice across L&D 
sites without necessarily taking into account local idiosyncrasies. Second, 
the research question – which draws upon concepts belonging the 
Activity Theory – aims to be a stand-alone contribution to discussions 
around the theory and is mainly addressed in the appended papers III to 
V. The concept of contradictions (introduced in chapter II below) was 
used as the frame through which the difficulties derived from the 
implementation of the new policy were examined. An activity theoretical 
analysis of the current scenario of collaboration across criminal justice 
and welfare systems was central for the purposes of this research, as 
recommendations for further development were mainly predicated on the 
tools and strategies provided by Activity Theory. 

All in all, there is no dichotomy between parts I and II of this thesis. In a 
fluid manner, both research questions are responded throughout the thesis 
and the appended papers. That is not to give the body of work comprising 
the second part of the thesis an ancillary character. Each paper has its 
relevance argued for later on in this thesis (see chapters 4 and 5) and 
dovetails with at least one of the research questions posed in this study. 
However, in general lines, the contribution of each paper can be 
summarised as follows: 

 Paper I (the book chapter) traces the historical development of 
L&D with emphasis on contradictions as barriers and potential 
drivers for change. 

 Paper II builds on the timeline produced by paper I and narrows 
down on the general practice of L&D services currently. 

 Paper III directly adds to paper II by concentrating only on part 
of the general practice of L&D services currently, namely the 
challenges faced by front-line workers while trying to 
operationalise collaboration upon the introduction of a 
performance-based policy (the new national model for L&D 
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services). 
 Paper IV provides a hindsight account on the intricacies of field 

research predicated on activity theory. 
 Paper V provides a critical analysis of the potential theoretical 

shortcomings in the current study and conceptualises a way 
forward. 

Besides being both empirically and theoretically addressed in the 
appended papers, the research questions are also dealt with and further 
discussed in chapter 3 (where they are articulated through the lenses of 
cultural-historical activity theory and issues such as data collection, units 
of analysis and key concepts observed are clarified), in chapter 4 (where 
the most important points discussed in each one of papers are identified), 
and in chapter 5 (where I present a more comprehensive discussion of 
the research questions contribution in light of the thesis topic). 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 
The thesis consists of two parts. 

Part I: Chapter 1 introduces the research background, aim and research 
questions. Chapter 2 introduces the theoretical framework that underpins 
the research. Chapter 3 presents and discusses the research methods, 
design and deliberates on the trustworthiness of the research. Chapter 4 
presents the results of the study by discussing how they were addressed 
in the appended papers. In chapter 5, there is a discussion of the case 
findings, the contribution of the research and recommendations for 
future research.  

Part II: five individual papers whereby themes such as interagency 
collaboration, street-level bureaucracy, the impact of performance-based 
policy on collaboration at the street-level and activity theory are further 
discussed. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

This chapter presents the theoretical framework that guided the research. 
Herein, I introduce the model that underpinned the empirical work of this 
study, i.e. Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT), and dovetail it 
with the notion of innovation reified through front-line workers in the 
public sector services. The combination of CHAT and street-level 
innovation engenders a holistic framework designed to avoid heuristics 
and bootstrap promising creative discussions on intricate issues that 
disrupt good practice; therefore, suitable for the exploratory purposes of 
this study. The chapter ends with a link between the research questions, 
their grounding in the theoretical framework adopted, and their 
contribution to the achievement of the research aims. 

2.1 Activity theory 

2.1.1 The origins of activity theory: The four 
generations 

Activity Theory is a term encompassing several theories concerned with 
the developmental processes of practical social activities (Sannino, 
Daniels, & Gutierrez, 2009). It has its origins in the Soviet Union, but it 
only became known in the West after the 1970s. Ever since it has being 
primarily used in the fields of education and information systems. 

In activity theory, there are three central tenets across an array of 
interpretations and adaptations of the theory, as follows: 1) Every 
activity is object-oriented (Foot, 2001); 2) Artefacts and tools mediate 
the relationship between the subject and object; and 3) Contradictions 
trigger developmental expansion cycles within and between activity 
systems (Engeström, 1987). These assumptions were based on the ideas 
of Marx, who championed that human nature is determined and 
continuously changed through productive activity.  
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It is when the elements of an activity system do not resonate with each 
other that challenges (or contradictions) appear in the system. As a 
consequence, the subject of the activity might be impaired in achieving 
their goal (or object) and the desired outcome. These contradictions can 
be construed as “sources of change and development” (Engeström, 2001, 
p. 137), as they have the potential to become influential factors that 
galvanise systemic transformation through a process of ‘expansive 
learning’ (Engeström, 2001) (more on these ideas in the next section). 

Engeström (1987) identifies the relationship between subject, object and 
mediating artefacts of activity as the ‘first generation’ model of activity 
theory, and uses a triangular model to depict such dynamic, as 
represented in figure 1 below. 

 

Figure 1 – Vygotsky’s triangular model of the activity system (adapted from Engeström, 1987) 

The ‘second generation’ activity theory expands the original triangular 
model by adding a new basis of rules, community and division of labour 
(Engeström, 1999). The new basis (three bottom elements, as seen in 
figure 2) creates the context in which the relationship subject-tool-object 
pan out. Rules, community and division of labour have a direct impact 
on the object, subject, tools/artefacts, although not necessarily directly 
visible during the activity. The arrows represent the mediating 
relationship between the elements: subject and object mediated by 
artefacts/tools, the impact of community on the subject is mediated 
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through the rules that they have to adhere to, and on the object through 
the agreed division of labour, and so on. 

 

Figure 2 – Second-generation activity system (Kain & Wardle, 2019) 

The main advantage of using activity theory over other sociocultural 
theories is its emphasis on practical activity (Engeström, 1987). 
Engeström’s activity system models the structural components of 
activity and provides concepts under which to investigate and explain 
their transformation. However, as explained by the author, the high level 
of specification and interdependence of human activities these days 
requires the study of activity systems as a network rather than a unity of 
analysis. By investigating only one activity, the researcher may risk 
having a partial understanding of the object being produced, overlooking 
accessory activities that are equally important. In multiple activity 
systems, the object develops from an initial state to a collective 
construction in relation to its context. In the end, the shared object 
between activity systems is constructed together during collaboration 
(Engeström, 2001). 

The contribution of the ‘third generation’ (also known as Cultural-
Historical Activity Theory – CHAT) is to analyse multiple activity 
systems simultaneously (Engeström, 2001). In the offender rehabilitation 
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context, these systems might be two adjacent services that have common 
goals working together, for example, the police custody officers 
collaborating with Liaison and Diversion workers to screen, assess and 
divert vulnerable individuals when they enter criminal justice system. 

 

Figure 3 – Representation of a minimal unity of analysis in the third generation of CHAT 
(Engeström, 2001) 

However, Engeström himself has already indicated that the time has 
come for the development of a ‘fourth generation’ of activity theory and 
has suggested that the future of the theory is in constructing “sustainable 
viable resilient alternatives to capitalism especially understood as the 
neoliberal global regime” (Ploettner & Tresseras, 2016, p. 93). As he 
explained, CHAT is still treating activity systems as reasonable well-
bounded units of analysis, but now there is a need to address social 
production and peer production that make the structure of activity 
systems obsolete (Engeström, 2009). After that, several scholars rushed 
to sketch out the fourth generation of activity theory, but no specific 
agenda was in place (Spinuzzi & Guile, 2019). As a consequence, 
attempts to develop a new generation of activity theory have come out 
uncoordinated and the literature is elusive as to the issues addressed by 
the fourth generation. As it is, there seems to be strands of literature 
focusing on two different points, namely alternatives to capitalism 
(Ploettner & Tresseras, 2016) and post-bureaucratic capitalism (Dandoy, 
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2017). These strands address the same analytical problems but offer 
different solutions. While the former focuses on the development of 
interventionist tools to guide social and peer production, the latter 
emphasises on the development of new analytical and conceptual tools 
to address the same issues (Spinuzzi & Guile, 2019).  

As it is possible to infer, the pillars upon which the fourth generation of 
Activity Theory stands are still feeble, which means that I could not 
condone recommendations for its use in this research. Hence, the 
adoption of CHAT (the third generation of activity system) to investigate 
interagency collaboration between organisations in criminal justice and 
welfare systems.  

However, I agree with Engeström that it is necessary to advance Activity 
Theory and I fathom this study as a potential contribution to moving 
activity theory forward, although not necessarily in the way suggested 
by the Engeström. Finding alternatives to capitalism appears to be an 
audacious objective for a descriptive theory that has yet a few 
shortcomings to address before it can attempt to move into the political 
arena and pre-empt the current capitalist social formation. For more on 
criticism to CHAT and the way forward, see section 2.1.4 as well as 
appended papers IV and V. 

2.1.2 Activity systems, contradictions and expansive 
learning 

Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) draws upon Vygotsky’s 
understanding that consciousness is bequeathed to the individual through 
activity (Vygotsky, 1987), i.e. consciousness does not exist in abstract. 
Thus, human beings must be analysed in tandem with their activities and 
not as a separate entity, which amalgamates individuals and activities 
into a unity of analysis (Engeström, 1987).  
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Activity system is a concept that represents a collective. It is a complex 
notion that symbolises collaborative relations between people in object-
oriented activities mediated by tools, division of labour and rules 
(Ploettner & Tresseras, 2016). In the activity of criminal justice workers, 
for instance, the object would be the enforcement of the law and 
protection of the community. On the other hand, in the activity of welfare 
services professionals the activity would be the welfare of patients.  

As explained at the beginning of this chapter, three are the main 
principles guiding activity theory: 1) Every activity is object-oriented 
(Foot, 2001); 2) Artefacts and tools mediate the relationship between the 
subject and object; and 3) Contradictions trigger developmental 
expansion cycles within and between activity systems (Engeström, 
1987). In the previous sections, the ideas of object orientation and 
artefact mediation have been addressed, but it is also important to explore 
what contradiction represents for CHAT. 

As explained by Kaptelini, Kuutti and Bannon (1995), activities are not 
impervious units. They are constantly affected by other activities and 
other changes in their environment. These external interferences 
sometimes cause imbalances on the elements of an activity. In CHAT, 
the term contradiction represents a tension that can happen on four non-
exclusive levels: within elements (primary level), between them 
(secondary level), between different developmental phases of a single 
activity (tertiary level), or between different activities (quaternary level). 
Activity theory sees contradiction as sources of development, as 
activities are virtually always in the process of working through 
contradictions and creating new improved activities.  

Primary contradictions represent the first level and occur within the 
elements of a given activity. According to Engeström (2001), primary 
contradictions follow from the Marxist notions of the discrepancy 
between the exchange-value and the use-value in capitalist 
socioeconomic formations, but that is a contested claim in the literature 
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(see appended paper IV). In capitalist societies, everything and everyone 
has a use-value (a fundamental existence) that is in opposition with their 
exchange value (their perception as commodities in a marketplace). This 
opposition characterises primary contradictions. For example, doctors 
working to assist their clients (use-value) but being remunerated for their 
effort (exchange-value) (Foot, 2014). In this case, the contradiction 
exists within the element ‘object’ of the activity system, as doctors work 
both to assist clients and to make a living. 

Secondary contradictions happen between elements of an activity 
system. An example of secondary contradiction could be between a 
policy (rules) constraining doctors to address a specific topic with their 
patients and a diagnostic protocol (tools) that requires that specific topic 
to be addressed (Foot, 2014). 

Tertiary contradictions happen between the old object and the new 
object of an activity system after an intervention, or organisational 
change has taken place. For example, a student might go to school aiming 
to play with his classmates (old object), but the teacher intervenes to 
make him study (new object) (Engeström, 1987).  

Finally, quaternary contradictions take place between the central 
activity system and neighbouring activities. Turning back to the student-
teacher example above, if the student reacts with resistance to the 
teacher’s attempt to make him study, there is a case of quaternary 
contradiction. 

In CHAT studies that have multiple activity systems as a unit of analysis 
(Engeström, 2001), contradictions tend to be structural tensions within 
and between these systems. In the case example of this thesis, an activity-
theoretical study in which the unity of analysis comprises organisations 
in both criminal justice and welfare systems, potential contradictions 
within and between these activity systems can function as driving force 
to expansive learning cycles that ultimately lead to transformation across 
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all the interrelated activity systems and potentially innovation in the 
public sector. 

The process of expansive learning galvanises mutual learning leading to 
a new activity where the shared object is engendered through solving the 
contradictions existent in the old activity (Kerosuo, Kajamaa, & 
Engeström, 2010). An expansive learning cycle is a stepwise process that 
starts with the emergence of a state of need in an activity (step 1). The 
need state is the moment where the subjects start questioning the activity 
they are participating. This questioning can be characterized as a tension 
within a constituent component of the activity system. As seen above, a 
tension within an element is defined as a primary contradiction 
(Engeström, 1987). Hence, it possible to say that a primary contradiction 
gives start to a need state and kicks off the expansive learning cycle. 

The need state leads to a second phase where the primary contradiction 
transcends the limits of a constituent component and becomes a tension 
between elements of the activity system. This type of secondary 
contradiction is defined by Engeström as double bind2 (Engeström, 
1987). In a successful expansive learning cycle, the subjects analyse the 
existent contradictions (step 2) and have a breakthrough where they 
model new solutions for the activity (step 3). New solutions include the 
modelling of a new object as well as new instruments for the activity.  

The new solution modelled in step 3 has to be examined and tested to 
ensure effectiveness (step 4). Upon examination, necessary adjustments 

                                                 
2 According to Bateson (1972), double bind is a communication dilemma that causes 
an individual inner contradiction. For example, when someone tells you ‘Be 
spontaneous’. If you are not spontaneous, then you are not following the advice. 
However, if you are spontaneous you are still not doing what you are told to because 
following the advice is not being spontaneous. 
Engeström (1987) leveraged the concept of double bind by turning an individual 
dilemma into a social one. In an expansive learning cycle, a double bind is a social 
dilemma that requires joint co-operative actions organized between elements of an 
activity system to be resolved. 
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are made, and a new model emerges. The new model is implemented in 
the old activity system (step 5). During the implementation, 
contradictions can occur between the old and the new models. These are 
tertiary contradictions (Engeström, 1987); for example, employees can 
resist the use of new instruments. Therefore, the implementation process 
requires reflection on the expansive learning cycle that is being carried 
out and its consequences (step 6). Besides, in the process of stabilization 
of the new activity, quaternary contradictions can also occur between the 
new model and its neighbouring activity systems (Engeström, 1987). 
Once these quaternary contradictions are tackled and the entire 
expansive learning cycle has stabilized the consolidation of a new 
practice takes place (step 7).  

 

Figure 4 - Expansive learning cycle (Engeström 2001) 

The expansive learning cycle is a heuristic device. Ideally, the described 
steps would be followed, but in practice they hardly are. What is 
important to understand is that the expansive learning cycle represents a 
process of construction and resolution of successively evolving 
contradictions (Engeström & Sannino, 2010). It is through the resolution 
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of contradictions that transformation emerges and every change in the 
status quo is a form of innovation.  

The activity-theoretical notion of expansive learning cycle is in line with 
the understanding espoused in this research that innovation emerges 
organically from practice as an incremental process corollary of 
cumulative learning process where new ideas build upon the ones that 
already exist, which is an understanding widely supported in the 
literature (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Sundbo, 1997; Styhre, 2009; Van 
de Ven et al., 2008; Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 
2011).  

As mentioned earlier in this thesis, more effective models of 
collaboration are required at the interface between criminal justice and 
welfare systems (Fenge, et al., 2014). Innovative ways to address the 
challenges of a rapidly changing workplace environment make a case for 
the espousal of a theory capable of making sense of interagency 
collaboration in the context. CHAT has been used successfully and 
extensively in the research of organisational settings in a range of 
contexts, for example, organisational studies (Blackler & Regan, 2009), 
human resource development and management practices (Gvaramadze, 
2008), and organisational and individual learning (Engeström, Kerosuo, 
& Kajamaa, 2007). However, the use of CHAT to study collaboration in 
the offender rehabilitation setting is still an idea underexplored with little 
research done on the challenges of front-line interagency collaboration 
between criminal justice and welfare services. 

At the interface between criminal justice and welfare systems, working 
is challenging because of the clash between two distinctive cultures, 
namely a focus on security issues versus an emphasis on health and social 
care outcomes (Fenge, et al., 2014). In this scenario, the possibility of 
tensions between activity systems increases. In a setting with existent 
contradictions, there is opportunity for innovation attained through 
cycles of expansive learning. Therefore, CHAT was the selected theory 
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to explore and explain innovation through front-line interagency 
collaboration between criminal justice and welfare systems. 

2.1.3 Expansive learning and power relations 
The literature on power relations does not provide a unified 
conceptualization of power (Hardy & Clegg, 2006; Clegg, Courpasson, 
& Phillips, 2006; Diefenbach, By, & Klarner, 2009; Fleming & Spicer, 
2014), which makes Max Weber’s classical definition still relevant. As 
Weber explains (1972), power is represented by one’s ability to impose 
their will in a social interaction, even in cases when opposition is present. 
In this vein, power is not a material possession that can be acquired, but 
rather an inherent relational phenomenon between subjects (Fleming & 
Spicer, 2014).  

With regards to Activity Theory, however, one cannot discuss power 
relations without acknowledging the influence of Marx’s ideas. Such 
influence can be observed in the theory’s adoption of concepts developed 
by the thinker, e.g. ‘contradiction’, ‘commodity’, ‘use-value’ and 
‘exchange-value’. Therefore, it should not come as a surprise that, just 
as it is in Marxism, power relations are paramount for Activity Theory. 

Marx’s ideology posited a fundamental power conflict between the 
bourgeoisie – oppressors who controlled the means of mass production 
of commodities – and the proletariat – an oppressed class without use-
value because they were treated as a commodity, and suggested 
communism as the solution to flatten the power-based existent hierarchy 
(Marx, 1848/2014; 1867/2018). Activity theory is fundamentally 
predicated on Marxism, which was influential on the work of Vygotsky. 
Having read Marx from his youth in the revolutionary climate of Russia 
in 1917, Vygotsky had his view of psychology shaped by Das Kapital 
(seminal work by Marx) and even stated that psychology needed its own 
Das Kapital (Sève, 2018). 
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The riveting ideas introduced by Marx have impacted not only Vygotsky 
but European intellectuals and academics in general (Kearney, 2003). 
However, with the decline of communism internationally in light of its 
appalling results represented by death of millions in Soviet Union, China, 
Mongolia, Cambodia, Tibet, among other areas (Rummel, 1994; Dallin, 
2000; Karlsson & Schoenhals, 2008), it was difficult for philosophers 
and thinkers to continue affiliating themselves with the ideology.  

In any event, for intellectuals and academics such as Sartre, Foucault and 
Derrida, for example, relinquishing Marxism would mean a drastic shift 
of focus. Working without reference to a notion of collectivity that had 
been an institutional basis to their philosophical thought was never an 
option (Kearney, 2003). The alternative was to expand the traditional 
economic-based Marxist axioms to a culture-based version of them and 
extrapolate the power struggle beyond the economic realm into a cultural 
one. The new paradigm, which has become known as postmodernism, 
has been widely popular among intellectuals and academics ever since 
the 1960s and 1970s (Hicks, 2019). The result is that now the power 
struggle in represented in the relations between the ‘culturally oppressed’ 
and the ‘culturally oppressor’ instead of merely ‘proletariat’ and 
‘bourgeoisie’, which enables novel possibilities to classify nearly any 
group in one of those categories (Bauman, 1992). 

Cultural-Historical Activity Theory, although still grounded in Marx’s 
ideas (Engeström, 1987), seems to have been developed in a postmodern 
academic environment, which could potentially explain its popularity 
(Engeström, 2009) among scholars avid for analytical tools to investigate 
the relations between ‘culturally oppressed’ and ‘culturally oppressors’. 
In Engeström’s model of analysis of activity systems, ‘Division of 
Labour’ is the element within which power relations can perhaps be most 
notably observed. The division of labour occurs both horizontally – 
according to task, role or professional expertise – and vertically – 
between actors in a hierarchical fashion. It is in the latter that power 
relations are mostly at play.  
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Marx’s ideas on power are also influential for the notion of learning 
through expansive cycles, as power relations have the capacity to hamper 
the development of expansive learning cycles. As explained in the 
previous section, contradictions should be reflected upon and discussed 
by the different actors, subjects of an activity system. The discussion 
leads to cycles of expansive learning that enable new activity structures 
(tools, rules, objects, etc.) to be created through the resolution of the 
contradictions existent in the current form of activity (Engeström, 1987). 
Expansive learning connects the current activity in which contradictions 
exist to the historically new form of the activity that is collectively 
generated through the resolution of those contradictions (Vygotsky, 
1987; Engeström & Sannino, 2010). In a scenario where there is no 
dialectics between actors because of relations of power, there is no 
opportunity for expansive learning.  

In summary, if expansive learning is to be used to resolve contradictions, 
more powerful actors need to engender a protected arena where multi-
voicedness galvanizes syncretic dialogue. The creation of an 
institutionally protected social space in which asymmetric power 
relations does not prevent criticism would represent a step forward 
(Courpasson and Clegg, 2012). The emancipation of powerless actors is 
paramount for unfolding their capacity to act. In this study, the Change 
Laboratory Model (see section 5.4.1 below) – an intervention tool 
underpinned by CHAT – is suggested as a means to empower actors to 
achieve such scenario. 

2.1.4 Criticism to activity theory and potential 
alternatives 

So far I have been making a case for the use of activity theory as the 
germane social theory to address interagency collaboration, but 
surmising that the theory is flawless would be naïve. Activity theory has 
been subject to some criticism as, for example, the vagueness of the 
concept ‘object’, the unclear role of the ‘arrows’ in the activity system 
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model (Bakhurst, 2009; Blunden, 2009), and the fact that the theory does 
not account for subjectivity but rather focuses on the object (Allen et al., 
2011; 2013). These are valid points that need to be taken into account. 

As mentioned earlier, activity theory has its origins in the Soviet Union 
and was introduced in the West in the 1970s (Sannino, Daniels, & 
Gutierrez, 2009). Whilst the Russian founders saw activity as a category 
enabling philosophical questions about the possibility of the mind, 
activity theory in the West has become an empirical method for 
modelling activity systems (Kaptelinin, 2005). In light of the 
fundamental difference between the two activity-theoretical traditions 
(the Russian and the Western), the criticism is that the Western strand is 
more a method for analysing activity systems than a theory in itself. In 
such case, Engeström’s triangular model could be easily relegated, as it 
does not say much about the relation between its components (Bakhurst, 
2009). As Bakhurst (2009) questions, what do the arrows in the activity 
system triangular model represent? The items at the nodes of the triangle 
do not exist in themselves, but they are a result of the dialectical 
relationships they bear to each other. Therefore, whatever relationship 
the arrows are trying to symbolize play an important role on the 
dynamics of the activity under study and the constitution of actor 
represented by the triangle.  

Much of the reasoning and semantics of activity theoretical concepts – 
not the triangular model – have been originally developed by the theory’s 
founders in Soviet Union and bequeathed to Western scholars. 
Consequently, the meaning of some of these theoretical concepts was 
lost in translation when laid out in different languages, e.g. English. In 
this vein, ‘contradiction’ has become a conspicuously vague notion and 
‘object’ has acquired an elusive connotation. Bakhurst (2009) explains 
that the Russian language has two words for the word ‘object’, namely 
‘ob”ekt’ (a physical item) and ‘predment’ (a conceptualised object), 
which renders the term ‘object of activity’ in English ambiguous. Thus, 
‘object’ in English could mean something the subject is trying to achieve 
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by conducting an activity or the thing the subject is working on. In any 
theoretical endeavour, concepts are essential endow a theory with sense. 
Therefore, when semantics are impervious due to linguistic barriers, 
there is a risk that the entire theory becomes jeopardized. 

Finally, a major shortcoming of Activity Theory is its lack of subjectivity 
in the analysis of activity systems (Roth, 2007; Sannino, 2011). That is 
a criticism I particularly agree with and have championed in appended 
paper V. 

Aware of the limitations of Activity Theory, I also considered alternative 
theories in this study. Two that deserved close attention were the 
Craftsmanship Theory (Bardach, 1998) and the Resource Dependence 
Theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).  

The Craftsmanship Theory (Bardach, 1998) preaches value creation 
through interagency collaboration, but the capacity to collaborate is a 
dependent variable according to the theory. The theory focuses on work 
and workers as the main asset of an organisation and enabling force of 
collaboration. To that end, Bardach introduces the idea of ‘interagency 
collaborative capacity’ (ICC) as the main concern of the Craftsmanship 
Theory, which can be understood as people’s capacity to engage in 
collaborative activities rather than regular ones. To pursue a common 
goal, people need convergent efforts and ICC, which is dependent on the 
alignment of factors such as available human and social materials, smart 
practices, critical skills and abilities, etc. 

