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Context

The New Zealand public sector reforms were part of a carefully thought out, consistent and mutually reinforcing agenda of change.  The core approach was set out in Treasury's 1984 post-election briefing Economic Management.  In analytical terms, 

the approach is based on public choice theory, agency theory, transaction cost 

economics and comparative institutional analysis.  It has sought to operationalise the 

concepts and perpsectives involved, often having to break new ground and find 

innovative solutions in so doing.  However, there have been surprises, disappointments and changes of view along the way. 

The reforms begun in 1984 quickly turned to the state sector as the sector accounted 

for some 41% of GDP. Departmental commercial operations were the first to attract 

attention as they were though to offer the greatest scope for improvement.  Early 

results there encouraged wider work on public sector reform.  

The government was concerned both about the direct fiscal impact of the public sector, and that the poor quality of government administration and weak processes of policy development (prone to interest group capture) had a negative effect on the wider economy.  Once embarked upon, the process of public sector reform produced its own dynamics.  Further, the wider restructuring of the economy led to job shedding and an economic downturn after the stock market crash of 1987.  These factors significantly weakened the government's fiscal position (through lower tax receipts and higher welfare expenditures), thus reinforcing Minister's concern to reform the public sector. 

Main elements of reform

The overall objective of public sector reform was to obtain more effective and efficient government.  The reforms had the following main elements:

a) distinguishing the purposes of government agencies (e.g. trading, policy, regulation, social support, funder of services, provider of services) and, as necessary dis-aggregating them  

b) corporatisation and privatisation of trading activities;

c) establishing clear accountability between ministers and heads of public agencies;

d) devolution of control over inputs to agency heads;

e) distinguishing between the purchase and ownership interest of government;

f) transparency in reporting; in particular, identification and distinction of outputs and 

outcomes for the various programmes and the associated expenditures;

g) improvement of the government accounts at the aggregate level;

h) for education, decentralisation and encouraging market effects through choice;

i) for health, creation of a quasi-market through a funder-provider split and 

contracting emphasis.

The purposes of government agencies

Over time, many government agencies had built up a complex web of responsibilities 

without clear focus or core or, indeed, understanding, of why they were being 

undertaken.  Part of the reform process has been to distinguish and, as necessary, 

separate different functions, notably those of: trading, regulatory, social, operational, 

ownership and policy advice.

For example, the Post Office combined a variety of trading activities (postal, 

telecommunications, banking) with social support (offices in remote areas, training 

programmes unrelated to in-house needs), and services direct to government 

(regulation, policy advice).  For example, the Department of Education: provided 

policy advice to government; funded and oversaw school and polytechnic expenditure 

in great detail and regulated their activities; owned and maintained school property; 

contained the schools inspectorate; arranged examinations; hired, employed, 

transferred and paid secondary teachers; provided numerous services to schools - such 

as school buses and equipment purchase and maintenance; and ran various other 

businesses or special services, such as a publishing house.

The early drive toward corporatisation and privatisation, notably through the State 

Owned Enterprises Act 1986, led to an early focus on the agencies with major trading 

activities.  Their activities were analysed with a view to separating out the trading 

activities and re-grouping the other activities, either in separate agencies or in distinct 

units within larger agencies.  Thus, in 1987 the Post Office's three trading activities 

were separated and each was corporatised, with two of the three (telecommunication 

and banking) eventually being privatised.  The social support activities were largely 

abandoned and the services to government brought in-house or contracted for with the 

new corporates that had been spun-off from the Post Office.  

In 1988, the Department of Education became a Ministry, with many of its operational activities abandoned or de-centralised to the education institutions, responsibility for teachers largely transferred to the schools, funding for many services similarly transferred, and separate agencies set up for review and audit, for education qualifications etc.  The Ministry retains policy, operational and property functions.

Corporatisation and privatisation

This is a substantial subject in its own right and will only be sketched here. 

The State Owned Enterprises Act 1986 aimed to set up government owned trading 

activities on a commercial basis.  SOEs were to have "clear and commercial 

objectives", and "operate under competitive neutrality".  Commercially experienced 

boards were appointed for each SOE and instructed by the Crown as shareholder to 

maximise its wealth.  The share-holding Minister was not to interfere in the day to day 

business of the SOE.  Where the government sought particular services from them, 

such as the pursuit of some non-commercial objectives, it was to make explicit 

payment for that service.