The Resource Dependence Theory is concerned with the way 
organisational behaviour is affected by the external resources utilised by 
the organisation (Pfeffer & Salanick, 1978). The theory’s central idea is 
that resources are crucial to organisational success. Therefore, access and 
control over them are key. However, resources are usually controlled by 
actors other than the organisation that actually needs them. Thus, liaison 
strategies must be carried out in order to ensure open access to external 
resources (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).  
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Whilst both theories are insightful with regards to collaboration between 
organisations and challenges faced by front-line workers separately, they 
do not provide the same toolkit to the analysis of interagency 
collaboration at the street-level as Activity Theory does. The Resource 
Dependence Theory focuses mostly on interagency collaboration at the 
macro level and the Craftsmanship Theory theorises the purposiveness 
of managerial action (Bardach, 1998). The choice of activity theory in 
this study is justified by the theory’s emphasis on activity as lenses 
through which one should analyse human and organisational behaviours. 
Besides, activity theory introduces the notion that individuals are social 
beings and the very possibility of our minds depends on our membership 
in a community (Bakhurst, 1991; 1995), which is a riveting idea when 
trying to make sense of the role of front-line workers (individuals) in a 
context of interagency collaboration (a form of community). 

Despite shortcomings, in the end CHAT was still fathomed as a germane 
theoretical alternative to underpin a study that grapples with the 
challenges that lurk in street-level interagency collaboration. 
Nevertheless, as a means to mitigate the potential limitations 
aforementioned and broaden the purview of the analytical lenses wielded 
to make sense of the behaviour of front-line professionals, CHAT was 
amalgamated with the notion of innovation in this study. In the next 
section, the concept of innovation in the public sector is introduced and 
further discussed.  

2.2 Innovation in the public sector 

2.2.1 Defining innovation 
In a broader sense, innovation is a concept employed to explain the 
development and implementation of something new (de Jong & 
Vermeulen, 2003). It is the combination of existing ideas and resources 
in a novel way (Schumpeter, 1934).  
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There is a stream of literature that discusses innovation as a generic 
three-phased process. First the generation of an idea, then its 
development and finally its implementation (Booz, Allen & Hamilton, 
1982); more or less as a defined planned project (Van de Ven et al., 
2008). However, this research espouses the understanding that 
innovation might also organically emerge from practice. This notion 
finds grounding in organisational settings where often the development 
of new ideas is intertwined with mundane processes of the company 
(Sundbo, 1997; Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009).  
 
There is a great deal of research done on ad hoc innovation (Gallouj & 
Weinstein, 1997), tinkering (Styhre, 2009) and bricolage (Fuglsang & 
Sørensen, 2011) that support the notion of innovation arising from 
practice. Common among these approaches is the understanding that 
new ideas might result from workers’ creative thinking to meet the 
customers’ needs (ad hoc innovation), that innovation can represent a 
leeway to adjust a protocol to unexpected events (tinkering) or that 
innovation can also be a planned move initiated at the street-level to 
address a problem (bricolage) (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Styhre, 2009; 
Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011).  
 
This research accepts not only the concept that innovation can emerge 
from practice but also that it can be an incremental process corollary of 
cumulative learning processes where new ideas build upon the ones that 
already exist (Van de Ven et al., 2008; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011). This 
allows for a concept of innovation that is intertwined with practice to 
include also improvement consequent of regular learning activities 
(Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Sundbo, 1997; Van de Ven et al., 2008; 
Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011). 
 
In the next section, I discuss how innovation processes are depicted in 
the literature and focus on the dichotomy ‘top-down management-
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initiated innovation processes’ versus ‘bottom-up practice-based 
innovation processes’. 

2.2.2 Service innovation processes: Top-down versus 
bottom-up perspectives 

Traditionally, public sector innovation has been ignited through top-
down processes driven by political decisions (Walker, 2006) that called 
for standard policies being equally implemented by front-line 
professionals across diverse contexts despite local circumstances 
(Lipsky, 2010).  

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, innovation processes aimed at 
improving public sector efficiency mostly followed the New Public 
Management (NPM) agenda3. Strategies to innovate public service 
focused on the division of large public bureaucracies to create less 
hierarchical organisations, on increased competition by introducing 
private-sector service providers in the realm of public services, and on 
incentivisation through performance-based policies that remunerated 
good performance (Hood, 1991; Ferlie et al., 1996; Dunleavy et al., 
2006). 

The performance-based approach to public policy making and public 
management claimed to increase accountability of governments and to 
facilitate the assessment of the performance of the public sector through 
a few characteristics, among others: a clear articulation of the problem 
addressed by the policy and how the government should intervene; a 
clear identification of the policy expected outcomes; the development of 
an independent assessment plan for the implementation, enforcement 
                                                 
3 The New Public Management (NPM) is a management model widely adopted in 
public service organizations in the UK and USA, especially in the late 1980s and early 
1990s. The term encompasses a series of reforms and restructures as part of an effort to 
make the public service more "businesslike" and to improve its efficiency by using 
private sector management models (Hood, 1991). The concept is further explored in 
article III, which can be found in part II of this thesis. 
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and outcomes of the policy; and the development of an evaluation plan 
for identification of success/failure factors to inform future policy-
making (Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008; Fryer, Antony, & Ogden, 2009; 
Kuhlman, 2010; van Dooren, Bouckeart, & Halligan, 2010). 
Performance-based policing was an important strategy supporting the 
NPM agenda, but ended up having its use decreased as the New Public 
Management wave retreated. 

Although less frequent since the 2000s, the NPM agenda has become 
again mainstream in policymaking with the 2010 UK election of a 
Coalition government that shared an enthusiasm for mixed economy of 
public service provision (Albertson, et al., 2018). Policymakers began 
again to prioritize top-down performance-based commissioning in 
different areas of government, including welfare-to-work programmes, 
public health budgets and criminal justice system (Bochel & Powell, 
2016). An example of the approach is the national model for Liaison and 
Diversion (L&D) services that links funding to the ability the service has 
to achieve the outcomes specified in the policy (NHS England Liaison 
and Diversion Programme, 2014). 

However, the idea of having a one-size-fits-all model to be applied to 
local settings has already been contested elsewhere (Rittel & Webber, 
1973), as the effectiveness of any solution is dependent on the 
environment and actors involved. Particularly in the case of 
performance-based policies, there is an inherent clash with the notion of 
innovation. Even though innovation requires experimentation, 
performance-based policies prioritize the reward of success. Risk-averse 
front-line workers wish to focus on fail-proof initiatives that have been 
tested in the past rather than experimenting new service designs, which 
ultimately deters innovation (National Audit Office, 2015; McGahey & 
Willis, 2017).  

A different path observed currently is a bottom-up practice-based 
approach to innovation where employees and their workplace make up 
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an arena for learning and innovation, which contrasts with the notion of 
top-down pre-planned performance-based innovation processes (Kesting 
& Ulhøi, 2010). Central to the bottom-up practice-based approach is the 
understanding that innovation processes are embedded within work 
practice and the employees’ reflective experiences, which connects 
innovation with learning experiences taking place within the street-level 
practice. Thus, innovation is seen as a result of learning processes 
whereby employees renew working methods, routines, products and 
services (Ellström, 2010). 

In a bottom-up practice-based approach, communities of practice serve 
as a site for employees to innovate through work (Brown & Duguid, 
2001; Wenger, 2000). A community of practice is a group of 
professionals who share similar interests and cultural practices, for 
example, police officers in custody, mental health practitioners in a 
hospital and Liaison and Diversion workers in a specific L&D site. In an 
environment where everyone shares similar work practice, collective 
learning is more easily achieved, resulting in the production of new 
knowledge. Another characteristic of a community of practice is that it 
serves as an arena for the development, maintenance and reproduction of 
the very knowledge that is produced within it (Brown & Duguid, 1991). 

The current increased need for public services to meet citizens’ demands 
(Hartley, 2005) reveals a trend of having front-line workers more 
responsible for promoting innovation in public sector organisations 
(Arundel & Huber, 2013). As top-down policies often do not meet the 
needs encountered at the street-level, deviations from their rules promote 
transformation initiated at the front-line. Once transformation spreads 
and develops into a routinized way of performing the work, it becomes 
the new work practice. Thus, practice-based innovation can be perceived 
as a cyclical process of learning, whereby deviation from previous work 
routines initiate a learning process that develops into new work practice 
(Ellström, 2010). 
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In contrast with the top-down management-initiated approach to 
innovation where front-line workers merely implement new policy at the 
street-level, the bottom-up practice-based approach gives employees the 
power to initiate innovation processes. However, both approaches 
require communication and coordination between all those involved in 
the process. On the one hand, if managers feel that practice-based 
solutions are threatening the order of the system, they will not support 
them (Høyrup, 2010). On the other hand, an attempt to innovate coming 
from management might also fail if front-line workers do not recognise 
it as relevant at the street-level (Lipsky, 2010). 

Summing up, effective innovation processes require both strategic 
directions for innovation that are initiated top-down along with the 
presence of ideas emerging throughout the organization in a bottom-up 
fashion (Fuglsang & Sundbo, 2005; Sundbo & Fuglsang, 2002). That is 
where adopting cultural-historical activity theory becomes 
advantageous, as it provides a set of instruments to study transformations 
and social processes of innovation and make sense of them through 
cycles of expansive learning. 

2.3 Research questions through the theoretical 
framework 

The over-arching aim of this research is to investigate how interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services is perceived by 
street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new national model 
for Liaison & Diversion. 

In order to investigate the role of L&D services as a conduit of 
interagency collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems 
upon the introduction of the new national model, the aim of this study 
has been operationalized through two research questions, as follows: 
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2.3.1 Research question I 
Research question I investigates how members of the L&D services 
perceive their role as facilitators of interagency collaboration across 
criminal justice and welfares systems in light of the standardized 
guidelines introduced by the new national model 

The matter of policy implementation at the street-level is widely 
discussed in the literature (Lipsky, 2010; Rice, 2013; Hill & Huppe, 
2014; Goldman & Foldy, 2015). As explained by Hill and Huppe (2014), 
there are several top-down policies initiated by central levels of 
government attempting to establish collaboration between public sector 
organisations. Government expect that these directives will be naturally 
disseminated at the street-level, but there seems to be a gap between 
policies instructions and circumstances found at the street-level 
impeding their actual implementation in practice (Hill & Huppe, 2014).  

Although there is a great deal of research done on street-level 
bureaucracy discussing the variables and outcomes of the discretionary 
behaviour of street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 2010), the perspective of 
front-line workers is – to my knowledge – underexplored, especially the 
influence other actors have on the decision-making process carried out 
by front-line professionals (Rice, 2013). In the context of offender 
rehabilitation, the studies that do acknowledge interagency collaboration 
are to a great extent focused on the managerial point of view (Fenge, et 
al., 2014; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017; Kane, Evans, & 
Shokraneh, 2018). 

In order to develop a contextualised understanding of street-level 
interagency collaboration in offender rehabilitation in England and 
Wales, I used Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) to explore the 
day-to-day challenges (contradictions) encountered by Liaison and 
Diversion (L&D) front-line professionals striving to work in tandem 
with professionals in neighbouring services in a backdrop of 
heterogeneous local circumstances. Moreover, research question I 
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explores possible tensions arising both within and between the L&D, the 
criminal justice and the welfare activity systems as a consequence of the 
introduction of a new national model aimed at standardise practice across 
all L&D sites. 

2.3.2 Research question II 
Collaboration across organisational boundaries has been promoted as a 
means to decrease reoffending rates (Fenge, et al., 2014; Hean, Warr, & 
Staddon, 2009). However, organisational objects more often than not 
diverge. In this scenario, constructing integrated care pathways to divert 
vulnerable offenders from criminal justice system is seen as a challenge.  

In CHAT, the tensions generated by the disagreement between service 
providers create opportunities for organisational and interorganisational 
learning achieved through expansive cycles. The learning leads to 
innovation of existing work routines as well as the creation of new sorts 
of tools that ultimately take the object and forms of collaboration into 
consideration (De Dreu, 1997).  

In research question II, I inspect the main contradictions found by L&D 
front-line workers when trying collaborate with neighbouring services to 
improve health and social care outcomes. Thus, research question II 
should be seen in tandem with research question I inasmuch as it explores 
potential contradictions existent, by and large, at the street-level and not 
only those derived from the top-down implementation of the L&D 
national model. The goal with this research question is to explore all 
potential contradictions between the activity systems comprising my 
unity of analysis (Engeström, 2001), namely the Liaison and Diversion, 
criminal justice and welfare services activity systems. By doing so, the 
aim is to identify possible points of tensions that, once resolved, can 
promote innovation in the offender rehabilitation context.  
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3 Methodological choices 

In this chapter, I present the research’s paradigm, methodological 
choices, data collection procedures, code development processes, and the 
data analysis approach.  

A case study approach to data collection (Yin, 2009) was adopted. 
Observations, document analysis and interviews were employed as data 
collection methods. Information was captured through audio recording 
and continuous note-taking. A template analysis (King, 2012) was 
employed to analyse the transcripts of the interviews, while the data 
collected through observation and note-taking enabled a more detailed 
and context-driven interpretation of the events discussed in the 
interviews. 

The chapter is structured as follows: First, the research paradigm is 
presented. Then, I outline considerations behind my decisions regarding 
methodology as well as the final design of data collection and analysis. 
Finally, I discuss the quality of the study by addressing its 
trustworthiness and address ethical considerations. 

3.1 The research paradigm 
Ontologically, Cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) conceives the 
nature of reality through concepts of ‘artefact mediation’ and ‘object-
orientated activity’ to demonstrate how human beings are both shaped 
by and shape the world respectively (Engeström, 1987). This concept has 
its philosophical roots on the writings of Marx and the idea of ‘praxis’ 
whereby the mind was shaped socially but was also capable of reshaping 
the world from which it was generated (Jensen, 1999). Thus, cultural 
activities are necessarily intertwined with psychological phenomena 
(Vygotsky, 1987). The separation of individual and social should never 
happen (Daniels, 2001), and human behaviour needs to be contextualized 
within broader social and cultural contexts (Cole, 1996). That is the 
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fundamental difference between CHAT and other approaches in social 
sciences. The researcher has to consider people’s abilities to interpret, 
represent and modify their experiences (Tomasello, 1999) and accept 
that we are social beings with no individual existence in abstractum. 

Epistemologically, CHAT defends that learning is a social-cultural 
process that happens in the real world through collective activities 
conducted around a shared object; therefore, promoting studies that are 
qualitative rather than quantitative in their nature (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2005). As a social-cultural practice, learning requires contextualizing the 
psychological processes of individual within the broader social and 
cultural settings in which they take place. In doing so, the research yields 
accounting for the whole context in development (Engeström, 1999). 
Consequently, CHAT provides concepts (as mentioned earlier, artefact 
mediation and object-orientated activity) with which to study behaviour 
in context. These concepts are especially useful when carrying out cross-
organisational comparison because they allow for a full picture instead 
of a compartmentalized one. 

In the midst of this, it might seem contradictory to adopt CHAT (a 
systems-level theory) in a study emphasizing the perspective of front-
line professionals (individuals), but it is not. To understand the individual 
processes undergone by front-line professionals, one must take into 
account the dialectical relationship between them and other elements in 
their activity such as the rules, division of labour and cultural tools. Thus, 
using CHAT allows the contextualization of the perspective of front-line 
professionals within the broader social and cultural contexts they are 
embedded in, which is in line with the ontological and epistemological 
stances adopted by CHAT. 

In the next sections, I demonstrate the methodological realization of 
CHAT’s ontology and epistemology in the research’s methods and 
design. 
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3.2 The research methodology 
The research paradigm determines a study’s methodology. In turn, the 
methodology of a study defines the selection of phenomena of interest, 
the research design and case selection, the data collection methods as 
well as the strategies of analysis (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013).  

This research has a goal to make sense of a complex phenomenon of 
social change (Fletcher, 2016). To that end, a qualitative approach to 
research was adopted because it is in line with CHAT’s ontology and 
epistemology. A case study approach was the design choice for the study, 
as it allows for in-depth study of a specific case (Harrison & Easton, 
2004), namely the front-line interagency collaboration of criminal justice 
and welfare services through the perspective of professionals from one 
organisation is specific, i.e. Liaison and Diversion (L&D) services. 

In CHAT studies, a qualitative approach to research tends to be the most 
appropriate choice (Fletcher, 2016) because investigating a social 
phenomenon in its milieu is the best way to capture it (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2005). Human nature and experiences cannot be quantified, manipulated, 
measured or have their variables controlled. There is a need for flexibility 
which allows for the research to be moulded by the findings arising from 
fieldwork (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

The choice for a case study approach is also in line with CHAT’s 
ontological and epistemological stances. Several CHAT scholars refer to 
case studies as an approach that fits well with the methodological aims 
of exploring social phenomena in real-life settings (Yamagata-Lynch, 
2010). The benefit of adopting the case study methodology is that allows 
for the investigation of “one or a small number of social entities or 
situations about which data are collected by using multiple sources of 
data and developing a holistic description through an iterative research 
process” (Easton, 2010, p. 119).  
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As explained by Yin (2009), single-case studies are appropriate in five 
instances, as follows: 1) when there is a ‘critical case’, meaning a case 
presenting a set of circumstances that are critical to the study’s 
theoretical underpinning; 2) when there is an ‘extreme case’, i.e. a case 
especially attractive because deviates from theoretical norms or 
everyday occurrences; 3) when there is a ‘representative case’, that is a 
case that captures the circumstances and conditions of an everyday 
situation; 4) when there is a ‘revelatory case’, meaning a case that reveals 
a phenomenon previously inaccessible to social science inquiry; and 5) 
when there is a ‘longitudinal case’, i.e. studying the same single case at 
two or more different point in time. This research adopts a representative 
single-case study design, as capturing the circumstances and conditions 
of the interactions between front-line workers from L&D and other 
services in criminal justice and welfare systems provide lessons about 
interagency collaboration and policy implementation that are relevant 
social aspects in activity theoretical studies. 

3.2.1 Rationale for a single case-study 
Achieving breadth and depth in a single case-study is not linked to the 
amount of respondents or to a large sample size but it regards focus. It is 
generally believed that single-case studies produce findings that 
emphasise on specific details within a unique context (Easton 2010). In 
this vein, depth would refer to the density of the contextual information 
(Meier & Pugh, 1986). However, single-case studies can also yield a 
breadth when we analyse broad and fundamental themes through the 
perspective of an individual entity, e.g. the analysis of interagency 
collaboration (a broader phenomenon) through the perspective of a 
particular entity (L&D).  

The value of having symbolic cases that represent life phenomena and 
explore insights from individuals’ perspective has been acknowledged 
by several scholars who have decided to design their investigations as a 
single case-study (Platt, 1988; Abramson, 1992; Miller, 2000). It is with 
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this inclination that the findings emerging from this single case-study 
need to be faced in order to be deemed valuable. The breadth and depth 
of the insights presented here might forego immediate empirical 
generalisation as they retain the intricate texture of the context in focus, 
but their transferability is grounded in the representativeness of the L&D 
site chosen as focus of the case study, as member of the ‘wave one’ sites 
that were originally chosen to roll out the new L&D national model due 
to their excellence in service provision and representativeness (for more 
on the trustworthiness of this research, please check section 3.5). 

3.3 The research design and methods 

3.3.1 Case selection 

3.3.1.1 Sampling criteria 

In the first moment, I conducted a purposeful sampling to narrow down 
cases for this representative single-case study. The criteria I used were 
(a) L&D services that were part of the ‘wave one’ sites rolling out the 
new L&D national model and (b) L&D services with well-established 
local support mechanisms in connection with other services in criminal 
justice and welfare systems. ‘Wave one’ sites were originally selected by 
the government to roll out the national model due to their excellence in 
service provision and representativeness (Disley, et al., 2016); therefore, 
being a reliable indicator of a single-case study that was representative 
of the L&D services needed to be selected. 

Once a site was chosen, I focused on selecting appropriate participants 
for the study. Participants were divided into two groups: L&D front-line 
staff and front-line workers from other services in criminal justice and 
welfare systems. To be considered a front-line worker, they had to fall 
within the following criteria (a) being a worker who interacts directly 
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with the public he/she serves, and (b) providing technical support to 
service-users and not having obligations limited to administrative tasks. 

Another consequence of having selected a site for carrying out the study 
was the definition of sampling criteria for documents to be analysed. 
Documents of relevance were those that provided insights into the 
contextual and historical background of the implementation of the new 
model for L&D and how it has impacted the relationship between the 
L&D site and neighbouring agencies in criminal justice and welfare 
systems. The documents were both requested to participants of the study 
as well as selected by me contingent to my understanding of what was 
contextually and historically relevant. Any bias as to my selection 
methods were addressed and mitigated according to section 3.5 below. 

3.3.1.2 Description of the site, participants and documents 
selected 

The chosen L&D site is located in South West England and was selected 
because it belongs the ‘wave one’ and has been able to successfully roll 
out the L&D national model over the past 5 years, although already 
existed before that. Its team consists of 4 administration staff, 8 Support, 
Time and Recovery workers, 8 mental health practitioners, 2 team 
leaders, and 1 service manager. Due to the small size of the staff, the 
team leaders and the service manager also function as mental health 
practitioners when necessary, which transforms them into front-line 
workers for the effects of this study. The organization covers a county of 
1000 square miles, which encompasses urban and rural areas serviced by 
15 police stations and has a static population of around 780,000 with a 
significant influx of tourists throughout the year summing up to 
approximately 3.2 million staying visitors and an additional 25.1 million 
day visitors (The South West Research Company Ltd, 2016). In 2017, 
the service assessed 2,365 adults and numbers increase yearly (Dorset 
Health Care, 2013, 2014; Williams et al., 2019).  
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From the selected L&D site, the participant-criteria narrowed the number 
of front-line workers to 19. All of them agreed to participate in the study. 
From the other services in criminal justice and welfare systems, 9 
professionals agreed to participate in the research project, being 2 from 
criminal justice system and 7 from welfare services. In total, this thesis 
discusses the perspective of 27 participants spread across various 
services in both criminal justice and welfare systems. 

Out of the 28 participants, 11 were male and 17 female. Age range from 
25 to 56 years. All of them were British, although a few had an immigrant 
background. The vast majority had a university degree in health-related 
field, although five of them were at the secondary education level. Their 
work experience varied greatly. Their years of work experience ranged 
from 1 year to 32 years (although not necessarily working at the same 
organisation). 

As to selected documents (Appendix 4),  the list included internal 
documents as well as policy documents such as official white papers, 
audits and evaluations, all describing the process of implementation of 
the new model for L&D (n=27) in the selected site. Moreover, I collected 
statistical reports of the screening and assessments taking place in 
custody and court upon the national model (n=12).  

3.3.2 Data collection methods 
Data collection methods included document analysis, semi-structured 
interviews. Observations were also conducted, but there was no formal 
scheduled being followed (see section 3.3.2.3 below for more 
information). In this sense, although providing interesting insights into 
practice at the interface between criminal justice and welfare systems, 
observations served more as one means to ensure embeddedness in the 
context as well as credibility check. 
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Data collection took place between 2017 and 2019. Table 2 below 
summarises these methodologies. 

Table 2 – Data collection procedure summary 

Methodology Sources Procedure 

Document 
analysis 

Materials available at the investigated L&D 
site, which provided an overview of the 
transition period the service went through 
between being a locally managed 
organisation to being a ‘wave-one’ site 
following the new L&D model. As it can be 
seen in Appendix 4, the dataset included 
internal documents describing the process 
of implementation of the L&D national 
model (n=27) and statistical reports on the 
number of clients being screened and 
assessed in custody and court upon the 
rollout (n=12) 

Read all the materials 
and documented any 
descriptive statistics 
related to the impact the 
new L&D model had on 
the performance/work 
routine of the 
investigated site 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

Front-line workers at both the Criminal 
justice (n=2), welfare services (n=7) and 
the L&D (n=19). 

Tape recorded and 
transcribed semi-
structured interviews  

Observations 

Observed participants’ interactions with 
other services and the tools available to 
facilitate communication within and 
between agencies. 

Took notes and used the 
notes to contextualize 
data obtained through 
document analysis and 
interview. 

 

In this study, descriptive clarity of the data collection methods was 
achieved with the provision of a clear and complete description of the 
site and participants (section 3.3.1.2). My role as researcher and the 
relationship with the participants was addressed in section 3.3.2.2. 
Finally, identification of assumptions and biases of the researcher takes 
place at section 3.5. 