SOE status has proved good preparation for privatisation as totally un-commercial 

trading arms of government departments were transformed by their SOE boards into a 

functioning commercial entity that private buyers could recognise as such and perform due diligence upon.

Those entities that have remained SOEs initially showed good efficiency gains from 

corporatisation.  Some, such as New Zealand Post have maintained an impressive 

performance by international standards. Others have struggled to maintain efficiency as the initial challenge for the board has passed, ministers have tended to intervene from time to time, and the Crown has proved less adept than financial markets at judging appropriate investments.

Clear accountability

The clarification of what agencies were actually doing, and the re-grouping of their 

activities into manageable and coherent bundles helped improve accountability.  

The State Sector Act 1988 had two main aims: (i) to redefine the relationship between 

ministers and departmental heads; (ii) to apply similar labour market regulations to 

both state and private sector employment.

Permanent tenure for departmental heads was replaced by limited term contracts and 

an annual performance agreement. Chief Executives (the new title for what had 

previously been referred to as "permanent heads") became responsible for the financial management and performance of their departments to the minister.  

The minister, through the political process, is the representative of the public interest, 

which the department is there to serve.  They are also likely to be a, or the, major client of the department.  Accountability of the chief executive to the minister has three elements:

· ex ante specification of the performance required of the chief executive;

· devolution of decision making authority to the chief executive;

· ex post reporting of actual performance against specification.

The contract may also contain performance incentives.

Both Treasury and the SSC monitor departmental performance and SSC both advises 

and assesses chief executives.  Chief executives performance agreements comprise 

three elements: a purchase agreement (the detailed contract to purchase the 

department's outputs - see below); an ownership agreement (relating to maintaining 

human and physical capital and to risk); and key result areas (the relatively few things 

that a chief executive must get right in order to succeed).  

Control over inputs

By changing the appropriation system from an input focus to an outputs focus (see 

below), the chief executive has been given discretion over the acquisition, utilisation, 

disposal and mix of resources that they use to achieve the required outputs.  

Under the State Sector Act, chief executives have much the same powers to employ 

and reward staff as in the private sector. There is no standard contract or wage setting 

across departments - each chief executive can determine remuneration levels, 

employment conditions and employee numbers.

In terms of capital expenditure, appropriations are made by Parliament to increase the 

Crown's net asset holdings in a department.  Within that, chief executives have the 

power to buy and sell assets.  A capital charge is applied so chief executives experience the opportunity cost of the capital they use.

The impact of these changes has been to shift attention to outputs and away from rule 

following and negotiations over variance in input levels.  As there is a cost of capital, 

departments no longer bid ambitiously to obtain "free" capital (leading to a feast or 

famine situation) but are more likely to develop realistic investment proposals.  

Employment relations have become more flexible and departments have developed 

considerable variations in their employment practices.  Such decentralisation has also 

helped defuse industrial relations, with the central employment contracts with the 

teacher unions being the exception that proves the rule.

Purchase and ownership

In the private sector a shareholder, as part owner of a firm, will have different 

expectations and requirements than a client of the same firm.  A successful firm 

balances the two sets of requirement so as to achieve sustainable profits and growth.  

In the public sector, the state is the owner of government agencies and frequently the 

main or sole purchaser of their outputs.  To help monitor the ownership interest, 

accrual accounting has been applied to the public sector, so that capital and current 

expenditure can be distinguished and capital maintenance identified.  The purchase 

interest is met by the information on outputs and performance measurements.

The tension between ownership and purchase interests can also be defused by 

encouraging competition.  Where the price charged by a government agency is in line 

with private sector prices or similar to the price charged by the best alternative 

supplier, then the purchase interest has been satisfied.  The ownership interest can then be tested by applying normal accounting ratios to the financial information on the department concerned.  Of course, when a department can set its own price 

uncontested, some other form of assessment would be required - by comparisons with 

similar units or by management audit.

Transparency and outputs, and the aggregate reporting level

The goods and services produced by departments to meet the contract between their 

chief executive and minister are outputs.  Outcomes are the effects of these outputs - 

the government objectives which are the reason why the government wishes to 

purchase the outputs.