3.3.2.1 Document analysis 

Documents are invaluable to provide insight into the investigation of a 
social phenomenon. This study used documents mainly with an 
exploratory purpose, a way of understanding the history and context that 
the case was to be set in (Bowen, 2009).  
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Sampling criteria and a list of the selected documents can be found in 
section 3.3.1 above as well as Appendix 4. I searched the documents for 
‘meaningful and relevant passages of text’4 (Bowen, 2009), made notes 
when suitable and added these to Nvivo. These notes eventually helped 
me to make sense of the themes arising from interviews and supported 
the coding of certain connections with interview and observation data 
material.  

The table below brings an overview of the elements of the document 
study: the amount of research material, time of collection and the role of 
this document study in the analytical process. A complete chronological 
list of the documents comprising this study can be found in Appendix 4. 

Table 3 – Overview of document analysis 

External and internal document analysis 
Dataset Issuing date Purpose 

39 documents 2008 – 2019 Development of 
contextual background 

 

3.3.2.2 Interviews 

 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with the participants of this 
research project, who received letters of invitation, an information sheet 
about the project as well as a consent form beforehand (Appendix 2). 
Responses were prompted through an interactive process between the 
interviewer and the interviewees. Before each interview, I tailored my 
interview guide (sampled in Appendix 3) to the specific characteristics 
of the upcoming interviewee. Therefore, the interview guide changed 
slightly as insight broadened, making it possible to build upon the 
information acquired as the interviews went on. Despite minor 

                                                 
4 ‘Meaningful and relevant passages of text’ were those providing insights into the 
contextual and historical background of the implementation of the new model for L&D 
and how it has impacted integrated care in offender rehabilitation. 
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alterations, all interviews were conducted based on a framework 
informed by CHAT. Above all, the informants were intentionally left 
with ample room to elaborate or bring up new insights (Smith & Elger, 
2014). The interviews were conducted by me at the participants’ 
workplace, in English, and were 45 minutes long on average. 

In order to obtain invaluable information from the participants, they 
needed to feel comfortable enough to talk with me about the challenges 
they were facing in their daily work routine. Because workers at the 
interface between criminal justice and welfare systems can be reluctant 
to speak with a researcher or having a stranger in their work setting, it 
was useful to reach out to informants and have a preliminary meeting 
more casually. Having an informal conversation about their 
responsibilities and expectations concerning their jobs, a talk without 
guidelines or formal questions to be answered, fostered a certain degree 
of rapport between the participant and me that could, later on, be 
benefited from in further meetings promoting opportunities for 
observation and interviews. 

After each interview, I wrote memos with my contemplations on what 
was discussed. Out of 30 interviews, 26 were tape-recorded and 
personally transcribed by me. Three interviewees agreed to talk with me 
but asked not to have the conversation recorded. Nevertheless, they 
allowed me to take notes and use the information shared in the research. 
In the following table is an overview of the interview data.  

As this study was concerned with the perspective of front-line 
professional working at the interface between criminal justice and 
welfare systems, the accounts of managers as well as service-users was 
purposefully left out (see inclusion criteria in section 3.3.1.1 above). 
However, these can be found in studies that were conducted 
collaboratively with mine in the same context; therefore, their point of 
view was not overlooked (Hean, Johnsen, & Kloetzer, 2020). 
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Table 4 – Overview of interview data 

Interviews overview 

Informant 
service 

Informants Interviews Time of 
collection 

Minutes 
recorded 

Pages 
transcribed 

L&D 19 21 11.2017 – 
11.2018 

801 121 

Criminal 
Justice 

2 2 02.2018 – 
02.2019 

83 16 

Welfare 
Services 

7 7 05.2018 – 
11.2018 

141 33 

Total 28 30 11.2017 – 
02.2019 

1025 170 

 
 

3.3.2.3 Observations 

 
In this thesis, the observation study was primarily used to gain a 
contextual insight into the workdays and interactions among the frontline 
workers in different services, as well as into normative structures in the 
case office. The approach chosen for the observation exercise was an 
unstructured type. As explained by, Gilham (2008), the goal with 
unstructured observation is to record behaviour holistically without the 
use of pre-determined guidelines, as opposed to what it would happen in 
a structured observation approach. Nevertheless, as the author 
emphasises, “no research, however open-ended, lacks structure” (2008, 
p. 39). Thus, despite the unstructured approach, during this research three 
were the main points addressed whilst observing/interacting with 
participants, as follows: the relationships professionals would establish 
while performing their job, the perception of front-line workers from 
other agencies would have of L&D, and the drivers and barriers 
practitioners would encounter in their daily work routine. One of the 
benefits of having some delimitation in the observation phase was the 
ability to focus the interaction with informants on those points that were 
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relevant, which was convenient given time constraint imposed by the 
participants’ busy schedule. 

 

3.3.3 Data analysis 
 
The transcribed interviews were subjected to a template analysis, which 
is a way of thematically analysing qualitative data that involves the 
development of a coding ‘template’ summarising themes identified by 
the researcher as important in a data set and organises them in a 
meaningful and useful manner (King, 2012).  

Thematic data analysis was adapted from King’s template analysis 
method (2012). Initially, the transcription of the interviews was carried 
out and added to the documents gathered as well as notes taken during 
the data collection phase. I transcribed the interviews as close as possible 
to the date when they took place, as it was easier to make sense of the 
data being produced through the transcripts. Due to the analytical 
approach adopted, the content rather than the structure of the 
participants’ responses for analysis was the focus of my interest. In this 
sense, long pauses, interruptions and nonverbal communication were not 
explicitly noted in the transcribed text. Transcriptions were double-
checked by listening back to the audio recording and reading the 
transcripts simultaneously. The process also allowed me to add any notes 
taken during or immediately after the interviews to the transcriptions. 

Open coding was performed in part of the dataset (3 randomly selected 
interview transcripts). With the help of the CAQDAS package QSR 
NVivo version 12, I underlined interesting segments of text and labelled 
them with a description. Through abstraction, codes turned into 
categories, and these were elevated to themes (and sub-themes when 
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suitable) according to their degree of generalizability. A preliminary 
analytical framework was developed.  

The a priori template was shared and discussed with PhD supervisors. 
The goal of this procedure was to ensure the quality and reflexivity of 
the data analysis as well as to discuss the relevance of the developed 
coding. Together we performed an exercise of co-coding, which has led 
to the same passages of the text being highlighted as meaningful in most 
cases although the interpretation of the extracts varied in certain 
instances. In such situations, the transcript was revisited, and a new 
coding was carried out. The process of refining, applying, and refining 
the analytical framework was repeated until no new codes appeared and 
a final template could be formed, which later on was applied to the entire 
dataset yielding inductive codes, categories, sub-themes and themes. 

The final step in the analytical approach comprised subjecting the 
inductive framework to meta-themes deductively developed based on 
cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT). The purpose of this last level 
was to classify the data according to theoretical tenets that transcend the 
limits of this study. Furthermore, since CHAT provided the theoretical 
grounds in which interpretation of the data took place, indexing the 
dataset according to the principles of the theory seemed to make sense. 

The final framework consisted of two main templates, one for the L&D 
and another for the ‘Other services’. The L&D template was formed by 
1 meta-theme, 1 theme, 3 sub-themes, 4 categories, and 3 sub-categories. 
The Other Services template had 1 meta-theme, 1 theme, 3 sub-themes, 
4 categories, and 6 sub-categories. The entire framework, with 
exemplary codes and quotes, can be found in Appendix 5. 

3.3.3.1 Template analysis: Advantages and limitations 

The strongest advantage of the template analysis approach is its 
flexibility and simplicity. It is a rather straightforward method with few 
specified procedures, which allows for changes to be made according to 
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the needs of a particular study. These changes pertain not only research 
topics but also epistemological and methodological positions. 
Furthermore, the possibility of developing an a priori template – a 
particular feature of the method – can be useful in situations where the 
researcher wants to ensure focus on key areas relevant to the study early 
on, allowing for the capture of relevant theoretical concepts and/or 
perspectives that have informed the very design of the study (Brooks, 
McCluskey, Turley, & King, 2015). 

Although flexibility and simplicity were listed as strengths of the 
approach, they can also be perceived as limitations. As opposed to other 
thematic analysis methods that are pervaded with elaborated procedures 
and stages (e.g. moving from descriptive themes to interpretive one and 
finally overarching themes), the template analysis approach does not 
provide the researcher with such clear guidelines. In this scenario, novice 
researchers might end up jumping relevant steps in the analytical process 
and rushing into the final stages in interpretation of the data. Another 
potential pitfall would be the erroneous emphasis on the development of 
an a priori template as an end product when in fact it is a means to an 
end. A priori templates are optional and should be used to help the 
researcher to make sense of the data in early stages of the analysis. They 
are not the end result (Brooks et al., 2015). 

In this study, the flexibility offered by the approach was beneficial. Open 
coding at the outset of the analytical process allowed me to explore 
various aspects of data in depth. At the same time, having in mind the 
goal of producing a template kept me on track and forced me to adopt a 
well-structured approach to data handling. To mitigate the harmful 
effects of my inexperience, I benefited from the expertise of my 
supervisors to ensure that all the necessary steps were taken during the 
analysis. As explained in the previous section, using the template 
analysis facilitated the collaboration between me and my supervisors in 
the elaboration of codes and definition of meaning and structures. In the 
end, the analytical choices made were guided by the theoretical 
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framework laid out in chapter 2 as well as the research questions of this 
study, which was only possible due to the flexibility offered by the 
template analysis method. 

 

3.4 Research design in the appended papers 
The aim of this research project was to respond the over-arching question 
“How is interagency collaboration between L&D and neighbouring 
services perceived by street-level L&D workers after the introduction of 
a new national model for Liaison & Diversion?” The aim was 
operationalized through two research questions, as follows: 

I. How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
(L&D) services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in 
light of the standardized guidelines introduced by the new 
national model?  

 
II. What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 

workers? 

An overview of the research design and methods of all papers is given in 
table 5 below, followed by a more detailed description of each appended 
paper. 
Table 5 – Overview of research design 

Title RQ Theory Methods 

Tracing the Historical 
Development of a Service 

Model for Interagency 
Collaboration: 

Contradictions as Barriers 
and Potential Drivers for 

Change 

I Cultural-historical 
activity theory 

Document analysis (n=39) + Semi-
structured interviews (n=30) of the 
participants from both the L&D, 
criminal justice and welfare services + 
observations 
 
Template analysis 



Methodological choices 

51 

Meeting Criminogenic 
Needs to Reduce 
Recidivism: The Diversion 
of Vulnerable Offenders 
from the Criminal Justice 
System into Care 

I Cultural-historical 
activity theory  

Semi-structured interviews conducted 
with front-line workers from L&D 
(n=10), criminal justice (n=1) and 
welfare services (n=1) + unstructured 
observations  
Inductive thematic analysis (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006) 

Performance-Based Policy 
in Offender Rehabilitation: 
Limitation or Innovation for 
Liaison and Diversion 
Organisations and Their 
Front-Line Workers? 

I&II 

Performance-based 
policing, innovation 
in the public sector 
and street-level 
bureaucracy 

Document analysis (n=39) + Semi-
structured interviews (n=21) of the 
entire L&D front-line staff (n=19) + 
observations 
 
Template analysis 

Where is the Primary 
Contradiction? Reflections 
on the Intricacies of 
Research Predicated on 
Activity Theory 

II Activity Theory 
A conceptual article reviewing a 
prevalent concept (namely, primary 
contradiction) in Activity Theory 

Personality Traits as 
mediating artefacts within 
the subject: Considerations 
on How to Move Activity 
Theory Forward 

II Activity Theory & 
Five-factor theory 

Conceptual paper aimed at 
interpreting Activity Theory in a 
different light 

 

3.4.1 Paper I (book chapter) – Tracing the Historical 
Development of a Service Model for Interagency 
Collaboration: Contradictions as Barriers and 
Potential Drivers for Change  

The book chapter is an empirical analysis of the historical development 
of Liaison & Diversion services as a conduit to interagency collaboration 
across criminal justice and welfare systems. It makes use of CHAT as 
analytical tool to respond research question I (namely, how members of 
the L&D services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in light of the 
standardized guidelines introduced by the new national model?). In this 
sense, the new national model for L&D serves as an allegory to the 
standard practice of top-down implementation of public policies. The 
paper dovetails nicely with the over-arching aim of the study, namely to 
investigate how interagency collaboration between L&D and 



Methodological choices 

52 

neighbouring services is perceived by street-level L&D workers after the 
introduction of a new national model for Liaison & Diversion. It does so 
by wielding Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) to trace a 
chronological line of the scenario (a) before the rollout of the L&D 
national model, (b) during the rollout of the L&D national model and (c) 
after the rollout of the L&D national model. 

Studies based on the third generation of Activity Theory grapple with 
complex social phenomena by taking into account the perspective of the 
several actors involved in the phenomenon (Fletcher, 2016). To that end, 
a qualitative single case study approach was the design choice for the 
paper because it allowed for an in-depth study of a specific case 
(Harrison & Easton, 2004), namely the front-line interagency 
collaboration of criminal justice and welfare services through the 
perspective of professionals from one organisation in specific, i.e. L&D. 

As it is the case of investigation of social phenomena, the human nature 
and experiences cannot be quantified, manipulated, measured or have 
their variables controlled. Therefore, data are best captured in their 
milieu (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). That was the motivation for the 
methods of data collection adopted, namely semi-structured interviews, 
document analysis and unstructured observations. The dataset included 
the entire L&D front-line staff as well as front-line workers from 
neighbouring services in both criminal justice and welfare systems, as 
specified in section 3.3.2. A template analysis (King, 2012) of the 
collected data was adopted in collaboration with the co-author. I was 
responsible for the initial open coding of 3 randomly selected interview 
transcripts and the development of a preliminary analytical framework. 
This a priori template was shared and discussed with the co-author and 
refinement was carried out as necessary. A final template was formed 
and applied to the entire dataset yielding inductive codes, categories, 
sub-themes and themes (Appendix 5). 
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The book chapter draws upon the accounts (n=30) of the participants 
(n=28), which were of paramount relevance to respond the research 
question I in addition to the attainment of the aim of this research as 
mentioned earlier. To explore the impact of the new national model for 
L&D services and its reverberation on interagency collaboration across 
criminal justice and welfare systems (over-arching aim of the study), the 
analysis of historical documents (n=39) ranging from 2008 to 2019 in 
contrast with the current scenario as described by informants was of 
particular relevance. 

 

3.4.2 Paper II – Meeting Criminogenic Needs to 
Reduce Recidivism: The Diversion of Vulnerable 
Offenders from the Criminal Justice System into 
Care 

 
The methodological choices carried out in this paper had in mind the 
objective to investigate how interagency collaboration between L&D 
and neighbouring services is perceived by street-level L&D workers 
after the introduction of a new national model for Liaison & Diversion 
(over-arching research aim) and to establish how L&D front-line 
workers see their role in the current scenario (research question I).  

This article is an empirical paper on early diversion of vulnerable 
offenders into appropriate care as a means to reduce recidivism. It 
introduces the work done by L&D and the theoretical discussion around 
the benefits of early diversion of offenders into care (Andrews & Bonta, 
2016). The article was originally a submission to an international 



Methodological choices 

54 

conference in 2018, and it was later on published5; therefore, it reflects 
the developments of this research at that stage. 

Data collection happened through semi-structured interviews, field notes 
and unstructured observations. The data reflected in the article were 
gathered between November/2017 and May/2018 and comprised 
interviews conducted with front-line workers from L&D (n=10), 
criminal justice (n=1) and welfare services (n=1). These interviews 
followed a common schedule underpinned by Cultural-Historical 
Activity Theory (CHAT) and aimed at exploring the relationship 
between front-line professionals in both L&D and neighbouring services 
in criminal justice and welfare systems. 

Given the ongoing character of data collection at the stage in which this 
paper was produced, its design – in comparison to the other papers – is 
perhaps predicated more on my observations of the informants in their 
natural milieu than document analysis and interviews, although the last 
two also comprise the dataset utilised in this paper. The observation in 
this study was unstructured and primarily used to gain a contextual 
insight into the workdays and interactions among the front-line workers 
in different services, as well as into normative structures in the case 
office (Gilham, 2008). There was no use of pre-determined guidelines, 
but during fieldwork three were the main points addressed whilst 
observing/interacting with participants, as follows: the relationships 
professionals would establish while performing their job, the perception 
of front-line workers from other agencies would have of L&D, and the 
drivers and barriers practitioners would encounter in their daily work 
routine.  

An inductive stepwise thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke , 2006) of the 
available data was conducted in an attempt to find potential 

                                                 
5 Although the paper was not published in a journal of sufficient standing according to 
NSD’s (Norwegian Centre for Research Data) standards, I decided to include it in the 
thesis to give an idea of the full scope of the research project and of its reporting. 
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contradictions between L&D and neighbouring services with major 
focus on the situation after the implementation of a national model for 
L&D services. 

The benefit of drawing upon observations was the ability to create an 
unfiltered picture of the current scenario of collaboration across criminal 
justice and welfare systems as well as the role L&D front-line workers 
play in this context. The observations, in tandem with interviews and 
document analysis, informed both the over-arching aim and the research 
question I of this study and yielded a paper that narrows down into a 
topic that was more broadly addressed in paper I. Here, the emphasis is 
primarily on the current role played by L&D, i.e. to liaise with agencies 
across criminal justice and welfare systems to enable the timely diversion 
of vulnerable offenders, whereas in paper I the focus was on the 
historical development of the service. 

 

3.4.3 Paper III – Performance-Based Policy in 
Offender Rehabilitation: Limitation or Innovation 
for Liaison and Diversion Organisations and 
Their Front-Line Workers? 

 
This is an empirical paper on performance-based policing in offender 
rehabilitation, serves to explore the limitations imposed by a top-down 
approach that has been using competitive elements in the process of 
allocating public funds through policies and how these limitations can 
foster innovation.  

This paper in particular draws upon a stream of literature on 
performance-based policy implementation at the street-level (Lipsky, 
2010) and coping mechanism developed by front-line workers as a form 
of bottom-up innovation (Fuglsang, 2010; Hill & Huppe, 2014; Lippke 
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& Wegener, 2014) as a means to explain the situation of the current 
scenario in offender rehabilitation in England and Wales. In doing so, it 
is able to address both the research question I, as it shines a light on the 
impact of the new policy on collaboration between front-line 
professionals, but also helps to identify the contradictions that have 
arisen from the tension between the new model and the circumstances 
found at the street-level, which ends up informing the discussion taking 
place in the research question II. 

Data collection and analysis methods resemble those described for the 
book chapter, i.e. the use of semi-structured interviews, document 
analysis and unstructured observations to gather data and their analysis 
through an approach of template analysis (King, 2012). However, here 
the dataset included only L&D professionals because we wanted to 
emphasise on the impact of the new policy on the L&D services instead 
of going too broad on the analysis of the challenges each organisation 
had with their own policies. We deemed the research design adopted in 
this paper commensurate because, in light of the research aim, having 
the accounts of the L&D front-line workers particularly explored was 
crucial. Besides, the possibility to contrast those with historical 
documents collected during the fieldwork and the observations carried 
out while interacting with informants yielded a holistic view of the 
impact of the new policy on the L&D services. The choice of a template 
analysis approach to handle the data was appropriate because it enabled 
focus on key areas relevant to the paper (specifically, policy 
implementation at the street-level) while also granting a degree of 
flexibility to implement changes made according to the needs of the 
ongoing fieldwork (Brooks, McCluskey, Turley, & King, 2015). 

This paper is in line with the previous two because it focuses down only 
on part of the general practice of L&D services currently (focus of paper 
II), namely the challenges faced by front-line workers while trying to 
operationalise collaboration upon the introduction of a performance-
based policy (the new national model for L&D services). 



Methodological choices 

57 

 

3.4.4 Paper IV – Where is the Primary Contradiction? 
Reflections on the Intricacies of Research 
Predicated on Activity Theory 

 

Whilst the previous papers were empirical, this article is conceptual. The 
goal of the article is to address potential inconsistencies between Activity 
Theory and Marx’s understandings of what constitutes the concept of 
primary contradiction (a concept directly addressed by research question 
II – What are the main contradiction encountered by L&D front-line 
professionals?). Despite the notorious importance of such discussion at 
a philosophical level, I also draw upon my experience of conducting a 
field research predicated on Activity Theory to demonstrate the bearing 
of such discussion empirically. 

As a conceptual paper, the methodology proposed by Whetten (1989), 
Van de Ven (1989) and Cropanzano (2009) was followed, i.e. a 
conceptual paper should alternatively address at least one of the 
following seven questions: (a) What is new? (b) So what? (c) Why so? 
(d) Well done? (e) Done well? (f) Why now? and (g) Who cares? In 
addition to informing the research question II, the research design 
adopted in this paper also dovetails nicely with the over-arching aim of 
this study as it investigates how interagency collaboration between L&D 
and neighbouring services is perceived by street-level L&D workers 
after the introduction of a new national model for Liaison & Diversion 
(What is new? – according with the methodology aforementioned). 
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3.4.5 Paper V – Personality Traits as mediating 
artefacts within the subject: Considerations on 
How to Move Activity Theory Forward 

 

This is also a conceptual article. Thus, the empirical data produced by 
this research project is not directly explored here either, but it serves as 
a backdrop in which theoretical issues are discussed and 
recommendations for the future are presented. 

Being conceptual, this paper also follows the methodology described in 
the previous section, but with a different purpose. The goal herein is to, 
beyond summarising recent research on ways to advance Activity 
Theory, integrate it with the literature on biologically-based 
psychological personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and contribute 
to the knowledge by offering a framework that conflates both.  

Although the research design adopted in this paper might not be 
exclusively linked to one of the research questions, it is in line with ideas 
tackled in both of them as well as it links with the over-arching aim of 
this research as it discusses the limitations of the chosen theoretical 
underpinning and suggests alternative possibilities for its development.  

 

3.5 My role as researcher: Handling personal bias 
and ensuring the trustworthiness of the study 

A well-known feature of qualitative studies is that they accommodate the 
researcher’s personal perspective, which makes it hard to separate the 
final product from the scholar herself/himself. Therefore, it is relevant 
for the researcher to be transparent and reflexive about the processes 
through which data have been gathered, analysed and presented (Polit & 
Beck, 2014). From the outset, having a well-defined research paradigm 
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(in this study, check section 3.1) clarified the purpose and intention of 
the study. It also helped to hold me accountable, which in the end led to 
a more trustworthy study. 

Bias – understood as an influence capable of distorting the result of a 
study (Polit & Beck, 2014), is a term originally belonging the paradigm 
of quantitative research. In this vein, the recognition of personal bias in 
qualitative studies is somewhat under dispute, as it does not fit the 
philosophical underpinnings of qualitative inquiry (Thorne, Stephens, & 
Truant, 2016). Pacific though is the understanding that concepts such as 
rigour and trustworthiness are more pertinent to the reflexive, subjective 
nature of qualitative researcher (Galdas, 2017). 

Every research project tries to investigate predetermined questions in a 
way that is reliable, valid and ethical. The methodological choices taken 
to achieve such goal are of utmost relevance with regards to establishing 
the trustworthiness (i.e. credibility, dependability, transferability and 
confirmability) of the study (Guba, 1981; Shenton, 2004). Below, I 
clarify the provisions made to ensure the trustworthiness of this research. 

Credibility refers to whether findings are congruent with the reality being 
scrutinized (Shenton, 2004). Among others, I made the following 
provisions to ensure that the phenomenon under study was accurately 
recorded: 

 Research methods were well established before data collection 
started, as explained in this chapter. For example, I had clear 
sampling criteria for both informants and documents comprising 
the dataset, interviews followed a specific schedule (Appendix 
3), and data analysis followed the procedures explained in the 
literature on Template Analysis.  

 I developed familiarity with the culture of participating 
organisations by embedding myself in the context studied 
through unstructured observations (see section 3.3.2.3) and 
preliminary casual meetings with informants. These 
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conversations did not follow a formal schedule and helped to 
promote rapport between the participant and me. 

 Whenever possible, I adopted more than one method of data 
collection (methodological triangulation), more than one source 
of data (data triangulation), and more than one type of theory to 
interpret the investigated phenomenon (theory triangulation) 
(Van Maanen, 1983; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

 To ensure participants’ honesty when contributing data, I gave 
informants opportunities to refuse to participate in the research. 
They were also given a chance to withdraw from the study at any 
point. In addition, participants’ honesty was spurred by letting 
them know that data would be anonymised (Appendix 2).   

 Frequent debriefing sessions with the PhD supervisors served as 
an arena to address my vision of the research as well as for them 
to discuss alternative approaches and draw attention to potential 
flaws in my design (Shenton, 2004). 

 Throughout the PhD, the research has been subjected to peer 
scrutiny in seminars at the university, international conferences 
and presentations as well as through submission to scientific 
peer-reviewed journals. 

Credibility and dependability are closely related, and by demonstrating 
the former the researcher is ensuring the latter (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
As to dependability specifically, my research design was reported in 
detail in both this thesis and other publications (see part II of this thesis), 
which enables future researchers to repeat the work done by me even 
though it might not guarantee same results (Shenton, 2004). 

Transferability is a controversial topic in qualitative research. While 
some argue that it is not possible (Erlandson et al., 1993), others suggest 
that transferability should not be dismissed entirely in qualitative studies 
(Stake, 1994; Denscombe, 1998). Despite the discussion, I strived to 
produce sufficient contextual information about fieldwork site, about the 
phenomenon being studied, and about the background factors impinging 
on the study. All that to allow comparison to be made. 
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Additionally, to enable transferability, I use this thesis to provide 
information on the following issues (Shenton, 2004): 
 

 The number of participant organisations and their location. 
 Any limitation of the study or conflict of interests. 
 Selection criteria and information on the participants. 
 Data collection methods, period over which they happened, and 

the length of the data collection sessions. 
 

Finally, confirmability refers to the objectivity of the data. However, 
ensuring the objectivity of a study is difficult, as the researcher’s biases 
are inevitable especially in qualitative research (Patton, 2002). To reduce 
the effect of my bias and ensure that the findings of the study were 
resulting from experiences and ideas of the informants, both 
methodological, data and theory triangulations were carried out. Besides, 
personal beliefs underpinning decisions made and methods adopted are 
acknowledged and explained in this thesis.  

3.6 Ethics 
In this research project, the first challenge faced was to ensure voluntary 
participation. The manager of the L&D service studied is an experienced 
and well-connected professional in the investigated setting and acted as 
a gatekeeper in this research project. In this sense, I could benefit from 
the manager’s assistance in arranging interviews with the L&D front-line 
staff as well as appoint informants in other services. However, 
professionals working at the interface between criminal justice and 
welfare services are very busy, and one could not take for granted their 
capacity to dispose of their valuable time to participate in a research 
project. My concern, especially about the L&D front-line staff, was that 
the manager’s involvement in the research would not leave many options 
for employees to abstain from it. Nevertheless, the challenge was 
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diminished by clarifying to potential participants that their participation 
was voluntary.  

Interviewees were contacted by email and specific points were clarified 
from the outset, such as the goals of the research, the reasons why that 
specific participant had been chosen, information about the voluntary 
nature of participation and the possibility to withdraw participation any 
time in the process, and confidentiality matters.  Moreover, a consent 
form was handed over to the participant at the interview, and each 
interviewee was asked to sign it. Both documents can be seen in 
Appendix 2. Overall, the participants seemed comfortable with their 
participation, although some of them asked not to have the conversation 
audiotaped, which was respected.  

Another consideration in the research project was to guarantee the 
anonymity of the participants in the publication of the findings. Due to 
limited staff in the chosen L&D site, internal anonymity of some of the 
most central research participants was challenging to keep from the other 
professionals in the organisation. However, external anonymity could be 
ensured by not mentioning specific characteristics of the selected L&D 
site, since this is a national service with several sites spread around 
England and Wales. Concerning other organisations in criminal justice 
system and welfare service, anonymity was achievable by not 
mentioning the specific agency the interviewee worked. 

For the most, front-line informants seemed open and candid during the 
interviews, providing even enthusiastic accounts of their experiences. To 
ensure anonymity, interview quotes were not related to demographic 
information of gender or age. All informants were identified by their role 
in the organisation and the gender used was either ‘female’ or ‘male’ in 
the publications, although both genders were well represented. Any 
specific dialects and jargon that could potentially identify an informant 
were masked in the transcripts.  
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Ethical clearance was obtained from both the Norwegian Centre for 
Research Data (case number 51047) and the Bournemouth University 
Ethics Committee (Ethics ID 16612). 
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4 Research results 

This thesis comprises a book chapter and four articles exploring front-
line interagency collaboration between criminal justice, welfare services 
and Liaison and Diversion (L&D). Combined, they attempted to attain 
the over-arching aim of this research, which is to investigate how 
interagency collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services is 
perceived by street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new 
national model for Liaison & Diversion.  

In order to investigate the role of L&D services as a conduit of 
interagency collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems 
upon the introduction of the new national model, the aim of this study 
has been operationalized through two research questions, as follows: 

I. How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
(L&D) services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in 
light of the standardized guidelines introduced by the new 
national model?  

 
II. What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 

workers? 

In this chapter, I present the papers comprising part II of this thesis 
(sections 4.1 to 4.5) and later argument for the relevance on each one of 
them to the attainment of the research’s aim and response of the research 
questions (section 4.6.2). Table 6 below presents an overview of the 
results discussed in the appended papers. In the next chapter, I elaborate 
on the link between the research questions and the papers’ contribution. 
In doing so, I demonstrate the overall contribution of the research. 
 
 



Research contribution, implications and further research 

65 

Table 6 – Overview of the appended papers 

Title Contribution RQ Findings Authorship 

Tracing the 
Historical 

Development 
of a Service 
Model for 

Interagency 
Collaboration: 
Contradictions 

as Barriers 
and Potential 
Drivers for 

Change 

To use CHAT to map 
the contextual 
background and 
identify potential 
contradictions within 
and between both the 
L&D, criminal 
justice and the 
welfare services 
activity systems that 
serve as potential 
triggers for future 
development  

I 

Three activity systems were 
identified to represent the 
historical development of L&D 
services over time. They depicted 
the scenario (a) before the rollout 
of the L&D national model, (b) 
during the rollout of the L&D 
national model, (c) after the rollout 
of the L&D national model.  
 
The L&D national model did not 
promote the expected change in 
the dynamics between services, 
mostly because it did not provide 
agencies with appropriate 
conditions to implement the rules 
of the policy 

Co-authored 
with Prof. 
Sarah Hean, 
University of 
Stavanger. I 
did the main 
part of the 
writing and 
contributed to 
all parts of 
the paper 

Meeting 
Criminogenic 
Needs to 
Reduce 
Recidivism: 
The Diversion 
of Vulnerable 
Offenders 
from the 
Criminal 
Justice System 
into Care 

To discuss the drivers 
and barriers to 
prearrest/pre-
sentence models of 
rehabilitation of 
offenders through the 
perspective of the 
work done by L&D 

I 

 
Services do not have their roles 
clearly specified, which causes 
miscommunication between 
professionals working in different 
agencies.  
 
There is a mismatch between local 
circumstances and the rules of the 
national model, which hinders the 
implementation of the model by 
front-line workers. 

Sole author 

Performance-
Based Policy 
in Offender 
Rehabilitation
: Limitation or 
Innovation for 
Liaison and 
Diversion 
Organisations 
and Their 
Front-Line 
Workers? 

To investigate the 
impact of top-down 
performance-based 
policing in public 
services, with 
emphasis on the 
offender 
rehabilitation context 

I&II 

 
There is a conflict between 
standardised top-down policies 
and the circumstances found at the 
street-level.  
 
In the context of rehabilitation of 
offenders workers often abide by 
values and ethical standards of 
their profession, which leads to 
employee-based innovation at the 
street-level since professionals 
develop coping strategies to equate 
policy and reality 

Co-authored 
with Ass. 
Prof. Ann-
Karin 
Holmen, 
University of 
Stavanger. I 
did the main 
part of the 
writing and 
contributed to 
all parts of 
the paper 

Where is the 
Primary 
Contradiction
? Reflections 
on the 
Intricacies of 
Research 
Predicated on 

To discuss the 
inconsistencies 
between Activity 
Theory and Marx’s 
understandings of 
what constitutes the 
concept of primary 
contradiction and to 
demonstrate the 

II 

As a conceptual article, the 
findings drawn from empirical 
data were not discussed herein, 
although there are referrals to the 
previous papers and the evidence 
they produce 

Sole author 
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Activity 
Theory 

bearing of such 
discussion for 
empirical research 

Personality 
Traits as 
mediating 
artefacts 
within the 
subject: 
Consideration
s on How to 
Move Activity 
Theory 
Forward 

To discuss one of the 
Activity Theory’s  
shortcoming (i.e. lack 
of individuality in its 
analysis) and to 
suggest ways to 
address the situation 
by acknowledging 
the influence 
biologically-based 
psychological 
personality traits 
have on the subject of 
an activity 

II 
As a conceptual article, the 
findings drawn from empirical 
data were not discussed herein 

Sole author 

 

4.1 Paper I (book chapter) 
Rocha, P., & Hean, S. (2020). Tracing the Historical Development of a 
Service Model for Interagency Collaboration: Contradictions as Barriers 
and Potential Drivers for Change. In S. Hean, B. Johnsen, & L. Kloetzer, 
Collaboration, innovation and organisational learning in Penal Systems. 
Routledge. In peer review. 

The book chapter on collaboration and innovation in the public sector 
makes use of Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) to trace the 
historical development of a service model for interagency collaboration, 
namely L&D. The chapter also identifies potential contradictions within 
and between the L&D, criminal justice and the welfare activity systems 
that, once resolved, have the potential to promote innovation.  

The chapter is positioned within a stream of literature on activity 
theoretical analysis of complex work environments (Engeström, 1987; 
Kaptelinin, Kuutti, & Bannon, 1995; Warmington, et al., 2004) and 
analyses the drivers and barriers of top-down versus bottom-up approach 
to innovation in the public sector. 

The results of this chapter include the perspectives of professionals from 
several organisations in criminal justice and welfare services. A template 
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analysis (King, 2012) was done on the perspectives of a sample including 
interviews (n=30) with L&D (n=19), criminal justice (n=2) and welfare 
service (n=7), document analysis (n=39) and observations. Based on the 
results, the chapter identifies 3 activity systems that help explain the 
development of activities aimed at the promotion of integrated care. The 
3 activity systems are discussed in chronological order and include a 
representation of the studied setting (a) before the rollout of the L&D 
national model, (b) during the rollout of the L&D national model, and 
(c) after the rollout of the L&D national model. The chapter suggests that 
the new model did not promote the expected change in the dynamics 
between services and uses the CHAT to articulate the reasons why as 
well as possible ways forward. 

4.2 Paper II 
 
Rocha, P. (2019). Meeting Criminogenic Needs to Reduce Recidivism: 
The Diversion of Vulnerable Offenders from the Criminal Justice System 
into Care. International Journal of Social Behavioral, Educational, 
Economic, Business and Industrial Engineering, 2(6), 831-837. 

The paper examines early diversion of vulnerable offenders into 
appropriate care as a means to reduce recidivism. It does so by 
introducing the work done by L&D and the theoretical discussion around 
the benefits of prearrest/pre-sentence models of intervention.  

The article is positioned within a stream of literature on how to meet 
criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism (Hare, 2002; Skeem & 
Peterson, 2012; Andrews & Bonta, 2016). The way criminogenic needs 
relate to risk factors is that they are both tied together; therefore, in trying 
to identify the reasons leading up to an offence, criminologists analyse 
the necessities of the offender and determine the individual’s unmet 
needs that led to criminal behaviour. Thus, criminogenic needs are the 
characteristics directly connected to the probability of a person to re-
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offend (Andrews & Bonta, 2016). More specifically, the article focuses 
on the ability agencies have to collaborate to meet the criminogenic 
needs care of those entering criminal justice system as well as their 
capacity to implement rehabilitation strategies that address clusters of 
correlated needs through integrated care. 

The perspective of front-line professionals (n=12) operating at the 
interface between criminal justice and welfare systems was collected 
through interviews and an inductive thematic method of analysis (Braun 
& Clarke , 2006) was adopted to make sense of the gathered information. 
The results provided evidence that organisations use independent IT 
systems, which has been impairing their ability to coordinate care. As a 
consequence, there is a misalignment between agencies that end up not 
having a full understanding of the roles and responsibilities of each other. 
Despite described as the default means of information gathering and 
sharing, computer systems are not interconnected and interagency 
communication is hindered, although data protection rules have also 
been mentioned as one cause for the difficulty of sharing information on 
clients.  

Using CHAT to explore the relationship between L&D and other 
services in criminal justice and welfare services, the article suggests that 
front-line professionals have been struggling to share knowledge due to 
a misalignment between the tools used by each organisation. In CHAT, 
knowledge sharing is the basis for collaboration between activity 
systems and the co-creation of a shared object. However, the tensions 
created by the misaligned tools create opportunities for expansive 
learning, which calls for the innovation of existing working routines as 
well as the creation of new sorts of tools that ultimately can take 
interagency collaboration into consideration. 

One of the contributions of the article is that not only it confirms existing 
knowledge of the benefits of early diversion of vulnerable offenders into 
appropriate care as means to reduce recidivism, but also it situates 
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specifically the work done by L&D in this context. Although only 
reflecting the developments of this research at that stage in which was 
written (mid-2018), this paper provides an overview of collaboration 
models that focus on prearrest/pre-sentence diversion of vulnerable 
individuals in England and Wales and contextualizes L&D in this 
context. 

4.3 Paper III 
Rocha, P., & Holmen, A. (2020). Performance-Based Policy in Offender 
Rehabilitation: Limitation or Innovation for Liaison and Diversion 
Organisations and Their Front-Line Workers? Probation Journal, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0264550520926578. 

The paper, on performance-based policing and implementation at the 
street-level, serves to explore the limitations imposed by a top-down 
approach that has been using competitive elements in the process of 
allocating public funds through policies. The paper is positioned within 
a stream of literature on street-level bureaucracy (Lipsky, 2010) and 
bottom-up employee-driven forms of innovation in the public sector 
(Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Styhre, 2009; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; 
Lippke & Wegener, 2014).  

Paper III builds upon the findings presented in appended paper II 
(namely, the challenges of promoting integrated care on a fragmented 
system) and expands to explore the impact of the national model for 
L&D services on practice at the street-level. However, here there is a 
more in-depth exploration of the finding that L&D sites have been 
struggling with the implementation of the national model due to its 
standardised rules that do not take into account the local peculiarities of 
each region. The results provide evidence that L&D front-line workers 
make a difference between “core-work tasks and housekeeping chores” 
(Lipsky, 2010, p. 30) and prioritize the former in detriment of the latter. 
The prioritization has been described by informants as a coping strategy 
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to equate policy and reality since front-line workers tend to operate under 
bureaucratic constraints and with limited resources. 

The paper contributes by investigating performance-based policing and 
implementation at the street-level in the context of offender 
rehabilitation through the lens of a new service, namely L&D. In doing 
so, it confirms the existing knowledge that offenders workers often abide 
by values and ethical standards of their profession (Robinson, Burke, & 
Millings, 2016), which might go against the idea of standardisation 
introduced by performance-based policies. In addition, the paper 
innovates by suggesting that the ethical approach of professionals in this 
context, which not always is in line with top-down introduced rules, can 
be interpreted as a form of bottom-up employee-based innovation in the 
public sector (Fuglsang, 2010). 

4.4 Paper IV 
Rocha, P., (2020). Where is the Primary Contradiction? Reflections on 
the Intricacies of Research Predicated on Activity Theory. Outlines: 
Critical Practice Studies (Accepted – Publication September 2020) 

This conceptual paper reflects on the idea that there is an omnipresent 
primary contradiction lurking at the bottom of every activity in 
capitalism. In doing so, it articulates the relationship between Marxism 
and Activity Theory. Whilst Marx’s ideas suggest that a trademark of 
capitalist social formations is the way surplus is pumped out from living 
labour, Activity Theory posits that the dual nature of commodities (i.e. 
their use and exchange-value) is the fundamental contradiction existent 
among all activities. The article argues that such distinction bears a direct 
impact on empirical research predicated on Activity Theory and goes on 
to consider the practical and theoretical implications of the Activity 
Theory’s departure from Marx’s ideas. The point is illustrated with 
hindsight reflection on the challenges I faced while conducting an 
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activity theoretical field research attempting to identify contradictions in 
the activity system of L&D. 

4.5 Paper V 
Rocha, P., (n.d.). Personality traits as mediating artifacts within the 
subject: Considerations on how to move activity theory forward. Theory 
& Psychology (In peer review) 

In the literature, there have been discussions on how to move Activity 
Theory forward. This conceptual paper is my attempt to contribute to the 
advancement of the theory.  

As a name of reference for activity theorists, Engeström has suggested 
that the future for activity theory is to look for resilient alternatives to 
capitalism (Engeström, 2009). In the paper, I investigate whether that is 
the case and conclude that, by and large, there is a proclivity to an anti-
capitalist discourse among academics currently, which leads to the risk 
of having political ideologies informing activity theoretical research. 

The article suggests a scientific-based alternative path to advance 
activity theory, which includes subjectivity in the scope of a theory that 
is otherwise mostly concerned with societal activity. 

4.6 Final considerations  

4.6.1 The study’s idiosyncrasies and potential impact 
on the results 

General limitations of the study are addressed and commented upon in 
section 5.5 below. However, regarding specifically the research results 
and taking into account the knowledge acquired whilst undertaking the 
study, the empirical findings presented in the aforementioned papers 
should be considered in light of some circumstances.  
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The first situation concerns the sample. This was a study focused on 
interagency collaboration at the interface between criminal justice and 
welfare systems. Therefore, it was important to have a sample 
representative of both sectors. I successfully engaged 28 participants, but 
only 2 of those represented the criminal justice system. My limited 
access to respondents working in organisations in the criminal justice 
system was not due to apathy from my part, but rather their unwillingness 
to participate in this research project. Criminal justice professionals, 
especially probation officers, seem to be uncertain about the results their 
organisations have been yielding (Deering & Feilzer, 2015), which in my 
perception led to their disinclination to talk with me. Alternatively, 
respondents from other organisations (other than probation, police and 
court) or at different levels (e.g. management level, politicians) could 
have been approached to participate, but this study was inherently 
designed to investigate interactions between front-line workers, which 
made those alternative possibilities unfeasible. In this vein, future 
research on interagency collaboration at the interface between criminal 
justice and welfare systems could emphasise on the perspective of front-
line criminal justice professionals, especially those working for 
Probation. 

The second situation is rather an idiosyncratic characteristic of this study 
than a drawback in itself. While embedding myself in the context 
studied, assistance received from locals helped me to better understand 
their culture and obtain access to participants. Nevertheless, 
miscommunication and misinterpretation can occur when fieldwork is 
conducted in a foreign cultural setting (Crang & Cook, 2007), and these 
can easily undermine the validity of the study itself if important pieces 
of information are misunderstood and misrepresented in the final text. 
Although I am proficient in English, language and culture can be 
formidable obstacles to understanding both meaning and the intention of 
informants, and I am still foreign to the cultural codes that are used by 
locals to signal intended meaning. Hence, there were certain cultural 
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challenges that had to be overcome in the research process. For example, 
while pursing access to Probation services, a probation officer working 
directly with the rehabilitation of vulnerable offenders seemed positive 
about participating in my research project. Although I perceived this 
seeming expression of interest as genuine, later, when the person in 
question became unavailable for further contact and follow-up, I realized 
that this was not indeed the case, and this potential informant was just 
being politely dismissive. This example drives the point that 
understanding a language is not the same as being able to read cultural 
symbols and signals. 

4.6.2 Relationship between the papers 
In light of the over-arching aim of this research (i.e. how interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services is perceived by 
street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new national model 
for Liaison & Diversion) and the researching questions informing it 
(How members of the L&D perceive their role as facilitators of 
interagency collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in 
light of the standardized guidelines introduced by the new national 
model? and What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-
line workers?), the thesis main contribution is perhaps the suggestion of 
new solutions to old problems through Cultural-Historical Activity 
Theory (CHAT).  

The connection between the papers is not only empirical but also 
theoretical. Empirical because while this research project has addressed 
various aspects of the collaboration between agencies in both criminal 
justice and welfare systems, the focus on the perspective of front-line 
workers has remained constant. Theoretical because, as shown in table 6 
at the beginning of this chapter, the theoretical framework developed in 
chapter 2 was equally wielded to address the research questions posed in 
this study, which was also reflected in the concordant methodological 
choices throughout.  
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The use of CHAT to make sense of interagency collaboration happening 
at the street-level between organisations in both criminal justice and 
welfare systems is innovative inasmuch as there are few studies using 
the theory in the context of offender rehabilitation  (Hean, Willumsen, & 
Ødegård, 2015; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017). Moreover, the 
focus on the role of the L&D front-line workers as conduit for 
collaboration between agencies provides a fresh take on a topic that 
otherwise has been explored with emphasis on practice at the 
organisational level (Fenge, et al., 2014; Kane, Evans, & Shokraneh, 
2018).  

In general lines, the relationship between the papers can be explained as 
follows: 

Paper I (the book chapter) provides an overview of the historical 
development of L&D services comparing the situation before, during and 
after the introduction of the new national model for the service. Paper II 
builds on the timeline produced by paper I and narrows down on the 
general practice of L&D services currently. Finally, paper III dovetails 
nicely with the previous papers inasmuch as it concentrates only on part 
of the general practice of L&D services currently, namely the 
contradictions encountered by front-line workers striving to realise 
collaboration upon the introduction of a performance-based policy (the 
new national model for L&D services). Papers IV and V are conceptual. 
In this vein, their relation with the other three papers is predicated on their 
contribution to the advancement of the theory underpinning the empirical 
work reflected in papers I to III. However, these papers symbolize only 
first step of a study with the potential to effectively impact practice. 

CHAT provides practitioners and researchers equally with tools and 
strategies to influence, in tandem, the current practice (see section 5.4.1 
below for recommendations for the future). Nevertheless, it is also 
important to emphasise that the outcomes of this study can stand 
autonomously as a step toward change. The use of Activity Theory’s 
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analytical tools in papers I (book chapter) and II – the activity systems – 
helped to develop the understanding of the current scenario of 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems in comparison 
to the situation prior to the introduction of the new model for L&D 
services, which dovetails nicely with the over-arching aim of this study. 
Making sense of the dynamics existent among key actors in various 
sectors of public service is crucial before any attempt to influence 
practice. To that end, papers I and II gathered and analysed pivotal data 
to inform future CHAT-oriented interventions in the field.  

Furthermore, the slightly different framework adopted in paper III, i.e. 
less focus on CHAT and more emphasis on an analysis of the impact of 
top-down standardized instructions on practice at the street-level and 
how professionals go about implementing policy, highlighted the role of 
L&D front-line workers not only as collaboration facilitators but also as 
street-level policy makers (the focus of the research question I), which 
enriches the contribution of this research and aligns it with yet another 
strand of literature besides Activity Theory, namely studies on street-
level bureaucracy (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Styhre, 2009; Lipsky, 
2010; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; Lippke & Wegener, 2014; Robinson, 
Burke, & Millings, 2016). 

Papers IV and V build upon the knowledge developed through analysis 
of empirical data in papers I to III and attempt to contribute theoretically 
to the advancement of Activity Theory. As it would be naïve to take 
CHAT for its face value, a critical analysis of its advantages and 
shortcomings was conducted in this study (see section 2.1.4 for more 
information). Paper IV expands on the concept of ‘contradictions’ – a 
key tenet of Activity Theory – and delves deep into its Marxist origins 
in comparison to the current understanding put forward by authors such 
as Engeström (1987; 2001). Understanding the notion of ‘contradictions’ 
is a key prerequisite to the investigation proposed by research question 
II. Furthermore, paper V addresses other array of limitations of CHAT 
(Roth, 2007; Bakhurst, 2009; Allen et al., 2011; 2013), namely its 
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potential disregard for the relevance biological factors affecting social 
activity. This is a discussion aimed at moving the theory forward and 
acknowledging yet another possible shortfall of the chosen theoretical 
underpinning in this study.  

Guided by the research questions and the study’s over-arching aim, three 
were the main empirical findings discussed in the appended papers as 
well as in this thesis: (1) fragmentation of communication tools not 
promoting information sharing within and between agencies, (2) 
difficulties of policy implementation (the national model for L&D) at the 
street-level and the consequent adaptation of the model to local 
circumstances, and (3) front-line workers having to rely on interpersonal 
relationships to circumvent systemic limitations and promote 
collaboration between agencies. These findings not only confirm the 
knowledge produced by the existent literature (Gallouj & Weinstein, 
1997; Styhre, 2009; Lipsky, 2010; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; Lippke 
& Wegener, 2014; Robinson, Burke, & Millings, 2016), but also offer an 
up to date read on the situation in the criminal justice and welfare 
systems settings, demonstrating that these challenges are still to be 
overcome.  