Under the Public Finance Act 1989, outcomes as well as outputs are identified by 

departments.  This has several effects: 

· It clarifies the purpose of expenditure for Parliament and the public. 

· It helps give focus to departmental activities and helps ministers and departments consider the broad objectives being pursued.  

· It may help ministers consider alternative sources of supply for particular outputs or alternative outputs to achieve the desired outcome.

· In the Budget process, it helps Ministers compare different possible expenditures in terms of the objectives to which they relate.

· It identifies the role of policy advice as relating to the choice of outcomes and how to achieve them - that is establishing a linkage between a desired outcome and the proposed outputs.

Each department also sets out performance measures and standards relating to their 

various outputs.

The Public Finance Act 1989 requires all government departments to have outputs 

specified, accrual accounting systems in place and accounts prepared in accordance 

with generally accepted accounting practice.  This aligns the public sector with private sector accounting practice.  Previously the government used cash accounting, based on bank account transactions for the current year.  Under accrual accounting, expenses are measured when they are incurred and revenue when it is earned.  Assets (including depreciation and revaluation) and liabilities are also measured.  The aim of accrual accounting is to tell the government the costs of outputs produced and the value of assets owned and thus to provide better information for purchase and ownership decision making.

Under the 1989 Act, the main forms of appropriation are:

· appropriation for outputs; 

· appropriations relating to capital (investments in government agencies, purchase or development of capital assets, finance expenses);

· appropriations for benefits (authority to make welfare transfer payments).

These details, combined with full accrual accounting and the identification of specific 

outputs and their associated outcomes on a department by department basis provides 

detailed and transparent reporting.  The Crown accounts also disclose contingent 

liabilities, in so far as these can be identified.  In aggregate, and combined with the 

Fiscal Responsibility Act (see under "survey of reforms"), they provide clear disclosure of the Crown's position and intentions - helping both to minimise surprises and the excuses of either chief executives or ministers in generating surprises.  

Since changed Parliamentary procedures in 1991, Parliament appropriates spending for the next financial year (the Budget process), reviews departmental performance in the previous year and reviews the performance of organisations, notably SOEs, that do not feature directly in the Budget process.  

Such overall fiscal transparency reinforces fiscal discipline and accountability at the 

departmental level.

Problems in implementation

Overall, given the support of successive governments and determined leadership by 

Treasury and the State Services Commission, major problems in implementation have 

been few.  For example, whilst significant trade union resistance to the State Sector 

Act was feared, with potential industrial action, the main protests were verbal and 

street demonstrations.  Once the legislation was implemented, it gained rapid 

acceptance.

The various rounds of change have involved much additional work and have required 

the development of new skills by departmental finance officers.  Lack of time and skill has occasionally shown at the departmental level and inappropriate software has been an irritation.

Departments have expressed concern about lack of consistency and lack of agreement 

between the central departments.  Documentation has sometimes been inadequate or 

inconsistent and minor changes to procedure occasionally vexing.  Treasury has 

generally resisted supplying departments with detailed implementation guidance so as 

to avoid reducing their freedom of action and thus accountability.  These various 

problems of transition appear to have been overcome without major mistakes or costs.

Work in hand

Work continues in a number of areas.  Perhaps the most significant are:

Accountability of chief executives:  Much weight rests on the relationship between 

chief executive and minister.  However, the minister has a political rather than a 

management focus and acts as a client rather than owner.  Thus he or she may not 

always act stringently or predictably in relation to the contract and may have limited 

time or inclination to consider contract specification and enforcement issues.  

Since the implementation of the State Sector Act in 1988, some looseness in the 

accountability of chief executives appears to have crept in.  Concern intensified after 

the 1995 Cave Creek tragedy when a department of conservation viewing platform 

collapsed, at the cost of 15 lives.  A judicial enquiry found no particular individual 

to blame but widespread failures in procedure by the department.  Opposition 

members in Parliament treated it as an issue of insufficient funding for the 

department.  Neither the chief executive nor the minister resigned (though both 

eventually stepped down).  

To counter concerns, the SSC has issued new rules clarifying the responsibilities of 

chief executives, including for delegated functions.  Thus, the rule book has been 

used to counter drift in the contractual relationship between chief executes and 

ministers.

Performance assessment:  The specification of outcomes in relation to outputs and 

of performance standards and measures relating to outputs has proved complex. 