In this vein, the knowledge produced herein meets the desire to find 
innovative ways to transform their interagency working practices, as 
service leaders have reiterated the need for change in organisational 
practices to address lack of shared understanding on key concepts of 
confidentiality and referral (Bradley, 2009). They also felt they had 
failed to gain the perspectives of the front line professionals, how these 
practices impacted on offenders’ experiences of interagency working, 
and ways to probe the underlying reasons behind these challenges 
(Fenge, et al., 2014; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017; Kane, Evans, 
& Shokraneh, 2018). In the end, CHAT is adopted as an overarching 
theoretical framework bringing both the thesis and papers together, it 
fosters a novel way to make sense of the current scenario, and provides 
tools to transform practice – as specified in section 2.1.4 below. 
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5 Research contribution, implications 
and further research 

This chapter summarizes and concludes the research contribution. The 
over-arching aim of this study was to investigate how is interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services perceived by 
L&D front-line workers after the introduction of a new national model 
for Liaison & Diversion. To that end, the focus was on the perspective 
of front-line workers, more specifically those professionals providing 
support to offenders who have not been arrested yet. A specific 
organisation called Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion (L&D) was 
selected to be the entry door into the setting, as the main goal of the 
service is to bring other organisations together to support vulnerable 
offenders entering criminal justice system. 

The aforesaid aim was operationalised through two research questions: 

I. How members of the Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
(L&D) services perceive their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfares systems in 
light of the standardized guidelines introduced by the new 
national model?  

 
II. What are the main contradictions encountered by L&D front-line 

workers? 

In this chapter, I address the research questions by elaborating on themes 
addressed in the appended papers in order to respond individually each 
of the queries posed in light of the ver-arching aim of the study. Based 
on this discussion, I subsequently discuss the overall practical and 
theoretical implications of the study and present my recommendations as 
to how to take the research further. Finally, I acknowledge potential 
limitations of this study and present my final thoughts on the research. 
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5.1 Interagency collaboration through the 
perspective of L&D front-line workers upon 
the introduction of a new national model for 
the service 

The over-arching aim of this research was to investigate how interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services is perceived by 
street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new national model 
for Liaison & Diversion. To that end, the new national model for L&D 
services was used to narrow down the scope of the study by providing a 
limited timeframe. The research aim was informed by two research 
questions (further discussed in the next sections), which were addressed 
in the appended papers comprising part II of this thesis. Hereinafter, I 
explicit how they contribute to the attainment of this research’s aim and 
critically appraise the papers in light of relevant literature. 

The appended paper I (book chapter) uses Cultural-Historical Activity 
Theory (CHAT) to trace the historical development of the L&D services. 
The focus is on the role of front-line workers serving as conduit for 
collaboration across criminal justice and welfare systems. The paper not 
only dovetails nicely with the literature on activity theoretical analysis 
of complex work environments (Engeström, 1987; Kaptelinin, Kuutti, & 
Bannon, 1995; Warmington, et al., 2004), but also contributes to the 
literature on different approaches to innovation in the public sector 
(Ellström, 2010; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; Lippke & Wegener, 2014). 
Although the relevance of front-line workers in street-level policy 
implementation is well recognized (Elkjaer, 2001; Lipsky, 2010; 
Volberda, Van Den Bosch & Mihalache, 2014), this paper framing of 
innovation as societal activity emphasises the importance of dialectics 
amid all interested actors. Thus, street-level bureaucrats must be given 
as much credit as every agent at the various strata in public services and 
innovation must happen through dialogue. In sum, the paper uses the 
challenges (i.e. upon the implementation of a national model) faced by 
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the L&D as an allegory to the diffused need for communication between 
front-line workers, manager and policy-makers. As pointed out by the 
analysis of the findings, there is a ‘Contradiction between 
communication tools and object of liaison’ (see this specific sub-theme 
in Appendix 5) that renders communication inadequate currently. 
Therefore, the suggestion of a CHAT-based intervention as a means to 
correct this shortfall and promote interagency collaboration. 

Paper II finds itself within a stream of literature on how to reduce 
recidivism by meeting the offenders’ criminogenic needs (Hare, 2002; 
Skeem & Peterson, 2012; Andrews & Bonta, 2016). The claim is that 
once the risk factors leading up to an offence are identified service 
providers can positively impact the service users by catering to their 
specific needs (Bradley, 2009), which ultimately reduces re-offending 
(Andrews, Bonta & Wormith, 2006). The paper contributes by exploring 
the L&D practice at the street-level while attempting to collaborate with 
other organisations to meet the criminogenic needs of service users. It 
sheds a light on the role of L&D front-line workers as a conduit of 
collaboration, it explains that the introduction of a new national model 
did not have the expected impact on L&D services due to the policy’s 
relative inadequacy, and emphasises that rehabilitation strategies that 
address clusters of correlated needs can only be achieved if agencies 
across different sectors can work in tandem. In this sense, the paper 
addresses the existent ‘Contradictions between policy implementation 
and the object of liaison and diversion’ (see this specific sub-theme in 
Appendix 5), confirms existing knowledge of the benefits of early 
diversion of vulnerable offenders into appropriate care as means to 
reduce recidivism incarcerations (Clayfield, et al., 2005; Herrington, et 
al., 2009; Earl, et al., 2015; Winters, Magalhaes & Kinsella, 2015), and 
situates specifically the work done by L&D in the literature on 
prearrest/pre-sentence models of collaboration (Disley et al., 2016; 
Parker et al., 2018).  
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Paper III tackles performance-based policing and policy implementation 
at the street-level. It is positioned within a stream of literature on street-
level bureaucracy (Lipsky, 2010) and bottom-up employee-driven forms 
of innovation in the public sector (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Styhre, 
2009; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; Lippke & Wegener, 2014). Herein, 
the focus is on the difficulties front-line workers have to harmonise top-
down policies and street-level contingencies. Even though that is not a 
struggle exclusively found by L&D, the organisation’s front-line staff 
deals with it in a peculiar fashion, i.e. by prioritising ‘core-work tasks’ 
in detriment of ‘housekeeping chores’, which is interpreted in the paper 
as an organic employee-driven attempt to innovate in a scenario where 
professionals operate under dire bureaucratic constraints and with 
limited resources (Fuglsang, 2010). The paper draws upon the sub-theme 
‘Contradictions between policy implementation and the object of liaison 
and diversion’ (see Appendix 5) that emerged from the analysis of the 
findings and uses the case of L&D as an allegory to discuss a situation 
of broader purview. Furthermore, another contribution of this output is 
to confirm the existing knowledge that workers in the studied setting 
often abide by values and ethical standards of their profession (Robinson, 
Burke, & Millings, 2016), which clashes with the idea of standardisation 
introduced by top-down policies. 

Papers IV and V aim at a theoretical contribution to Activity Theory 
(Engeström, 1987), despite their grounding in the empirical knowledge 
produced by the previous three outputs. Whenever a theoretical 
framework is adopted, it is paramount to probe the literature for adequate 
criticism in order to avoid a biased study developed within an eco-
chamber. That is the goal of these two outputs. They reflect on the 
intricacies of a study predicated on Activity Theory and present 
alternatives on how to move the theory forward. The manuscripts raise 
key issues regarding Activity Theory in its present incarnation in the 
works by Engeström (1987; 2001). Engeströmian Activity Theory has 
been influential across several fields of study and research directions; it 



Research contribution, implications and further research 

81 

has helped the dissemination of ideas by activity theory pioneers – 
Vygotsky (1987) and Leontyev (1981) and others; it has made an 
important original contribution to research into various aspects of human 
development and learning. However, Engeströmian Activity Theory has 
not been closely scrutinized with a probing and critical lens from within 
the theory own standpoint and position – i.e. with an eye on delineating 
internal contradictions and gaps within this theory (which inevitably 
characterise any theory) so that its continuous movement and 
development are made possible (Roth, 2007; Bakhurst, 2009; Blunden, 
2009; Jones, 2009; 2011). Papers IV and V aim to fulfil the goal of 
exactly such a critique and scrutiny.  

An overview of the main contributions (empirical and theoretical) of 
each paper is provided by table 7 below. More specifically, however, the 
appended papers contributed to the literature on street-level interagency 
collaboration and policy implementation by exploring the challenges 
faced by front-line workers in the offender rehabilitation through the 
lenses of Activity Theory. The selected theoretical underpinning 
provided this study the opportunity to explore activity theoretical 
alternatives of intervention and development of the current L&D setup. 
There is a shortfall in the body of work produced by this study, which is 
the fact that the perspective of criminal justice front-line workers is 
under-represented. In section 5.4.1 below, I suggest the deployment of 
activity-theoretical studies with stronger focus on the point of view of 
criminal justice front-line professionals as a potential avenue to explore. 

In short, the appended papers contribute to the attainment of the over-
arching aim of the study in the following manner: 

I start in paper I by tracing an overview of the historical development of 
L&D services comparing the situation before, during and after the 
introduction of the new national model for the service. The paper’s scope 
is pointedly broad and serves the purpose to situate the reader within the 
discussions guiding this study. Paper II narrows the focus down and 
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addresses only the general front-line practice of L&D services currently. 
The focus of paper III is even narrower and concentrates just on part of 
the general practice of L&D services currently, namely the contradictions 
encountered by front-line workers striving to realise collaboration upon 
the introduction of a performance-based policy (the new national model 
for L&D services). In parallel, papers IV and V are aimed at advancing 
the theory underpinning the empirical work reflected in papers I to III. 

A lot was covered by the body of work produced in this research, as 
demonstrated in this thesis. Nevertheless, there is still scope for further 
exploration of the themes addressed herein. The perspective of criminal 
justice front-line workers seems to be under-represented and the service-
users’ standpoint is only indirectly represented in the study. These are 
two caveats the reader must be mindful of, even though the over-arching 
aim of this research project has been attained. 

In the sections to come, the research questions will be responded 
individually by further elaboration on this study’s contributions in light 
of previous research. By no means there is a division between each 
research question and its corresponding findings, as it may appear in the 
table below. On the converse, the findings together confirm and build on 
each other, just as the papers do. The individual discussion of the 
questions guiding this study is just to provide the reader with an overview 
of this research’s contribution. 

Table 7 – An overview of the main findings and theoretical contributions in light of the research 
questions 

 
How members of the L&D 
services perceive their role as 
facilitators of interagency 
collaboration in light of the 
standardised guidelines 
introduced by the new national 
model? 

What are the main contradictions 
encountered by L&D front-line workers? 

 

Main findings 
(# indicating 
number of the 
appended 
paper) 

#2: Services do not have their roles 
clearly specified, which causes 
miscommunication between 
professionals working in different 
agencies.  

#1 & #3: There is a mismatch between local 
circumstances and the rules of the national 
model. Internally, L&D services struggle to 
comply with the nationally standardised 
rules that do not take into account the local 
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#3: In the context of rehabilitation 
of offenders workers often abide by 
values and ethical standards of their 
profession, which leads to front-line 
workers developing coping 
strategies to equate policy and 
reality in order to enable 
interagency collaboration 
 
#1: The L&D national model did 
not promote the expected change in 
the dynamics between services, 
mostly because it did not provide 
agencies with appropriate tools to 
implement the rules of the policy 
 

peculiarities of each region. Externally, L&D 
aptness to collaborate is constrained to work 
practice based on the instructions of the 
model.  
 
# 1: IT systems were found to be an 
emblematic example of contradiction 
between the policy’s expectation and the 
reality of the available tools. Different 
operational conditions (i.e. incompatible IT 
system) within and between agencies have 
been impairing knowledge sharing between 
L&D and other agencies in criminal justice 
and welfare. Thereby, L&D front-line staff 
has been resorting to interpersonal 
relationships to circumvent systemic 
limitations and promote collaboration 

Theoretical 
contributions 

In order to meet complex 
criminogenic needs, services at the 
interface between criminal justice 
and welfare systems need to 
collaborate. 
In a scenario of fragmented services 
and limited resources, front-line 
workers have taken the lead to 
remedy the situation through 
interpersonal relationships as a 
means to promote knowledge 
exchange and collaboration at an 
individual level. 

Top-down performance-based policing has 
become again mainstream in England and 
Wales with the election of a government that 
shares an enthusiasm for mixed economy of 
public service provision. The approach has 
been adopted in different areas of 
government, including welfare-to-work. 
 
Tools are a reflection of other people’s 
attempts to solve similar problems at an 
earlier time by creating/modifying 
available instruments to make them more 
efficient. They carry with them a particular 
culture that reflects the historical 
fragments from that development and can 
end up being a limitation to the 
accomplishment of certain goals if they are 
not adapted to the programmes, public 
health budgets and criminal justice However, 
the idea of having a one-size-fits-all model 
to be applied to local settings is contested, as 
the effectiveness of any solution is 
dependent on the environment and actors 
involved. 
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5.2 How members of the L&D services perceive 
their role as facilitators of interagency 
collaboration across criminal justice and 
welfare systems in light of the standardised 
guidelines introduced by the new national 
model? 

In England and Wales, the idea of criminal justice and welfare systems 
working in tandem to address the needs of vulnerable people entering the 
criminal justice system is not up for grabs amid decision-makers 
(Ministry of Justice UK, 2013). The notion is, by and large, manifested 
through policy-makers’ proclivity to introduce strategies aimed at 
promoting collaboration between agencies. The government expects that 
these directives will be spread out at the street-level of public service 
organisations, but there seems to be a gap between the policies 
instructions and their actual implementation in practice (Hill & Huppe, 
2014), which is usually justified by the fact that front-line workers 
operate under bureaucratic constraints and with limited resources 
(Lipsky, 2010).  

The research question I investigates the impact of a new policy on 
interagency collaboration operationalised by L&D front-line workers. 
To that end, the implementation of the national model for L&D services 
is studied through the perspective of the front-line staff of an L&D site. 
The viewpoint of front-line professionals from neighbouring 
organisations in criminal justice and welfare services is also taken into 
account as a means to broaden the purview of the analysis carried out 
herein. The results provide evidence that the implementation of the 
national model for L&D was contingent on local circumstances and 
front-line workers’ discretion, an idea emerged from the analysis of the 
findings and coded under the sub-theme ‘Contradictions between policy 
implementation and the object of liaison and diversion’ (see Appendix 
5).  
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In this thesis, I suggest that deviance from policy intent at the street-level 
can be construed as a form of innovation instead of implementation 
failure (Hupe & Hill, 2016), which is a concept further explored in the 
appended paper III. This is a notion that builds upon the traditional 
understanding of front-line workers as lower-level policy-makers 
(Lipsky, 2010).  

Dealing with specific top-down implementation instructions in their 
overloaded work situation, I could observe that the L&D front-line staff 
used their discretionary judgment based on professional values and 
ethics, to decide whether specific instructions of the national model for 
L&D were feasible. There was a prioritisation of tasks engrossed in their 
goal of supporting vulnerable people (the ‘core-work tasks’, see 
appended paper III) while ancillary tasks (‘housekeeping chores’, same 
paper) tended to be kept at bay. The prioritisation was carried out by 
professionals themselves and overtly reported in the interviews I had 
with them (e.g., an L&D front-line worker mentioned that “there are 
national guidelines from NHS England, but then we just add bits to make 
them specific to our service” – see Appendix 5). In certain ways, it was 
bewildering to notice how the enforcement of an entire system was 
contingent on the ethics of the individuals, which comes to validate my 
decision of focusing this study on front-line workers. 

In appended paper III, I suggest interpreting these coping strategies as 
value-driven work practices aimed at handling managerial instructions 
that contradict the objective of their work, which is a form of incremental 
transformation that begins as an adjustment of the policy to the workers’ 
reality and develops into autonomous practices and routines (Fuglsang, 
2010). 
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5.2.1 The impact of the new model on street-level 
interagency collaboration through the lenses of 
Activity Theory 

The idea of everyday employee-based innovation at the front-line 
emerging from casuistic problem-solving can also be perceived as an 
incremental type of innovation that draws upon the resolution of present 
contradictions, which is in line with Cultural-Historical Activity Theory 
(CHAT) (Engeström, 1999; Ellström, 2010). 

In activity theoretical terms, there is a contradiction within the L&D 
activity system. This contradiction has been manifested as a tension 
between the national model for L&D (Rule) and the service’s goal to 
liaise with other agencies to divert vulnerable people into care (Object), 
as graphically represented in figure 5 below. Solving the current 
contradictions within the system will lead to the development of a new 
evolved L&D activity system in which the national model is 
appropriately incorporated by front-line professionals. 

 

Figure 5 - L&D activity system with a contradiction between rules and object. Adapted from 
Engeström (1987) 
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In the current setup, there is a state of need in the L&D activity system. 
In other words, there is a contradiction within the L&D activity system 
and also between the L&D and the neighbouring services systems, which 
is a finding categorized under the meta-theme ‘Contradictions’ of my 
analysis that explores all the issues found the current L&D setup (see 
Appendix 5). 

In the need state there is a questioning happening within a constituent 
component of the L&D activity system, namely the professionals 
(Subject). This form of questioning/tension has been defined as a 
primary contradiction (Engeström, 1987), which has the ability to kick 
off an expansive learning cycle to transform the current L&D activity 
system. In the appended paper IV, I address in depth the notion of 
primary contradiction and the empirical challenges emerging from the 
identification of this theoretical concept. However, by and large, 
expansive learning cycles refer to the processes whereby an activity 
system resolves its internal contradictions by constructing and 
implementing a new way to function (Engeström, 1987), and they are 
generally kicked off by grappling with an identified primary 
contradiction. 

Although there is a dispute as to what constitutes a primary contradiction 
(see appended paper IV), in my empirical research predicated on CHAT 
I adopted Engeström’s understanding that a primary contradiction 
derives from antithetical relations between exchange-value and use-
value in capitalist socioeconomic formations (Engeström, 1987). The 
L&D front-line workers have a use-value (a fundamental existence) that 
is currently opposing their exchange value (their perception as 
commodities in a marketplace). In practical terms, L&D professionals 
work to support vulnerable clients (core-work tasks) but are required to 
demonstrate positive outcomes in order for the service to continue being 
funded (housekeeping chores). This contradiction between their core-
work tasks (their use-value) and their housekeeping chores (their 
exchange value) makes professionals question their own role in L&D the 
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activity system. Are they working to support clients or to gather data that 
demonstrate positive outcomes and guarantee remuneration? 

This need state (the existence of a primary contradiction) leads to a 
second phase where the primary contradiction transcends the limits of 
the constituent component and becomes a tension between elements of 
the system (a secondary contradiction). In the L&D activity system, this 
second stage is represented by the tension between professionals 
(Subject) and the national model (Rule).  

The goal in this second stage is to analyse the reasons for the discrepancy 
between the instructions of the national model and the circumstances 
found at the street-level, which enables the modelling of a solution. To 
that end, the findings of this study (see the previous chapter) provide data 
on the front-line workers’ perspective as to why implementation at the 
street-level is troublesome. Based on the data, those involved in the 
development and implementation of the model (L&D front-line workers, 
middle-level managers and policy-makers) could collaborate to have a 
breakthrough where they model new solutions for the activity. In this 
case, new solutions could include, for example, the modelling of new 
instruments/strategies (Tools) that enable the implementation of the 
national model or a different ‘Division of labour’ that allows front-line 
workers to focus only on core-work tasks.  

In any event, the new solution modelled has to be examined and tested 
to ensure effectiveness. It is only after the necessary adjustments are 
made that a new model emerges. Then, this new model has to be 
implemented in the old (current) L&D activity system.  

It is natural that during the implementation contradictions occur between 
the old and the new models. These are called by Engeström tertiary 
contradictions (1987). An example of those could be L&D front-line 
workers resisting the use of novel instruments/strategies or being 
dissatisfied with the new proposed division of labour.  
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These tertiary contradictions lead to a stage of reflection on the impact 
the expansive learning cycle has had on the L&D activity system. 
Moreover, there is a need for considering the impact the cycle might have 
had on neighbouring organisations as well. Potential contradictions 
between the new L&D activity system and the activity systems of other 
organisations in criminal justice and welfare services are called 
quaternary contradictions (Engeström, 1987). It is by meditating on the 
impact of the cycle on neighbouring activity systems that these 
quaternary contradictions can be tackled and the entire expansive 
learning cycle stabilized. Then, the result would be the consolidation of 
a new practice. The whole cycle is graphically represented by figure 6 
below. 

 

Figure 6 – L&D potential expansive learning cycle. Adapted from Engeström, 2001 
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Expansive learning cycles are developed through discussions between all 
of those involved in the affected activity systems. In this vein, my 
representation of a potential L&D expansive learning cycle is not to be 
taken as a formula to be bestowed upon the organisation. Instead, it 
should be construed as an intellectual exercise to demonstrate the 
rationale behind a CHAT-oriented intervention. Currently, however, 
front-line professionals in different L&D sites carry out an ad hoc 
implementation of the national model, as emerged under the sub-theme 
‘Contradictions between policy implementation and the object of liaison 
and diversion’ (see Appendix 5). The localised decision-making is 
constrained by the contingencies of each region and practice among 
L&D site is still disparate. The volatility of the current scenario – which 
the national model did not manage to extinguish – is the testimony to the 
benefit of innovation models that regard all the interested actors and are 
not imposed top-down. That is an issue addressed in more details in the 
section ‘Recommendations’ below, where I demonstrate how the data 
emerging from this study could be used to trigger transformation in both 
L&D and neighbouring services activity systems. 

 

5.3 What are the main contradictions encountered 
by L&D front-line workers?  

This question investigates the challenges front-line professionals 
encounter in their day-to-day work while collaborating to improve health 
and social care outcomes for their clients. The results of the study 
provided evidence of three main contradictions hindering integrated care 
at the street-level, namely (1) tensions between standard top-down 
policies and local circumstances found at the street-level, (2) stretched 
workers due to high caseloads, and (3) restrictions on information 
sharing due to confidentiality concerns and fragmentation of 
communication tools. See analysis in Appendix 5.  
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5.3.1 Top-down policies versus street-level 
circumstances: An obstacle to interagency 
collaboration 

In the previous section, I addressed the secondary contradiction within 
the L&D activity system, namely L&D front-line workers striving to fit 
the instructions of the national model into their local circumstances in 
order for collaboration to happen in accordance with the new policy. I 
suggested that the current L&D activity system could be transformed 
through expansive learning cycles and that the tension between workers 
and policy could be resolved to give rise an evolved L&D activity 
system. In such a scenario, quaternary contradictions would most likely 
occur, as the new L&D activity system would provoke tensions with the 
activity systems of other agencies in criminal justice and welfare 
services. 

However, an L&D activity system that includes a national model is 
already a novelty when compared to an L&D activity system where the 
service was locally organized. Thus, it is possible to affirm that there is 
a quaternary contradiction between the current L&D activity system 
(including a national model) and activity systems of other agencies in 
criminal justice and welfare services, namely the lack of clarity as to 
L&D’s role and power since the national model. This finding was coded 
as a category called ‘Misunderstanding as to organisations’ powers and 
roles’, which served as grounding for the mentioned quaternary 
contradiction (see Appendix 5). 

This is an idea explored in depth in the appended papers II and II, but 
basically the data demonstrated that professionals from other 
organisations in criminal justice and welfare systems see the need for a 
defined care plan co-designed by the agencies operating in the context. 
They understand that such coordination could be facilitated by L&D 
bringing services together. However, according to informants’ accounts, 
the national model seems to have instilled a conflict (a primary 
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contradiction) into L&D professionals’ mind who currently struggle 
between the liaison with other services to support clients (core-work 
task) and the gathering of data that demonstrate positive outcomes and 
guarantee remuneration of the service (housekeeping chore). 

As they have to prioritize between core-work tasks and housekeeping 
chores, the L&D front-line workers seem stretched, and that leads to a 
contradiction between L&D’s and other agencies’ activity systems. In 
the midst of this, policy implementation at the street-level has been 
subpar. There is a need to adapt the national model to local 
circumstances, which means not always following the policy as 
categorized under the sub-theme ‘Contradictions between policy 
implementation and the object of liaison and diversion’ (see Appendix 
5). This has been hindering other services making sense of L&D’s role 
and ultimately impairing interagency collaboration. These are findings 
discussed in the appended papers I to III. 

An alternative view would be that, considering the steps of an expansive 
learning cycle described above, the current quaternary contradiction 
between the L&D, criminal justice and welfare services activity systems 
exist because the national model (a new modelled solution – step 3) was 
not adequately examined (step 4) and/or did not suffer enough resistance 
within the L&D activity system (step 5). In this scenario, it would be 
necessary to investigate why L&D sites rolling out the national model 
did not resist the model. It is possible to speculate that the lack of internal 
resistance would be because the L&D sites did not have the political 
strength to go against the ideas of the main sponsor of the service, namely 
the national government. However, this is a conjecture that is not 
necessarily supported by the findings of this study. 
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5.3.2 The impact of high caseloads on policy 
implementation and interagency collaboration 

The high caseload was a particular challenge mentioned by almost every 
participant in the study. The only reason why the finding is not clearly 
coded in the template provided in Appendix 5 is that this is not a context-
specific situation. 

 When there is a constant backlog of cases to be dealt with, investing 
time in collaborating with professionals from other agencies becomes a 
luxury workers might not afford (Hornby & Atkins, 2000). On top of 
that, the investigated agencies are running IT systems that are not 
interconnected and each organisation has its own independent database 
system (a difficulty categorized under the sub-theme ‘Contradictions 
between communication tools and the object of liaison’ in Appendix 5 
and further explored in section 5.3.3 below). The result is a scenario in 
which information sharing is difficult, collaboration limited and 
integrated care hard to realize, reported the participants. 

Another consequence of high caseloads is the impact on policy 
implementation (Fuglsang, 2010). At the street-level, front-line workers 
operate under bureaucratic constraints, with limited resources and the 
expectation of high productivity (Lipsky 2010). In such conditions, 
front-line workers feel the need to deviate from top-down policies that 
do not necessarily match theirs or the clients’ needs (Thunman, 2013). 
The deviation, which is, by and large, motivated by resource constraints, 
tends to make implementation subpar (Lippke & Wegener, 2014). The 
findings align with the literature especially in cases where front-line 
workers were stretched and had to prioritise between performing core-
work tasks and integrally implementing the L&D national model 
(meaning, also performing housekeeping chores). As addressed in the 
previous section, this finding was coded as the sub-theme 
‘Contradictions between policy implementation and the object of liaison 
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and diversion’ (see Appendix 5), and reflected the proclivity of workers 
to prioritise ‘core tasks’ in detriment of ‘housekeeping chores’. 

The finding addressed herein serves to ratify the understanding that 
collaboration between public sector organisations requires alignment 
between politicians, management and employees (Hean, Willumsen, 
Ødegård, & Bjørkly, 2015), which could be facilitated by CHAT 
principles and tools as demonstrated in this thesis (Engeström, 2001). 
Processes initiated top-down without consideration for the circumstances 
existent at the street-level will ultimately not be carried out as planned. 
They tend to overwhelm front-line workers and provoke a feeling of 
inauthenticity within the staff (Thunman, 2013). In this sense, seminal to 
the idea of interagency collaboration in public sector organisations is the 
understanding and cooperation between top-down and bottom-up 
processes (Høyrup, 2010). 

In summary, prearrest/pre-sentence strategies of rehabilitation require 
L&D, the police, court and organisations in the welfare services working 
in tandem to timely divert vulnerable individuals into appropriate care. 
However, the findings demonstrated that the services use IT systems to 
communicate and exchange information, but multiple non-connected IT 
systems across services have caused misalignments and impaired 
collaboration (sub-theme ‘Contradictions between communication tools 
and the object of liaison’ in Appendix 5).  

5.3.3 Fragmented communication tools hampering 
information sharing  

In the context of offender rehabilitation, co-designed care plans are 
crucial (Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 2009; Strype, Gundhus, Egge, & 
Ødegård, 2014). However, in such a complex environment, determining 
what elements are influencing on successful collaborative initiatives can 
be challenging. 
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Interagency collaboration, which takes place at various levels of the 
involved organisations, is contingent on specific factors enabling 
successful interactions, for example, teamwork, tools supporting the 
work, the development of non-hierarchical relationships and knowledge 
sharing (Warburton et al., 2008). However, more often than not, barriers 
to collaboration impair organisations to work in tandem. 

As mentioned in the previous section, during this study I was able to 
identify a few barriers impeding interagency collaboration: stretched 
workers due to high caseloads, restrictions on information sharing due to 
confidentiality concerns and high rates of staff turnover. Above all, the 
results provided evidence that the currently available tools of 
communication are not supporting collaboration within and between 
organisations (sub-theme ‘Contradictions between communication tools 
and the object of liaison’ in Appendix 5). This is a key finding that 
dovetails nicely with research question II. 

Professionals working at the interface between criminal justice and 
welfare services who participated in this study reported the use of 
information technology (IT) systems as the default communication tool 
within and between organisations. The benefits of having properly 
maintained clinical information systems supporting collaboration are 
undeniable (Woltmann, et al., 2012), but the findings of this study point 
to a fragmentation between the diverse IT systems adopted in the studied 
context. 

In the offender rehabilitation setting, investment in modernisation 
programs over the years has been made on an individualised basis, and 
IT solutions have grown in a piecemeal fashion, with limited links 
between them (Keen, 2010). Keen explains that these systems were 
developed independently for logistic reasons, relating to the scale and 
complexity of implementation of a unified healthcare system across the 
country. Consequently, discrete sectoral systems have been developed 
for GPs, outpatient clinics, and other services so that they would not have 
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to wait for national initiatives (2010). In this sense, the current 
fragmentation can be understood as a historical impediment to 
collaboration and requires adaptation to current needs.  

In a scenario where technological limitations are prone to hamper co-
designed care plans predicated on shared information versus, front-line 
workers have been looking for alternatives ways to collaborate and 
exchange data. My analysis found that the use of phone calls has been 
indicated as a means professionals have found to interact with each other 
in a less rigid way and consequently obtain information on clients (see 
category ‘Limitations of communication tools and alternative solutions’ 
in Appendix 5). However, it has been mentioned by participants that 
divergent workhours and availability tend to hinder communication 
through telephone. As noted by Fredheim et al. (2011), simply making a 
phone call to a staff member in another service can be challenging even 
though phone calls are the glue of interagency collaboration. 

The results of this study provide evidence that front-line workers have 
been striving to realise interagency collaboration through interpersonal 
relationships (see category ‘Limitations of communication tools and 
alternative solutions’ in Appendix 5). To name a few of the observed 
patterns, the L&D front-line staff, for example, makes an intentional 
effort to expand their relationship with professionals from agencies 
beyond work-related matters and establish an informal way of 
communicating, which has allowed them to discuss openly (yet 
effectively) about formal, professional issues. Another example would 
be co-location since professionals discussing face-to-face how to treat 
patients and co-create intervention strategies would contribute to 
building a sense of unity among themselves, even though they belong to 
different organisations. A third strategy deployed by the L&D front-line 
staff would be performing small favours to professionals from other 
organisations from time to time, which puts the L&D staff in a position 
of having their needs met by other services trying to reciprocate the 
received favours. 
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However, it seems to be easier to achieve collaboration at the strategic 
level than it is at the street-level, mostly because of the increased amount 
of variables that have to align in order for collaboration to take place 
among front-line workers (Lipsky, 2010). In this sense, when 
considering collaboration, it is crucial to find solutions to enable 
information flow among those involved in the care of service users 
(Statham, 2011). The use of IT systems supporting client management is 
part of the answer, but not in the current setup where each organisation 
runs a different computer program, and there is no communication 
between them (see category ‘Limitations of communication tools and 
alternative solutions’ in Appendix 5). For new solutions to come up it is 
pivotal, therefore, to include the perspective of those who are directly 
involved in the service delivery, namely front-line workers. Bottom-up 
solutions will address the problem found at the front-line and ultimately 
yield effective alternatives to interagency collaboration (Ellström, 2010).  

  

5.4 Practical and theoretical implications 
Current rehabilitative strategies such as care pathways and care plans are 
top-down attempts to standardise collaboration at the street-level (Hill & 
Huppe, 2014). Top-down processes of innovation entice reactive actions 
from front-line workers, while a practice-based approach to innovation 
would pay tribute to these professionals’ ethics and allow them to be 
more proactive (Lipsky, 2010). In a way, the message across the 
appended papers is that the involvement of front-line professionals in the 
development of innovative solutions to the rehabilitation of vulnerable 
people is crucial (Robinson, Burke, & Millings, 2016). 

This overall message was unpicked in paper I (that highlighted the how 
the mere introduction of a new top-down policy is not a guarantee of 
change at the street-level), paper II (that emphasised the role of L&D 
front-line workers in timely identifying and diverting vulnerable 
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offenders to appropriate care in order to avoid recidivism), and paper III 
(that addressed the role played by L&D front-line workers in adapting 
the national model for the service before putting it to practice). 

A conclusion emerging from the mentioned three papers was that the 
involvement of front-line professionals entailed collaboration both 
within and between agencies in criminal justice and welfare systems 
(Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 2009; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017). 
Collaboration within agencies can enable communication between 
management and operational levels and leads to the co-design of new 
solutions (Strype, Gundhus, Egge, & Ødegård, 2014), and collaboration 
between agencies can bring organisations together and enabled 
knowledge sharing (Warmington, et al., 2004). However, the finding of 
the study demonstrated empirical issues to be overcome before 
collaboration is attained. 

The empirical findings – (1) fragmentation of communication tools 
hampering information sharing within and between agencies; (2) policy 
implementation is difficult at the street-level and leads to a certain degree 
of adaptation of top-down instruction to street-level contingencies; and 
(3) front-line workers relying on interpersonal relationships to 
circumvent systemic limitations and promote collaboration between 
agencies – confirm the knowledge produced by the existent literature 
(Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Styhre, 2009; Lipsky, 2010; Fuglsang & 
Sørensen, 2011; Lippke & Wegener, 2014; Robinson, Burke, & 
Millings, 2016) in addition to offering an up to date read on the situation 
in the criminal justice and welfare systems settings, demonstrating that 
these challenges are still to be overcome. In this sense, the original 
contribution of this study is what to do about these issues. 

The appended papers suggest Activity Theory and its tools as a means to 
enable collaboration and address the communication challenges existent 
in the current setup. The suggestion is due to the theory’s emphasis on 
dialectics and the flattening of power relations (Engeström, 1987), which 
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empowers actors at the street-level to take part in the process of 
innovation and provide them with the necessary tools to do so 
(Engeström, 2001). 

In section 5.4.1 below, the specifics of how Activity Theory can help to 
tackle issues of fragmentation between IT systems and policy 
implementation in addition to foster bottom-up transformation in the 
work practice of agencies in both criminal justice and welfare systems is 
further explored. Nevertheless, believing Activity Theory is flawless 
would also be naïve. Therefore, another original contribution of this 
study – this time a theoretical one – is to present alternatives to the 
advancement of the theory. 

As Pinker pointed out (1994), the study of human nature in Western 
culture in the twentieth century was impregnated with what the author 
called the ‘Standard Social Science Model’, which posits that human 
behaviour is largely determined by culture-bound social learning. This is 
an understanding that dovetails nicely with the theoretical advancement 
promoted by this study, which I discuss hereinafter. 

There is no doubt human behaviour is largely influenced by external 
factors, but activity theorists seem to have overestimated the extent to 
which exogenous elements are influential (Bakhurst, 2009; Jones, 2009; 
2011). They seem to have overlooked cross-cultural similarities that 
indicate the existence of factors of higher-order (most likely 
evolutionary-based biological tendencies) that transcend cultural 
cultural-historical contexts (Costa & McCrae, 1992b), or perhaps just 
relied too much on Vygotsky’s work developed all the way back in the 
nineteenth century. 

The goal to use of Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) in the 
context of offender rehabilitation is to validate it in a new context. It is 
crucial for the theory to be responsive and relevant for new emerging 
phenomena, which can only be achieved through new concepts 
development and their trial in new settings. It was due to the use of 
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CHAT in a new context that this study was able to identify its potential 
shortfalls, which were addressed majorly in appended papers IV and V. 

As a theory concerned with societal activities (Engeström, 2001; 
Engeström & Sannino, 2010), CHAT inherently struggles with limited 
exploration of subjectivity, which has already been acknowledged in the 
literature but not yet fully explored (Roth, 2007; Bakhurst, 2009; 
Blunden, 2009; Jones, 2009; 2011). To that end, this study is an original 
contribution to the literature on CHAT inasmuch as its reflections on the 
shortcomings of the theory address the internal contradictions and gaps 
within CHAT and suggests alternatives to address subjectivity in activity 
theoretical studies (see appended papers IV and V).  

As discussed in section 2.1.1 above, the challenge with the fourth 
generation of Activity Theory has been to establish a clear definition of 
the issues it is addressing, although prominent authors have been 
pointing to the need to include a subjectivity element in the activity 
theoretical analysis of activity systems (Roth, 2007; Sannino, 2011; 
Allen et al., 2011; 2013). I agree with them that the traditional triangular 
representation of activity overlooks the issue of subjectivity, but I 
recognise that such characteristic is in line with the theory’s 
philosophical grounding. Activity Theory is fundamentally a Marxist 
theory that – in line with Marx’s ideology – puts emphasis on collective 
identity in detriment of individual identity. Besides a few scholars (see 
e.g. Roth, 2007; Bakhurst, 2009; Allen et al., 2013), criticism to Activity 
Theory’s focus on societal matters at the expense of individuality is 
rather reticent, perhaps due to the postmodern ideology reigning within 
social sciences currently (Hicks, 2019) which also favours collective 
identity in detriment of individual identity. 

Accounting for the subjects’ motivation to collaborate rather than just 
focusing on cultural, historical and contextual circumstances impeding 
or promoting collaboration between organisations is crucial, as 
motivation is a predominant factor in influencing individuals’ behaviour 
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towards their objectives. As I further explored in appended paper V, a 
holistic understanding of the subject’s motivation in an activity has to 
necessarily run through the acknowledgement of biologically-based 
psychological tendencies determining his/her behaviour. In doing so, this 
research contributes to CHAT by suggesting the addition of the 
subjectivity element that has been missing in the triangular model of 
activity (Roth, 2007; Bakhurst, 2009; Allen et al., 2013) and improving 
the use of the theory in the analysis of activity systems.  

  

5.4.1 Recommendations 
In the public sector, innovation is traditionally initiated by central levels 
of the government in a top-down manner as, for example, the L&D 
national model. This approach presupposes standard instructions being 
equally applied across diverse contexts (Lipsky, 2010). However, the 
idea of having a one-size-fits-all model to be applied to local settings has 
already been contested elsewhere (Rittel & Webber, 1973), as the 
effectiveness of any solution is dependent on the environment and actors 
involved.  

Although the findings of this research pertain immediately to the case of 
L&D services, they seem to represent a sub-specie of a broader genre 
already addressed in the literature, namely the need for collaboration 
between interested actors in the pursue for innovation in the public sector 
(Ellström, 2001; Fuglsang, 2010; Høyrup, 2010; Lipsky, 2010; Hill & 
Huppe, 2014). The procedures carried out by the several L&D sites 
across England are the reflection of their local contexts and are deeply 
embedded in their work routines. Therefore, any attempt to innovate 
needs first to take into account the cultural and historical circumstances 
of each L&D site, and only then break away from previous practices. 
One-size-fits-all models will most likely fail because they do not 
consider the local settings and the actors involved (Rittel & Webber, 
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1973), as supported by the findings of this research in the case of the 
L&D services.  

The L&D national model’s endeavour to standardise practice nationwide 
fails because each site has different needs and conditions, according to 
the evidence produced by this study. The implications of such findings 
illustrate an imminent need for collaboration and innovation to be 
addressed as a bottom-up matter. Thus, it is salutary that decision-makers 
in public policy support employee-driven innovation processes and 
create an appropriate environment where open dialogue between actors 
at different strata is feasible. To that end, further research could support 
the attainment of such scenario by exploring alternatives that do not rely 
on top-down initiatives but instead emphasise the resourcefulness of 
front-line professionals initiating solutions. On that note, I suggest the 
change laboratory model (CLM) as a suitable strategy to tackle the 
challenge of innovatively promoting integrated care in a fragmented 
setting (Kerosuo & Engeström, 2003; Tolviainen, 2007). 

As a tool for promoting innovation and learning within and between 
organisations, the CLM draws upon activity-theoretical concepts, which 
renders it a natural follow up to a CHAT-oriented study like this one. 
The CLM has been successfully applied in other interagency workplaces 
(Kerosuo & Engeström, 2003; Tolviainen, 2007; Virkkunen, Vilela, 
Querol, & Lopes, 2014), and emphasises on the benefits of solutions co-
devised by all those involved in the implementation process, meaning 
politicians, managers, front-line workers, and service users. 

In its basic setup, the CLM provides participants with three sets of 
wallboards to represent their work activity. The horizontal dimensions 
of the wallboards depict different levels of abstraction and 
generalisation, whereas the vertical dimensions represent the change in 
time (past, present and future). In the mirror wallboard, participants find 
registers of their daily work practices, for example, videotaped episodes 
of work, interviews, stories. In the model/vision wallboard, activity-
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theoretical concepts are used to analyse the data from the mirror 
wallboard. Finally, in the ideas/tools wallboard, participants find the 
resources created during the sessions, i.e. intermediate cognitive tools 
such as schedules, schemes and charts (Engeström et al., 1996). Figure 7 
below illustrates the CLM basic setting. 

 

Figure 7 – Basic setup for CLM (adapted from Engeström et al., 1996, p. 11) 

The CLM starts with participants analysing current contradictions in an 
activity. The goal is to find the roots of the problem, which is usually 
achieved by modelling previous iterations of the activity. Following up, 
the current activity is also modelled, and any existent contradiction is 
included. Then, participants envision the future model and develop a plan 
to achieve it. The entire process takes several sessions and lasts from 
three to six months (Engeström & Escalante, 1996). As a result, new 
solutions are created by expanding objects, developing new tools, rules 
or communities or even by redesigning division of labour (Engeström, 
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Kerosuo, & Kajamaa, 2007). Thus, CLM can be understood as a means 
to innovate and here is how it could be done in the case of L&D. 

The findings produced by this research would inform the mirror 
wallboard. The historical documents gathered throughout this study form 
a commensurate dataset to inform the mirror wallboard in its past 
dimension and the accounts produced by interviewees would dovetail 
nicely with the mirror wallboard in its present dimension. The future 
dimension of the mirror wallboard could comprise, for example, my 
analysis of the collected data, which is basically a discussion of the 
current shortfalls and conjectures of potential ways forward.  

In the model/vision wallboard would go an activity-theoretical analysis 
– activity systems – of intra and inter agency collaboration in its current 
format, which would be facilitated by me and carried out by the CLM 
participants (front-line workers in the L&D and neighbouring criminal 
justice and welfare services, middle and top-level managers, and policy-
makers). An idea of how these activity systems could look like in terms 
of their vertical dimensions (past, present and future) is found in 
appended paper I (book chapter), which traces the historical development 
of L&D services through the lenses of CHAT. 

Finally, in the ideas/tools wallboard, the results of the CLM sessions 
would be found. These would be intermediate tools to be put in practice. 
Their goal is to kick off the development of learning cycles that tackle 
existent contradictions and transform the current practice and, in the case 
of L&D, have the objective to foster more adequate policy-making and 
collaboration with other services. 

The CLM is a highly iterative CHAT-strategy. Therefore, most of its 
stages are to be realized in tandem with participants and not pre-arranged 
by the researcher. My role in a future CLM intervention would be to 
facilitate the participants’ sense making of their current work activity and 
development of solutions to address contradictions existent in the current 
setup. The tensions pointed out by the findings produced of this study 
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are a crucial initial step in learning circles of transformation; therefore, 
the relevance of the contribution yielded herein. 

It is important to acknowledge, however, that asymmetric power 
relations inhibit the creation of a multi-voiced environment where 
dialogue between powerless and powerful actors exists (Courpasson and 
Clegg, 2012). Thus, the existence of an open dialogue between all of 
those involved in the rehabilitation of offenders is a prerequisite to the 
deployment of an intervention such as CLM (Kerosuo & Engeström, 
2003; Tolviainen, 2007). Expansive learning cycles are not developed in 
a scenario where there is no possibility of discussions, and without 
expansive cycles there is no learning (neither at individual nor at 
collective levels) (Engeström, 1987). In my view, a potential limitation 
of CLM is to surmise the existence of equalitarian power relations amid 
the involved actors. To that end, here is another contribution of my 
current study.  

In the happenstance of an L&D Change Laboratory, the current study 
has already served as a preliminary step in which power relations 
between potential participants have been assessed. In this sense, this 
study produces knowledge on whether there is scope for a potential CLM 
in the case of L&D (in terms of dialogue and willingness for open 
discussion among participants) before the disposition of one. 

More broadly, CLM would bring together the findings and discussion 
laid out in this thesis and would be the natural next step to a CHAT-
oriented study such as this one for the following reasons: 

 In the legacy interagency interactions, there is a proclivity to a 
latent understanding of collaboration (Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 
2009; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017). Conversely, the 
CLM focuses on how information is shared across disciplinary 
boundaries (Kerosuo & Engeström, 2003; Tolviainen, 2007). 
Thus, the issue of fragmented communication tools (IT systems 
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especially) would serve as a contradiction kicking off a learning 
cycle to transform the current cycle. Speculatively, I could 
suggest the systematisation of interpersonal relationships 
between front-line workers (as it happens casuistically in the 
current setup) as a means to circumvent fragmented 
communication tools and enable collaboration. In other words, 
professionals seem to have already developed an efficient way to 
communicate and collaborate (i.e. through the establishment of 
one-to-one relationships), so why not letting front-line workers 
come up with ideas on how to build a system around that feature? 

 CLM acknowledges that innovation takes place at the interface 
between disciplines and that working across boundaries is crucial 
(Engeström, 2007). It prioritises the perspective of front-line 
professionals in addition to the leaders with regards to problems 
identification and problem solving (Kerosuo & Engeström, 
2003), which engenders solutions coordinated at the street-level 
that meet existent needs and do not have to be adapted by front-
line workers (Fuglsang, 2010). The horizontal dimensions 
(wallboards) and vertical dimension (time) of CLM are designed 
to unpick what the problem actually is from the mouth of the 
practitioners in their particular work place environment 
(Tolviainen, 2007). In other words, CLM enables the 
development of bottom-up solutions custom made to the specific 
needs encountered at the street-level. 

Current collaborative tools such as care pathways and care plans 
endeavour to standardise practice as oppose to provide customised 
solutions such as CLM. This model of intra and interagency 
collaboration allows professionals to work in tandem to resolve issues 
they have identified as problematic rather than impose top-down 
standardised solutions to what management perceive to be challenging, 
something already shown to be ineffective (Rittel & Webber, 1973) . 
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Thus, it seems logical that a CLM intervention would be the following 
step to address the findings of this study. 

  

5.5 Limitations of the study 
The thesis presents explanations for the limited interagency 
collaboration at the street-level between agencies in criminal justice and 
welfare systems. However, in such a complex setting, there are many 
other possible explanations for the same challenges, but these go beyond 
the CHAT framework I decided to utilise. For example, the research 
focuses only on the contradictions happening at the street-level even 
though they are most likely the reflection of contingencies existent at 
macro and meso levels as well (Disley et al. 2016). 

In addition, because of the need to narrow down the focus of the study, 
the perspective of service-users was left out. It is undeniable that 
interaction between front-line workers and service-users have an impact 
on the issues addressed in this thesis, but the study’s design purposefully 
focused on the perspective of professional at the street-level. That is not 
to say that the ‘voice’ of service-users is silenced in this study. The rich 
description that front-line workers gave about their practice and their 
relationship with service-users represents well the perspective of service-
users. In addition, this study was conducted collaboratively with many 
others in the same context, which ensures that the perspective of both 
management and service-users is duly represented elsewhere (cf. Hean, 
Johnsen, & Kloetzer, 2020). 

A third potential limitation, which has been already addressed earlier, is 
representativeness of criminal justice preofessionals. The study focused 
on interagency collaboration between organisations across criminal 
justice and welfare systems, but out of 28 participants only 2 represented 
the criminal justice system. Speculatively, it is possible that criminal 
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justice workers were not satisfied with the relationship they had with 
Liaison & Diversion services (L&D) and they were not comfortable 
talking with me, as I was being introduced to them through L&D. The 
implications of this to the findings of the study might be that if more 
criminal justice participants had also been part of the research, other 
collaboration-impeding issues could have been drawn out of the data, 
which would be another interesting link to follow. To that end, there is 
scope for further activity theoretical studies to be carried out in which 
the perspective of criminal justice front-line professionals is at the core. 
Such investigation would dovetail nicely with the work done in this 
research project and would be also a way to move the current study 
forward, besides the suggestion in section 5.4.1 above. 

Finally, another possible limitation of the study is that the initial focus 
on street-level interagency collaboration between criminal justice and 
welfare systems had to be supplemented with issues of policy 
implementation (namely, the national model for L&D services) that the 
informants consistently brought up while talking about the interactions 
between services. This indicated that participants closely related certain 
policy implementation matters with their ability to collaborate with 
professionals in other organisations. This insight was relevant for the 
analysis of the impact of the new rule on the L&D activity system. 
However, because I had only access to L&D services after the 
implementation of the national model, information about L&D prior the 
new policy was limited to participants’ accounts and historical 
documents gathered during fieldwork. This could represent a weakness, 
but both participants and documents offered a rich description of how 
the service was locally managed before the national policy.  