Not every output, outcome or performance measure is well specified.  Some may 

even be perverse. [1]

This is an area for ongoing, detailed work.  The process of working through 

outcomes, outputs and performance measures has been helpful to many 

departments.  Spending departments, Treasury and the SSC have gained expertise 

over time.  The concept of key result areas, introduced by the SSC, has helped 

focus attention on what matters most.

Crown entities.  This is the remainder category for bodies that are neither 

government departments nor SOEs nor belonging to other special categories.  

Crown entities are a very mixed bag, ranging from over 2,000 school boards to 

several trusts (such as the Blood Transfusion Trust) to the Fire Services 

Commission to the New Zealand Tourism Board.  In seeking to develop an 

appropriate accountability regime or regimes for these, Treasury have sought to 

discover common elements or criteria.  For example, Crown entities are like SOEs 

and unlike government departments in being distant from ministers - ministers are 

not expected to intervene or direct such organisations.  And Crown entities are like 

departments but unlike SOEs in being non-commercial in their approach.  However, 

there are exceptions to these rules of thumb.  The Crown's ownership and liability 

in respect of Crown entities varies and is not always clear.

At present, Crown entities are expected to comply with general reporting 

requirements imposed on them by the government department from whom they 

receive funds.  The extent and nature of oversight that departments exercise is 

variable and not always great, given that many Crown entities are rather small.  

However, ministers have experienced the ability of small Crown entities to cause 

embarrassment through poor management.

Budget process.  A 1991 review of the state sector reforms was concerned that 

most critical decisions were made in haste and secrecy as part of the Budget 

process.  The process has since opened up to some extent, not only in response to 

that review but because of the Fiscal Responsibility Act 1994, which requires 

transparency over the aggregate fiscal position and intentions, and because of the 

move to coalition governments under proportional representation.

The Budget process originally developed under the reforms assumed the first past 

the post electoral system, where one party was likely to gain an absolute majority in 

Parliament or at least dominate its allies.  Under proportional representation, the 

assumptions have had to change.  Members of Parliament can now propose changes 

to line items in the Budget (though not such as to have major impact).  And future 

coalition governments may lack the numbers to ensure passage of supply.  The 

Budget process has been modified to allow for negotiations between coalition 

partners and there is more ability to handle non-passage of supply by Parliament.  

However, the robustness of Budget procedures in the new electoral environment 

will need be tested out over several budgets and, indeed, election cycles.

Remaining Problems and Criticisms

The extensive and rigorous nature of the New Zealand reforms makes them a test case.  

Hence, the problems that emerge are of particular interest.  At the same time, it is not 

always clear (a) how substantive some criticisms are - in moving to the new, the old 

will be lost; (b) whether particular problems are local difficulties, due to circumstances peculiar to New Zealand, or indicate deeper difficulties with the approach adopted.

The main problems or criticisms raised have been:

Too much weight on the minister-chief executive relationship:  This has already 

been discussed and, as we have seen, there is a problem.  However, apart from 

minor countervailing measures such as rules and tougher monitoring of chief 

executives by the SSC, it is not clear what the solution is.  

The problem reflects the nature of the interface between politicians and the 

bureaucracy in a Western style democracy.  Ministers, as clients of their 

departments, are unlikely to prove ideal bosses of departmental chief executives.  

However, that line of accountability seems preferable to a primarily bureaucratic 

one, where the bureaucracy is liable to become self-serving and chief executives re-

emerge as permanent heads.  

The SSC's role in both advising and assessing chief executives may make it difficult 

for them to be robust in dealing with problems where their reputation is involved.[2]  

Moving from ministerial to bureaucratic accountability will not help in such cases. 

Whilst not documented, the impression is that, overall, ministers and the SSC in 

combination have worked reasonably well to identify strengths and weaknesses in 

chief executive performance and to remove unsatisfactory performers.  It is in the 

interests of ministers to encourage good performance by chief executives and to 

have efficient and effective departments.  The contractual system provides a basis 

for obtaining these, even if it has not been used optimally in every case.

Loss of collegiality:  The idea of a civil service career or senior civil service club has 

been lost, with chief executives on individual, limited term contracts and 

accountable to their minister and with the removal of standardised terms and 

conditions of employment.  There are clear advantages to this in enhancing 

flexibility, eradicating mandarins, introducing fresh blood and encouraging wider 

movement of skilled staff.  However, there can be costs in terms of loss of shared 

experience and wisdom, collegiate support and a culture of public service, 

mentoring of rising talent, and informal or formal peer review.  