5.6 Final comments 
The over-arching aim of this research was to investigate how interagency 
collaboration between L&D and neighbouring services is perceived by 
street-level L&D workers after the introduction of a new national model 
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for Liaison & Diversion. By addressing this matter, I wanted to improve 
understanding of the drivers and barriers to interagency collaboration 
across criminal justice and welfare systems with emphasis on the 
perspective of front-line workers. The study explored the role of the 
L&D front-line staff as a conduit to interagency collaboration across 
sectors. The role of L&D and its impact on interagency collaboration was 
analysed in a backdrop of new policy implementation (namely, the 
national model for L&D services). The study was largely oriented by 
Activity Theory and adopted a qualitative case study approach. The 
research questions derived from a need for empirical studies on the 
aptitude of front-line workers to realise interagency collaboration at the 
street-level. The results of the research provided evidence that 
communication tools are not promoting information sharing within and 
between agencies, which impairs collaboration. IT systems are 
fragmented, organisations do not have access to each other’s knowledge 
of patients, and front-line workers have to rely on interpersonal 
relationships to circumvent systemic limitations and function together. 
Moreover, the national model for L&D has been incorporated by 
different sites around the country in light of their own local 
circumstances, which means that the policy fails in its primary objective 
standardising practice across the country (see Appendix 5). 

The study paints an up to date picture of the perspective of L&D front-
line workers on collaboration between agencies in criminal justice and 
welfare systems in England and Wales. It confirms previous research 
stating that currently interagency collaboration is of subpar quality 
(Hean, Warr, & Staddon, 2009; Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017), 
but also contributes by identifying existing challenges in the current 
setup and suggesting alternative solutions to the ones that have been 
currently applied (Kerosuo & Engeström, 2003; Tolviainen, 2007). The 
result is the depiction of a scenario in which innovation strategies would 
prioritise bottom-up initiated forms of interagency collaboration as a 
means to provide customized solutions that take into account the 
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peculiarities of the environment and actors involved. How would 
interagency collaboration look like in such circumstances? While this 
and other studies suggest that bottom-up solutions are a means to bring 
organisations together (Hean, Ødegård, & Willumsen, 2017), more work 
is necessary to establish the benefits engendered by the implementation 
of such a solution.



References 
 

111 

6 References 

Abramson, P. (1992). A case for case studies: An immigrant’s journal. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Albertson, K., Fox, C., O'Learly, C., Painter , G., Bailey, K., & 
Labarbera, J. (2018). Payment by results and social impact bonds: 
Outcome-based payment systems in the UK and US. Bristol: Policy Press 
Shorts Research. 

Allen , D., Brown, A., Karanasios, S., & Norman, A. (2013). How 
Should Technology-Mediated Organizational Change Be Explained? A 
Comparison of the Contributions of Critical Realism and Activity 
Theory. Mis Quarterly, 37(3), ss. 835-854. 

Allen, D., Karanasios, S., & Slavova, M. (2011). Working with Activity 
Theory: Context, Technology, and Information Behavior. Journal of the 
American Society for Information Science and Technology, 62(4), ss. 
776-788. 

Andrews, D., & Bonta, J. (2016). The psychology of criminal conduct. 
Routledge. 

Armstrong, S. (2012). Reducing Reoffending : Review of Selected 
Countries. Edingburgh: The Scottish Centre for Crime and Justice 
Research. 

Arundel, A., & Huber, D. (2013). From too little to too much innovation? 
Issues inmonitoring innovation in the public sector. Structural Change 
and Economic Dynamics, 27, pp. 146–149. 

Atkinson, M., Jones, M., & Lamont, E. (2007). Multi-agency working 
and its implications for practice. Reading: CFBT Education Trust. 



References 
 

112 

Bakhurst, D. (1991). Consciousness and revolution in Soviet philosophy: 
From the Bolsheviks to Evald Ilyenkov. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Bakhurst, D. (1995). Social being and the human essence: An unresolved 
issue in Soviet philosophy. Studies in East European Thought, 47, ss. 3-
60. 

Bakhurst, D. (2009). Reflections on Activity Theory. Educational 
Review, 61(2), ss. 197-210. 

Bardach, E. (1998). Getting Agencies to Work Together: The Practice 
and Theory of Managerial Craftmanship. Washington, DC: Brooking 
Institution Press. 

Bauman, Z. (1992). Intimations of postmodernity. London: Routledge. 

Berelson, B., Gaudet, H., & Lazarsfeld, P. (1968). The people's choice: 
How the voter makes up his mind in a presidential campaign. Columbia 
University Press. 

Blackler, F., & Regan, S. (2009). Intentionality, Agency, Change: 
Practice Theory and Management. Management Learning, 40(2), pp. 
161-176. 

Blunden, A. (2009). Criticisms of Vygotsky’s Concept of Activity.  

Bochel, H., & Powell, M. (2016). Tre transformation of the welfare 
state? The Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government and 
social policy. I H. Bochel, & M. Powell, The Coalition Government and 
Social Policy: Restructuring the Wlefare State (ss. 1-25). Bristol: Policy 
Press. 

Bond, B., & Gittell, J. (2010). Cross-agency coordination of offender 
reentry: Testing collaboration outcomes. J. Crim. Justice, 38, ss. 118–
129. 



References 
 

113 

Booz, Allen & Hamilton. (1982). New Products Management for the 
1980s. New York: Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc. 

Boscarato , K., Lee, S., Kroschel , J., Hollander, Y., Brennan, A., & 
Warren, N. (2014). Consumer experience of formal crisis‐response 
services and preferred methods of crisis intervention. Int J Ment Health 
Nurs, 23(4), ss. 287-95. 

Bouckaert, G., & Halligan, J. (2008). Managing Performance – 
International Comparisons. Routledge. 

Bowen, G. (2009). Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research 
Method. Qualitative Research Journal, 9(2), pp. 27-40. 

Bradley, L. (2009). The Bradley report. Retrieved from Department of 
Health: 
http://www.dh.gov.uk/prod_consum_dh/groups/dh_digitalassets/docum
ents/digitalasset/dh_098698.pdf. 

Braun, V., & Clarke , V. (2006). Using Thematic Analysis in 
Psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), pp. 77-101. 

Brooks, J., McCluskey, S., Turley, E., & King, N. (2015). The Utility of 
Template Analysis in Qualitative Psychology Research. Qualitative 
Research in Psychology, 12, ss. 202-222. 

Brown, J., & Duguid, P. (1991). Organizational learning and 
communities-of-practice: Toward a unified view of working, learning 
and innovation. Organization Science, 2(1), ss. 40- 56. 

Brown, J., & Duguid, P. (2001). Knowledge and Organization: A Social-
Practice Perspective. Organization Science, 12(2), ss. 198-213. 

Carter Review of Prisons. (2007, April 14). Securing the future: 
Proposals for the efficient and sustainable use of custody in England and 



References 
 

114 

Wales. Hentet fra http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/docs/securing-
future.pdf 

Clarke, B. (2013). Practice Values versus Contract Values: The 
Importance of a Culture of Reflective Practice. British Journal of 
Community Justice(2-3), pp. 109-114. 

Clegg, S., Courpasson, D., & Phillips, N. (2006). Power and 
Organizations. London: Sage. 

Cole, M. (1996). Cultural Psychology. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap 
Press of Harvard University Press. 

Costa, P., & McCrae, R. (1992). Four ways five factors are basic. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 135, ss. 653-65. 

Courpasson, D., & Clegg, S. (2012). The polyarchic bureaucracy: 
cooperative resistance in the workplace and the construction of a new 
political structure of organizations. Research in the Sociology of 
Organizations, 34, ss. 55-79. 

Crang, M., & Cook, I. (2007). Doing Ethnographies. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 

Cropanzano, R. (2009). Writing nonempirical articles for Journal of 
Management: General thoughts and suggestions. Journal of 
Management, 35, pp. 1304-1311. 

Dallin, A. (2000). The Black Book of Communism: Crimes, Terror, 
Repression. By Stéphane Courtois, Nicolas Werth, Jean-Louis Panné, 
Andrzej Paczkowski, Karel Bartošek, and Jean-Louis Margolin. 
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press. 

Dandoy, A. (2017). When Merleau-Ponty meets Engeström in 
coworking spaces. Proc. EGOS. Copenhagen. 



References 
 

115 

Daniels, H. (2001). Vygotsky and Pedagogy. London: Routledge. 

De Dreu, C. (1997). Productive Conflict: The Importance of Conflict 
Management and Conflict Issue. In C. De Dreu, & E. Van de Vliert, 
Using Conflict in Organizations. London: Sage Publications. 

de Jong, J., & Vermeulen, P. (2003). Organizing successful new service 
development: A literature review. Management Decision, 41(9), ss. 844-
858. 

Deering, J., & Feilzer, M. (2015). Privatising Probation: Is 
Transforming Rehabilitation the End of the Probation Ideal? Bristol: 
Policy Press. 

Denscombe, M. (1998). The good research guide for small-scale social 
research projects. Buckingham: Open University Press. 

Denzin , N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). Handbook of Qualitative 
Research. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Department i Helse og Omsorg. (2013). Morgendagens omsorg: 
Norwegian Governement White Paper no. 29. Oslo: Helse og Omsorg 
Department. 

Department of Health. (2010). Equity and Excellence: Liberating the 
NHS. London: Department of Health. 

Department of Health. (2013). Statement of Government Policy on Adult 
Safeguarding. London: Department of Health and Social Care. 

Department of Health and Concordat signatories. (2014). Improving 
outcomes for people experiencingmental health crisis. London: HM 
Government . 

Diefenbach, T., By, R., & Klarner, P. (2009). A multi-dimensional 
analysis of managers’ power: functional, socio-political, interpretive 



References 
 

116 

ediscursive, and socio-cultural approaches”,. Management Review, ss. 
413-431. 

Disley, E., Taylor, C., Kruithof, K., Winpenny, E., Liddle, M., 
Sutherland, A., . . . Francis, V. (2016). Evaluation of the Offender 
Liaison and Diversion Trial Schemes. Cambridge: RAND. 

Dorset Health Care. (2013). Report on the L&D service in Dorset 
referring Q1 2013/2014. 

Dorset Health Care. (2014). 2013-14 Q2 (Full Year) Criminal Justice 
Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report. 

Earl, F., Cocksedge, K., Rheeder, B., Morgan, J., & Palmer, J. (2015). 
Neighbourhood outreach: a novel approach to Liaison and Diversion. 
The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 26(5), pp. 573-585. 

Easton, G. (2010). Critical realism in case study research. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 39(1), pp. 118-28. 

Ellis, K. (2007). Direct Payments and Social Work Practice: The 
Significance of ‘Street-Level Bureaucracy’ in Determining Eligibility. 
British Journal of Social Work, 37, ss. 405-22. 

Ellström, P. (2010). Practice-Based Innovation: A Learning Perspective. 
Journal of Workplace Learning, 22(1-2), ss. 27-40. 

Engeström, Y. (1987). Learning by Expanding: An Activity-Theoretical 
Approach to Developmental Research. Helsinki: Orienta-Konsultit. 

Engeström, Y. (1999). Activity theory and individual and social 
transformation. In Y. Engeström, R. Miettinen, & R. Punamaki, 
Perspectives on Activity Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 



References 
 

117 

Engeström, Y. (2001). Learning at work: toward an activity theoretical 
reconceptualization. Jounral of Education and Work(1), ss. 133-156. 

Engeström, Y. (2009). The future of activity theory: A rough draft. In A. 
Sannino, H. Daniels, & K. Gutierrez, Learning and expanding with 
activity theory (pp. 303-328). New York: Cambridge. 

Engeström, Y., & Escalante, V. (1996). Mundane tool or object of 
affection? The rise and fall of the postal buddy. In B. Nardi, Context and 
consciousness. Activity theory and humancomputer interaction. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts – London, England: The MIT Press. 

Engeström, Y., & Sannino, A. (2010). Studies of expansive learning: 
Foundations, findings and future challenges. Educational research 
review, 5(1), ss. 1-24. 

Engeström, Y., Kerosuo, H., & Kajamaa, A. (2007). Beyond 
Discontinuity Expansive Organizational Learning Remembered. 
Management Learning, 38(3), ss. 319-336. 

Erlandson et al., D. (1993). Doing naturalistic inquiry: a guide to 
methods. London: Sage. 

Fazel, S., & Danesh, J. (2002). Serious mental disorder in 23 000 
prisoners: a systematic review of 62 surveys. The lancet, 359(9306), ss. 
545-550. 

Fazel, S., & Wolf, A. (2015). A Systematic Review of Criminal 
Recidivism Rates Worldwide: Current Difficulties and 
Recommendations for Best Practice. PLoS ONE, 10(6). 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0130390 

Fenge, L.-A., Hean, S., Staddon, S., Clapper, A., Heaslip, V., & Jack , E. 
(2014). Mental health and the criminal justice system: The role of 
interagency training to promote practitioner understanding of the 



References 
 

118 

diversion agenda. Journal of Social Welfare and Family Law, 36(1), pp. 
36-46. 

Fleming, P., & Spicer, A. (2014). Power in management and 
organization science. The Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), ss. 
237-298. 

Foot, K. (2001). Cultural-historical activity theory as practice theory: 
illuminating the development of conflict-monitoring network. 
Communication Theory, 11(1), pp. 56-83. 

Foot, K. (2014). Cultural-Historical Activity Theory: Exploring a Theory 
Inform Practice and Research. Journal of Human Behavior in the Social 
Environment, 24(3), pp. 329-347. 

Fredheim, T., Danbolt, L., Haavet, O., Kjonsberg, K., & Lien, L. (2011). 
Collaboration Between Between General Practitioners and Mental 
Health Care Professionals: A Qualitative Study. International Journal of 
Mental Health Systems, 5(13). 

Frost, N. (2005). Professionalism, partnership and joined up thinking: a 
research review of front-line working with children and families. 
Dartington: Research in Practice. 

Fryer, J., Antony, J., & Ogden, S. (2009). Performance management in 
the public sector. International Journal of the Public Sector, 22(6), ss. 
478-498. 

Fuglsang, L. (2010). Bricolage and invisible innovation in the public 
service innovation. Journal of Innovation Economics(1), pp. 67-87. 

Fuglsang, L., & Sundbo, J. (2005). The organizational innovation 
system: Three modes. Journal of Change Management, 5(3), ss. 329-
344. 



References 
 

119 

Fuglsang, L., & Sørensen, F. (2011). The balance between bricolage and 
innovation: Management dilemmas in sustainable public innovation. 
Service Industries Journal, 31(4), ss. 581-595. 

Galdas, P. (2017). Revisiting Bias in Qualitative Research: Reflections 
on Its Relationship With Funding and Impact. International Journal of 
Qualitative Methods, 16, ss. 1-2. 

Gallouj, F., & Weinstein, O. (1997). Innovation in services. Research 
Policy, 26, ss. 537-556. 

Gillham, B. (2008). Observation Techniques. London: Real World 
Research. 

Goldman, L., & Foldy, E. (2015). The Space before Action: The Role of 
Peer Discussion Groups in Frontline Service Provision. Chicago 
Journals,, 89(1), pp. 166-202. 

Great Britain Home Office. (2015). Alternative place of safety: the West 
Sussex pilot evaluation 2015. London: Great Britain: Home Office. 

Guba, E. (1981). Criteria for assessing the trustworthiness of naturalistic 
inquiries. Educational Communication and Technology Journal, 29, ss. 
75-91. 

organizations (pp. 3-64). New York: Routledge. 

Gvaramadze, I. (2008). Human resource development practice: the 
paradox of empowerment and individualization. Human Resource 
Development International, 11(5), pp. 465-477. 

Hardy, C., & Clegg, S. (2006). Some dare call it power. In S. Clegg, C. 
Hardy, T. Lawrence, & W. Nord, Handbook of Organization Studies (pp. 
754-775). London: Sage. 



References 
 

120 

Harrison, D., & Easton, G. (2004). Temporally embedded case 
comparison in industrial marketing research. In S. Fleetwood, & S. 
Ackroyd, Critical realist applications in organisation and management 
studies (pp. 194-210). New York: Routledge. 

Hartley, J. (2005). Innovation in governance and public services: past 
and present. Public Money Manage, 25, pp. 27–34. 

Hean, S., Johnsen, B., & Kloetzer, L. (2020). Collaboration, innovation 
and organisational learning in Penal Systems. Palgrave (Manuscript 
submitted for publication). 

Hean, S., Warr, J., & Staddon, S. (2009). Challenges at the interface of 
working between mental health services and criminal justice system. 
Medicine, Science and the Law, 49, pp. 170-178. 

Hean, S., Warr, J., & Staddon, S. (2009). Challenges at the interface of 
working between mental health services and criminal justice system. 
Medicine, Science and the Law(3), ss. 170-178. 

Hean, S., Willumsen, E., Ødegård, A., & Bjørkly, S. (2015). Using social 
innovation as a theoretical framework to guide future thinking on 
facilitating collaboration between mental health and criminal justice 
services. International Journal of Forensic Mental Health, 14(4), pp. 
280-289. 

Hean, S., Ødegård, A., & Willumsen, E. (2017). Improving collaboration 
between professionals supporting mentally ill offenders. International 
Journal of Prisoner Health, 13(2), pp. 91-104. 

Herbst, M. (2007). Financing Public Universities. Higher Education 
Dynamics, 18. 



References 
 

121 

Herrington , V., Clifford , K., Lawrence , P., Ryle, S., & Pope , R. (2009). 
The impact of the NSW police force mental health intervention team: 
final evaluation report. New South Wales: Charles Sturt University. 

Hicks, S. (2019). Explaining Postmodernism: Skepticism and Socialism 
from Rousseau to Foucault. Redland Bay: Connor Court Publishing. 

Hill, M., & Huppe, P. (2014). Implementing Public Policy: An 
Introduction to the Study of Operational Governance. London: Sage. 

Home Office. (2015). Supporting vulnerable people who encounter the 
police: A strategic guide for police forces and their partners. London: 
Home Office. 

Home Office Department of Health. (2000). No Secrets: Guidance on 
developing and implementing multi-agency policies and procedures to 
protect vulnerable adults from abuse. London: Home Office Department 
of Health. 

Home Office UK. (2014). Multi-Agency Working and Information 
Sharing Project: Final Report. London: Home Office. 

Hornby, S., & Atkins, J. (2000). Collaborative Care: Interprofessional, 
Interagency, and Interpersonal. Oxford: Blackwell Science. 

House of Commons Home Affairs Committee. (2015). Policing and 
mental health: Eleventh Report of Session 2014–15. London: The 
Stationery Office Limited. 

Hupe, P. (2014). What happens on the ground: Persistent issues in 
implementation research. Public Policy and Administration, 29(2), pp. 
164-182. 

Hupe, P., & Hill, M. (2016). "And the rest is implementation". 
Comparing approaches to what happens in policy processes beyond 
Great Expectations. Public Policy and Administration, 31(2), s. 103. 



References 
 

122 

Høyrup, S. (2010). Employee-driven innovation and workplace learning: 
Basic concepts, approaches and themes. Transfer, 16, ss. 143-154. 

James , D., Kerrigan , T., Forfar , R., Franham, F., & Preston, L. (2010). 
The Fixated Threat Assessment Centre: preventing harm and facilitating 
care. The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 21(4), ss. 521-
536. 

James, D. (1999). Court diversion at 10 years: Can it work, does it work 
and has it a future? The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry, 10(3), 507-524. 

James, D. (2000). Police station diversion schemes: Role and efficacy in 
central London. Journal of Forensic Psychiatry and Psychology, 11, pp. 
532-555. 

Jenkins, K. (2014). Information-sharing in mental health care provision: 
a review.  

Jensen, U. (1999). Categories in activity theory: Marx’s philosophy just-
in-time. In S. Chaiklin, M. Hedegaard, & U. Juul-Jensen, Activity Theory 
and Social Practice: Cultural-Historical Approaches. Oxford: Aarhus 
University Press. 

Kain, D., & Wardle, E. (2019, September 16). Activity Theory: An 
Introduction for the Writing Classroom. Retrieved from Academia: 
https://www.academia.edu/493321/Activity_Theory_An_Introduction_
for_the_Writing_Classroom 

Kane, E., Evans, E., & Shokraneh, F. (2018). Effectiveness of current 
policing‐related mental health interventions: A systematic review. 
Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 28(2), pp. 108-119. 

Kaptelinin, V. (2005). The object of activity: Making sense of the sense-
maker. Mind, Culture and Activity, 12(1), ss. 4-18. 



References 
 

123 

Kaptelinin, V., Kuutti, K., & Bannon, L. (1995). Activity theory: Basic 
concepts and applications. I B. Blumenthal, J. Gornostaev, & C. Unger, 
Human-Computer Interaction (Vol. 1015). Berlin: Springer. 

Karlsson, K., & Schoenhals, M. (2008). Crimes Against Humanity Under 
Communist Regimes: Research Review. Stockholm: Edita. 

Kearney, R. (2003). Routledge History of Philosophy Volume VIII: 
Twentieth Century Continental Philosophy. Routledge. 

Keen, J. (2010). Integration at any price: The case of the NHS national 
programme for information technology. In H. Margetts, P. 6, & C. Hood, 
Paradoxes of Modernization: Unintended Consequences of Public 
Policy Reform (pp. 138-154). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kerosuo, H., & Engeström, Y. (2003). Boundary crossing and learning 
in creation of new work practice. Journal of Workplace Learning, 
15(7/8), ss. 345-51. 

Kerosuo, H., Kajamaa, A., & Engeström, Y. (2010). Promoting 
Innovation and Learning through Change Laboratory: An Example from 
Finnish Health Care. Central European Journal of Public Policy, 4(1), 
pp. 110-131. 

Kesting, P., & Ulhøi, J. (2010). Employee-driven innovation: Extending 
the licence to foster innovation. Management Decision, 48, pp. 65–84. 

King, N. (2012). Doing template analysis 426. In G. Symon, & C. 
Cassell, Qualitative organizational research: Core methods and current 
challenges (pp. 426-450). London: Sage Publications. 

Kodner, D., & Spreeuwenberg , C. (2002). Integrated care: meaning, 
logic, applications, and implications–a discussion paper. International 
journal of integrated care, 2(4). 



References 
 

124 

Kuhlman, S. (2010). Performance management in European local 
governments: a comparative analysis of reform experiences in Great 
Britain, France, Sweden and Germany. International review of 
Administrative Sciences, 76(2), ss. 331-345. 

Laign, R., Halsey, R., Donohue , D., & Cashin, A. (2009). Application 
of a Model for the Development of a Mental Health Service Delivery 
Collaboration Between Police and the Health Service. Issues Ment 
Health Nurs, 30(5), ss. 337–41. 

Leont'ev, A. (1978). Activity, Consciousness, and Personality. 
Englewoods Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills: 
Sage. 

Lippke, L., & Wegener, C. (2014). Everyday innovation–pushing 
boundaries while maintaining stability. Journal of Workplace Learning, 
26(6-7), pp. 376-391. 

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-level bureaucracy: dilemmas of the individual 
in public services. 30th Anniversary expanded edition. New York: 
Russell Sage. 

Marx, K. (1848/2014). The Communist Manifesto. International 
Publishers Co. 

Marx, K. (1867/2018). Das Kapital. Independently published. 

Maynard-Moody, S., & Musheno, M. (2003). Cops, Teachers, 
Counselors: Stories from the Front Lines of Public Service. Ann Arbor: 
Univverstiy of Michigan Press. 

McGahey, R., & Willis, M. (2017). The promise and reality of Social 
Impact Bonds. I V. Bartlett, A. Bugg-Levine, D. Erickson, I. Galloway, 
J. Genser, & J. Talansky, What matters: Investing in results to build 



References 
 

125 

strong, vibrant communities (ss. 420-7). Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco and Nonprofit Finance Fund. 

McGilloway, S., & Donnelly, M. (2004). Mental illness in the UK 
criminal justice system: A police liaison scheme for Mentally Disordered 
Offenders in Belfast. Journal of Mental Health, 13, pp. 263-275. 

Meier, P., & Pugh, E. (1986). The case study: A viable approach to 
clinical research. Research in Nursing and Health, 9, ss. 195-202. 

Miettinen, R. (2006). The Sources of Novelty: a Cultural and Systemic 
View of distributed Creativity. Creativity and Innovation Management, 
15(2), pp. 173–181. 

Miller, R. (2000). Researching life stories and family histories. London: 
Sage. 

Ministry of Justice UK. (2013). Transforming Rehabilitation: A 
Revolution in the Way We Manage Offenders. London: The Stationery 
Office. 

Montoro, C., & Hampel, R. (2011). Investigating Language Learning 
Activity Using a Call Task in the Self-Access Centre. Studies in Self-
Access Learning Journal, 2(3), ss. 119-135. 

National Audit Office. (2015). Oucome-based payment schemes: 
Government's use of payment by results. London: NAO. 

NHS England Liaison and Diversion Programme. (2014). Liaison and 
Diversion Operation Model. London: The NHS Constitution. 

NHS England Liaison and Diversion Programme. (2014). Liaison and 
Diversion Operation Model 2013/14. London: The NHS Constitution. 
Retrieved from https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2014/04/ld-op-mod-1314.pdf 



References 
 

126 

Oliver , C., Mooney, A., & Statham, J. (2010). Integrated working: a 
review of the evidence. London: University of London. 

Parker, A., Scantlebury , A., Booth , A., MacBryde , J., Scott , W., Wright 
, K., & McDaid , C. (2018). Interagency collaboration models for people 
with mental ill health in contact with the police: a systematic scoping 
review. BMJ Open, 8. 

Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Pfeffer , J., & Salanick, J. (1978). The External Control of 
Organizations: A Resource Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper 
and Row. 

Pfeffer, J. (1981). Management as symbolic action: the creation and 
maintenance of organizational paradigms. In T. Cummings, & B. Staw, 
Research in Organizational Behavior. Greenwich, Conn: JAI Press 
Frost. 

Phillips, C., Considine, M., & Lewis, R. (2000). A review of audits and 
strategies produced by crime and disorder partnerships in 1999. 
Briefing Note. London: Home Office, Research, Development and 
Statistics Directorate, Policing and Reducing Crime Unit. 

Pinker, S. (1994). The language instinct. London: Penguin. 

Platt, J. (1988). What can case studies do? Studies in Qualitative 
Methodology, 1, ss. 2-23. 

Ploettner, J., & Tresseras, E. (2016). An interview with Yrjö Engeström 
and Annalisa Sannino on activity theory. Bellaterra J. Teach. Learn. 
Lang. Lit., 9(4), pp. 87-98. 



References 
 

127 

Polit, D., & Beck, C. (2014). Essentials of nursing research: Appraising 
evidence for nursing practice. Philadelphia, PA:: Wolters 
Kluwer/Lippincott/Williams & Wilkins Health. 

Reed, J. (1992). Review of health and social services for mentally 
disordered offenders and those requiring similar services. Department of 
Health/Home Office. London: HMSO. 

Rice, D. (2013). Street-level bureaucrats and the welfare state: Toward a 
micro-institutionalist theory of policy implementation. Administration 
and Society, 45(9), pp. 1-38. 

Rittel, H., & Webber, M. (1973). Dilemmas in a General Theory of 
Planning. Policy Sciences, 4, pp. 155-169. 

Robinson, G., Burke, L., & Millings, M. (2016). Criminal Justice 
Identities in Transition: The Case of Devolved Probation Services in 
England and Wales. Brit. J. Criminol., pp. 161-178. 

Roman, J. (2012). Cost-benefit analysis of criminal justice reforms. 
Hentet fra http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/41762/ 

Roth. (2007). The ethico-moral nature of identity: Prolegomena to the 
development of third-generation Cultural-Historical Activity Theory. 
International Journal of Educational Research, 46(1/2), ss. 83-93. 

Roth, G. (2008). The order and chaos of the learning organization. In T. 
Cummings, Handbook of Organizational Development (pp. 475-498). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Rummel, R. (1994). Death by Government. New Brunswick: 
Transaction Publishers. 

Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health. (2009). Diversion: A better way for 
criminal justice and mental health. London: Nuffield Press. 



References 
 

128 

Sannino, A. (2011). Activity theory as an activist and interventionist 
theory. Theory & Psychology, 21(5), ss. 571-597. 

Sannino, A., Daniels, H., & Gutierrez, K. (2009). Activity Theory 
Between Historical Engagement and Future-Making Practice. In A. 
Sannino, H. Daniels, & K. Gutierrez, Learning and expanding with 
activity theory (pp. 1-18). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Savin-Baden, M., & Major, C. (2013). Qualitative Research: The 
Essential Guide to Theory and Practice. Oxford: Routledge. 

Schumpeter, J. (1934). The theory of economic development: An inquiry 
into profits, capital, credit, interest, and the business cycle. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Sève, L. (2018). Where is Marx in the work and thought of Vygotsky? 
7º Séminaire International Vygotsky, (ss. 1-12). 

Shenton, A. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative 
research projects. Education for Information, 22, 63-75. 

Sinha, S. (2010). Sinha S. Adjustment and mental health problem in 
prisoners. Industrial Psychiatry Journal, 19(2), ss. 101-104. 

Skeem, J. L., & Peterson, J. K. (2012). Identifying, Treating, and 
Reducing Risk for Offenders with Mental Illness. I J. Petersilia, & K. 
Reitz, The Oxford Handbook of Sentencing and Corrections. Oxford: 
Oxford Handbooks Online. 

Smith, C., & Elger, T. (2014). Critical realism and interviewing subjects. 
In K. Edwards, J. Mahoney, & S. Vincent, Studying Organizations Using 
Critical Realism: A Practical Guide (pp. 109-131). Oxford: University 
Press. 

Smith, E., Ford, J., & Kozlowski, S. (1997). Building adaptive expertise: 
Implications for training design. In M. Quinones, & A. Dudda, Training 



References 
 

129 

for a rapidly changing workplace: Applications of psychological 
research (pp. 89-118). Washington, DC: APA Books. 

Spinuzzi, C., & Guile, D. (2019). Fourth-Generation Activity Theory: 
An Integrative Literature Review and Implications for Professional 
Communication. 2019 IEEE International Professional Communication 
Conference (ProComm), (ss. 37-44). Aachen. 

Stake, R. (1994). Case studies. I N. Denzin, & Y. Lincoln, Handbook of 
qualitative research (ss. 236-247). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Statham, J. (2011). A review of international evidence on interagency 
working, to inform the development of Children’s Services Committees 
in Ireland. Dublin: Department of Children and Youth Affairs. 

Strype, J., Gundhus, H., Egge, M., & Ødegård, A. (2014). Perceptions of 
Interprofessional Collaboration. Profession and Professionalism, 4(3), p. 
806. 

Styhre, A. (2009). Tinkering with material resources. The Learning 
Organization, 16(5), ss. 386-397. 

Sundbo, J. (1997). Management of innovation in services. The Service 
Industry Journal, 17(3), ss. 432-455. 

Sundbo, J., & Fuglsang, L. (2002). Innovation as strategic reflexivity. 
London: Routledge. 

The South West Research Company Ltd. (2016). The Economic Impact 
of Dorset’s Visitor Economy 2015. Hentet August 2018 fra 
https://www.visit-dorset.com/dbimgs/2015-economic-impact-of-
dorsets-visitor-economy.pdf 

Thorne, S., Stephens, J., & Truant, T. (2016). Building qualitative study 
design using nursing’s disciplinary epistemology. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 72(2), ss. 451-460. 



References 
 

130 

Thunman, E. (2013). Coping with Moral Stress in the Swedish Public 
Services. Nordic Journal of Working Life Studies, 6(3), ss. 59-77. 

Toivonen, M., & Tuominen, T. (2009). Emergence of innovations in 
services. The Service Industries Journal, 29(7), ss. 887 - 902. 

Tolviainen, H. (2007). Interorganisational leaning across levels: an 
object orientate approach. Journal of Workplace Learning, 19(6), ss. 
343-58. 

Tomasello, M. (1999). The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition. 
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press. 

UK Crown. (2007). Mental Health Act 2007. UK: The Stationery Office. 

van de Ven, A. (1989). Nothing is quite so practical as a good theory. 
Academy of Management Review, 14, pp. 486-489. 

van de Ven, A., Polley, D., Garud, R., & Venkataraman, S. (2008). The 
Innovation Journey. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

van Dooren, W., Bouckeart, G., & Halligan, J. (2010). Performance 
Management in the Public Sector. Routledge. 

Van Maanen, J. (1983). The fact and fiction in organizational 
ethnography. I J. Van Maanen, Qualitative methodology (ss. 37-55). 
Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Virkkunen, J., Vilela, R., Querol, M., & Lopes, M. (2014). O laboratório 
de mudança como ferramenta para transformação colaborativa de 
atividades de trabalho: uma entrevista com Jaakko Virkkunen. Saúde E 
Sociedade, 23(1), ss. 336-44. 

Vygotsky, L. (1987). Thinking and speech. In R. Rieber, & A. Carton, 
The collected works of L.S. Vygotsky, Volume 1: Problems of general 
psychology (pp. 39-285). New York: Plenun Press. 



References 
 

131 

Walker, R. (2006). Innovation type and diffusion: an empirical analysis 
of localgovernment. Public Administration, 84, pp. 311–335. 

Warburton, J., Everingham, J., Cuthill, M., & Bartlett, H. (2008). 
Achieving Effective Collaborations to Help Communities Age Well. The 
Australian Journal of Public Administration, 67(4), ss. 470-482. 

Warmington, P., Daniels, H., Edwards, H., Brown, S., Leadbetter, J., 
Martin, D., & Middleton, D. (2004). Interagency collaboration: a review 
of the literature. Bath: Learning in and for the Interagency Working 
Project. 

Weber, M. (1972). Wirtschaft Und Gesellschaft. [Economy and Society]. 
Mohr, Tübingen. 

Wenger, E. (2000). Communities of Practice and Social Learning 
Systems. Organization, 7(2), ss. 225-246. 

Whetten, D. (1989). What constitutes a theoretical contribution? 
Academy of Management Review, 14, pp. 490-495. 

Williams, P. (2012). Collaboration in Policy and Practice: Perspectives 
on boundary spanners. Bristol: Public Policy Press. 

Williams, I. (2009). Offender Health and Social Care: A Review of the 
Evidence on Inter-Agency Collaboration. Health and Social Care in the 
Community(6), pp. 573-580. 

Williams, N., Sadler, S., Durcan, G., & Mayers, A. (2019). Health and 
Justice Characteristics of Dorset’s Liaison and Diversion Population. 
Unpublished manuscript. 

Winters, S., Magalhaes , L., & Kinsella, E. (2015). Interprofessional 
collaboration in mental health crisis response systems: a scoping review. 
Disabil Rehabil, 37, ss. 2212–24. 



References 
 

132 

Woltmann, E., Grogan-Kaylor, A., Perron, B., Georges, H., Kilbourne, 
A., & Bauer, M. (2012). Comparative Effectiveness of Collaborative 
Chronic Care Models for Mental Health Conditions Across Primary, 
Specialty, and Behavioural Health Care Settings: Systematic Review and 
Meta- Analysis. American Journal of Psychiatry, 169(8), pp. 790-804. 

World Health Organisation. (2005). Mental health: facing the 
challenges, building solutions : Report from the WHO European 
Ministerial Conference. Retrieved from World Health Organisation: 
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/96452/E87301.pd 

World Health Organisation. (2015). Global Strategy on People-centred 
and Integrated Health Services. WHO: Geneva. 

Yamagata-Lynch, L. C. (2010). Understanding cultural historical 
activity theory. Activity systems analysis methods: understanding 
complex learning environments. . New York: Springer. 

Yin, R. (2009). Case Study Research and Applications: Design and 
Methods. London: Sage Publications.



Appended Paper I – Tracing the development of a service model for 
interagency collaboration 

133 

Tracing the historical development of a service model for 
interagency collaboration: contradictions as barriers and 

potential drivers for change 

Paulo Rocha and Sarah Hean 

This paper is not in Brage due to copyright.



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

175 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

176 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

177 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

178 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

179 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

180 



Appended Paper II – Meeting criminogenic needs to reduce recidivism 
 

 

181 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

182 
 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

183 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

184 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

185 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

186 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

187 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

188 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

189 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

190 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

191 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

192 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

193 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

194 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

195 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

196 



Appended Paper III – Performance-based policy in offender rehabilitation 
 

 

197 
  



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

198 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

199 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

200 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

201 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

202 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

203 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

204 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

205 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

206 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

207 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

208 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

209 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

210 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

211 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

212 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

213 



Appended Paper IV – Where is the primary contradiction? 
 

 

214 

 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

215 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

216 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

217 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

218 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

219 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

220 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

221 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

222 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

223 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

224 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

225 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

226 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

227 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

228 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

229 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

230 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

231 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

232 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

233 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

234 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

235 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

236 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

237 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

238 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

239 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

240 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

241 



Appended Paper V – Personality traits as mediating artefacts within the 
subject 

 

 

242 

 



Appendices 

243 
 

Appendices 
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APPROVAL FOR COLAB PROJECT CONDUCTED IN UK 
FROM BOURNEMOUTH UNVIERSITY ETHICS 
COMMITTEE 
 
From: Research Ethics 
Sent: 16 June 2017 09:55 
To: Carol Bond 
Subject: Your ethics checklist [16612] has been approved. 
 
[Bournemouth University logo] 
 
 
Dear Carol Bond, 
 
Your checklist (COLAB) has now been reviewed and 
APPROVED in line with BU's Research Ethics Code of 
Practice<https://intranetsp.bournemouth.ac.uk/documentsrep/8B
-research-ethics-code-of-practice.pdf>. 
 
You can now save and/or print off a hard copy of the checklist at 
https://ethics.bournemouth.ac.uk. 
 
This approval relates to the ethical context of the work. Specific 
aspects of the implementation of the research project remain 
your professional responsibility. 
 
It is your responsibility to ensure that where the scope of the 
research project changes, such changes are evaluated to ensure 
that the ethical approval you have been granted remains 
appropriate. You must re-submit for ethical approval if changes 
to the research project mean that your current ethical approval is 
no longer valid. 
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Students - if the scope of your research changes, please discuss 
with your Tutors/Supervisors before submitting a new checklist. 
 
Many thanks 
 
For UG/PGT enquiries - please contact your Supervisor in the 
first instance 
 
For general enquiries - please email 
researchethics@bournemouth.ac.uk<mailto:researchethics@bou
rnemouth.ac.uk?subject=Online%20Ethics%20Checklist%20Que
ry> 
 
Copyright © Bournemouth University. All rights reserved. 
 
 
 
BU is a Disability Confident Employer and has signed up to the 
Mindful Employer charter. Information about the accessibility of 
University buildings can be found on the BU DisabledGo 
webpages. This email is intended only for the person to whom it 
is addressed and may contain confidential information. If you 
have received this email in error, please notify the sender and 
delete this email, which must not be copied, distributed or 
disclosed to any other person. Any views or opinions presented 
are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent 
those of Bournemouth University or its subsidiary companies. 
Nor can any contract be formed on behalf of the University or its 
subsidiary companies via email. 
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To: Jonathan Parker 
Subject: RE: Application for ethical clearance (Ethics ID 16612) New  
Proposal (COLAB) 
 
Dear Jonathan 
 
Please accept my delay in responding to you in relation to the new 
project  
submitted by Paulo Rocha under the COLAB Agreement. 
 
This has now been approved via Chairs Action on the basis that the 
project  
fall within the remit of Aims 1 & 2 and the PI Sheet and PAF are 
accepted  
with no changes. 
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Sarah 
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Research Governance Adviser 
Research, Knowledge Exchange Office 
 
To keep up to date on Research Ethics @ BU – visit the research ethics  
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Appendix 3 – Interview guide 
Activity Theory Nodes Interview Questions 

Subject 

 
What is your current position? 
Please describe the tasks in your 
current job role. 
In your job role, are you in touch 
with vulnerable offenders? If yes, 
what is your interaction with them? 
When a vulnerable offender comes 
to you for help, what happens? 
Do you have to interact with other 
organizations in order to perform 
your job role? 
 

Tools 

 
Do you use specific tools or 
instruments to perform your job 
role?  
 
If yes: 
What kinds of tools/instruments? 
How do they support your work? 
Have you had specific training on 
the tools/instruments you use at 
work? Who carried it out? 
Who designed the tools/instruments 
you use at work? 
Do other organizations have access 
to the tools/instruments you use at 
work? 
Do you have access to 
tools/instruments used by partner 
organizations? 
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Has your employer asked for 
feedback on the tools/instruments 
you use at work? 
 

Objectives 

 
What is the goal of your job role, i.e. 
what is expected from you at your 
work? 
How does collaboration with other 
practitioners play out for you? Do 
you work together on same tasks or 
you share different tasks? 
 

Rules and Regulations 

 
Is there any official guidelines or 
directives guiding the way you 
collaborate with practitioners from 
other agencies? Are these always 
useful? 
As to vulnerable offenders, how was 
your work routine before the 
existence of the national model of 
L&D?  
 

Community 

 
Is there any kind of interagency 
meetings? If yes, do you participate? 
Have you participated in any joint 
training event with members from 
other organizations? If yes, what 
kind? 
Do you think the communication 
with practitioners from other 
organizations is satisfactory? Can 
you explain why? 
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Division of Labour 

 
What do you understand for 
collaboration? 
What other organizations do you 
work together? 
What other organizations could you 
say are engaged in the offender’s 
treatment pathway? 
How does the division of tasks look 
like when you work together with 
practitioners from other 
organizations? 
 

Desired Outcomes 

 
Is there any sort of quality control of 
your performance?  
Are you concerned about user 
feedback (or lack of it)? 
How do you perceive the quality of 
the service provided by your 
organization? 
Is there any sort of control of the 
direct impact of your organization’s 
intervention on reoffending rates? 
 

Contradictions & Alignments 

 
Can you think of any obstacle that 
might hinder the collaboration 
between agencies working to 
manage offenders within criminal 
justice system? 
Can you think of any mechanism 
that might encourage the 
collaboration between agencies 
working to manage offenders within 
criminal justice system? 



Appendices 

256 
 

Appendix 4 – Document overview 
L&D national model implementation documents 

1. The Police and Mental Health. A report on the use of section 136 of 
the Mental Health Act 1983. Comparison between Dorset and 
national findings, and recommendations for local development – 
December/2008 

2. Lord Bradley Review (2009) 
3. Letter from the National Liaison and Diversion Development 

Network inviting the Dorset L&D to take part in their network and 
evaluation study – June/2011 

4. Liaison and Diversion Services: Current Practices and Future 
Directions. A report by (OHRN) Offender Health Research Network 
– November/2011 

5. Definition of the consortia responsible for NLDDN and its functions 
– April/2012  

6. Invitation of Dorset Primary Care Trust to join the NLDDN (Check 
Memorandum of Understanding) – April/2012 

7. National Liaison and Diversion Development Network (NLDDN) – 
Newsletter September/2012 

8. Agreement between Dorset Police and Dorset Healthcare NHS 
University Foundation Trust (DHC) – September/2012 

9. Commencement of the Custody L&D service in Dorset. A report on 
the service’s goals, background and method of data collection (stats 
for Q3 2012: October to December) – October/2012 

10. Report on the L&D service in Dorset referring Q3 and Q4 
2012/2013 (October to December/2012 and January to March/2013) 

11. Business Case: Dorset L&D Application to National Model – 
November/2012 

12. NLDDN Newsletter – November & December/2012 
13. NLDDN Newsletter – February/2013 
14. Briefing on EFQM - March/2013 
15. NLDDN Newsletter – May/2013 
16. Independent Commission on Mental Health Policing  
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17. Report on the L&D service in Dorset referring Q1 2013/2014 
(January to March/2013) 

18. Questionnaire for partner organisations 
19. Newsletter on L&D by the HM Government Liaison and Diversion 

Programme (new model for the NLDDN newsletter) – 
September/2013 

20. Liaison and Diversion Service Specification – December/2013 
21. Liaison & Diversion Operating Model 2013/2014 
22. Implementation of a locally commissioned mental health street 

triage pilot by DHUFT Criminal Justice Liaison and Diversion 
Service – June/2014 

23. Terms of Reference for the Criminal Justice, Liaison & Diversion 
Service (2015) 

24. Evaluation of the Offender Liaison & Diversion Trial Schemes 
conducted by RAND Europe (Disley et al., 2016) 

25. Outcome Evaluation of Liaison and Diversion Services – Progress 
Report 1 (2017) 

26. Health and Justice Characteristics of Dorset’s Liaison & Diversion 
Population (2019) 

27. Data Inventory Report of the Health and Justice Characteristics of 
Dorset’s Liaison & Diversion Population (2019) 

 

Statistical reports of the L&D activity in custody and court upon the 
national model 

1. 2012-13 Q4 Custody Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 
– DRAFT 

2. 2012-13 Q4 Custody Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 
3. 2013-14 Q1 Custody Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 

– DRAFT 
4. 2013-14 Q1 Custody Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 

– FINAL 
5. Custody Liaison and Diversion Service Report Q1 2013-14 
6. Questionnaire for other professional bodies Aug 13 
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7. 2013-14 Q2 (Full Year) Criminal Justice Liaison & Diversion 
Service Activity Report v1 

8. 2013-14 Q2 (Full Year) Criminal Justice Liaison & Diversion 
Service Activity Report v1 

9. 2015 Annual Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 
10. 2016 Annual Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 
11. 2017 Annual Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 
12. 2018 Annual Liaison & Diversion Service Activity Report 



Appendices 

259 
 

  



Appendices 

260 
 

Appendix 5 – Coding 

Liaison and Diversion – Contradictions 

Meta-
theme Theme Sub-theme Category 

Sub-category Exemplary 
code 

C
on

tra
di

ct
io

ns
 

Contradictio
ns within 
the L&D 
activity 

system and 
between 
L&D and 

other 
surrounding 

systems 

Contradictio
ns between 
communicat

ion tools 
and object 
of liaison 

Limitations 
of 

communicat
ion tools & 
Alternative 
solutions 

Multiple non-
connected IT 

systems across 
organisations 

Different 
organizations 
have different 

IT systems that 
are not 

interconnected 

Limitations of 
phone 

communication 

Mismatching 
schedules 

makes 
communication 

between 
agencies 
difficult 

L&D staff 
strives to 
establish 

relationships 
with 

professionals 
from other 

services 

Whenever 
possible L&D 

strives to 
strengthen the 
relationship 
with other 

organizations 
by offering help 
with their work 

Establishing 
relationships 

between 
organisations 
takes time and 

requires 
consistency 

Contradictio
ns between 

policy 
implementat
ion and the 
object of 

Policy 
implementat

ion 
according to 

local 
conditions 

- 

L&D national 
model sets 

guidelines but 
these are not 

equally 
followed across 

schemes 
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liaison and 
diversion 

Clients' 
rights 

limiting 
information 

sharing 

- 

Confidentiality 
hinders 

information 
sharing  

Contradictio
ns between 

L&D and its 
neighbourin

g activity 
systems 

Limitations 
resulting 

from 
conflicting 

agendas 

- 

Needs 
identified but 

no service 
available to 
support the 

client  

 

 

Other services – Contradictions 

Meta-
theme Theme Sub-theme Category Sub-category Exemplary 

code 

C
on

tra
di

ct
io

ns
 Contradictio

ns within 
and between 

criminal 
justice and 

welfare 
activity 
systems 

Contradictio
ns between 

limited 
communicat

ion tools 
and the 

object of 
integrated 

care 

Limitations 
of 

communicat
ion tools & 
Alternative 
solutions 

Multiple non-
connected IT 

systems across 
organisations 

Police do not 
have and do not 
want access to 

Health Care's IT 
system because 

they are not 
able to 

understand the 
information 

therein 

Geographic 
constraints to 
information 

sharing 

Services have 
access to 

information 
only within the 
limits of their 
own county 

Alternatives to 
collaboration 

between 
professionals in 
criminal justice 

and welfare 
services 

Assertive 
Outreach Teams 
do not share the 
same IT clinical 

system, but 
there is an 
informal 
network 
whereby 

professionals 
have meeting 

and share good 
practice.  
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With L&D in 
custody, the 
police do not 
spend time 
assessing 

vulnerabilities 
and get a more 

precise 
assessment 

done by experts  
Communication 

with other 
services happen 
in a casual way 

Contradictio
ns between 

policy 
implementat
ion and the 
object of 
integrated 

care 

Policy 
implementat

ion 
according to 

local 
conditions 

Inexistence or 
non-application 

of a national 
model 

No national 
standards as to 
collaboration 

between 
criminal justice 

and welfare 
services. There 

is a lot of 
discretion at the 

street level 

Clients' 
rights 

limiting 
information 

sharing 

Confidentiality 
hinders 

information 
sharing 

Professionals 
are less 

comfortable 
sharing info on 

clients when 
they are going 

against 
legilsation 

Contradictio
ns within 

the object of 
integrated 

care 

Limitations 
resulting 

from 
conflicting 

agendas 

Misunderstandi
ng as to 

organisations' 
powers and 

roles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

When dealing 
with vulnerable 
people, welfare 
organizations 
assume the 

police have lots 
of powers and 

the police 
assume the 
same about 

welfare services 

 