Senior executive appointments in the reformed public service have come from a 

variety of backgrounds, both public and private (though rarely academic).  

Experience suggests that, the reforms notwithstanding, the demands of senior public 

service jobs are very different from those in the private sector and, thus, internal 

talent needs to be fostered.

The SSC has endeavoured to help by various measures, such as training and seminar 

programmes for the "senior executive service" and by producing values statements 

for public servants - such as "Striving for Excellence in Serving New Zealand" - but 

these do not seem to have made a substantive difference.

Perhaps inevitably in a small country with a small capital city, a small club of 

experienced and long standing senior public executives has emerged who, 

informally, help meet some of the concerns over shared wisdom, peer review etc.  

By the same token, dangers attach to such a club.

Political pressures:  The commercial focus and independence of SOEs and 

departmental chief executives' discretion over inputs sometimes creates political 

difficulties.  Political interventions (or their prospect) by ministers have, for 

example, discouraged an electricity price rise by an SOE, inhibited wage increases 

by a department for marketable specialisms and complicated the sale of assets to 

overseas interests by an SOE.  However, in most cases, ministers have not 

interfered and the proper protocols have been respected.

Managerial autonomy and parliamentary or ministerial control will occasionally 

come into conflict.  The broad acceptance of the reforms by all political parties 

suggests that the balance struck is acceptable.

Compliance costs and rule making: The costs of compliance have been frequently 

complained of.  Aside from transition costs, there are a number of concerns.

The appropriations system and accrual accounting is technically rigorous and 

requires a skilled accounting unit in each department.  Poor quality information or 

monitoring may undermine the process, whilst a simpler system might be more 

robust.  Few ministers, MPs or members of the media appear to have penetrated the 

complexities of the government accounts and thus some of the information is little 

utilised beyond a small, inner ring of professionals.

A tendency by SSC, Treasury or ministers to create new rules or detail procedures 

to meet emerging problems (such as in response to poor handling of computer 

projects by departments) amounts to some re-centralisation and threatens to weaken 

chief executive's freedom, and hence accountability. 

Departments themselves have sometimes re-created internally procedures of 

doubtful efficiency that were removed by the centre.  For example, Treasury created 

carry-over arrangements to remove the end-year spend up pressures on 

departments.  However, many departmental finance officers do not allow carry-

overs internally.  Hence, the same spend-up pressure emerges, one tier lower down.

Performance measures can be difficult to develop and costly to monitor.  There is 

suggestion that the reformed environment fosters an emphasis on measurable 

performance and thus discourages innovation and the less verifiable dimensions of 

performance.[3]  This, of course, relates to a broader, international debate about 

"managerialism".  Given the previous rule bound environment and the great 

discretion now given to chief executives, one would expect a net improvement in 

these areas.  Further progress may have to await the development of more refined 

statements of outputs and of performance measures. 

Overall, compliance costs seem to have been reasonable in relation to the benefits. 

Better information on output costing and assets has assisted political and 

bureaucratic decision making - without it, the move from input controls to 

contracting for outputs could have been undermined by poor quality information 

and the exploitation of consequent gaps or distortions in the accounts.  At the 

aggregate level, fuller disclosure and better accounting practice have assisted 

financial markets.  

The tendency to new rule or procedure making probably reflects: (i) gaps in the 

present system, which new rules or procedures are required to fill; and/or (ii) 

bureaucratic and political tendencies to exert control and obtain certainty by these 

means.  If factor (i) is present, then given wide discretion for chief executives, this 

suggest that either there are some current detailed rules or procedures which are 

having negative effects or that the interests of the chief executives do not 

adequately align with the wider public interest as expressed through the minister.  

Either way, the current system has problems.  

Factor (ii) is probably endemic to bureaucracies not exposed to competition and 

who hold or may create risk for their political masters.  Short of privatisation, this 

problem can be reduced (the intention of the reforms) but not eradicated.  Funding 

restraint encourages departments to seek efficiency.  But, occasional sweeps of 

rules and new reform movements may well be necessary to keep down the 

bureaucratic weeds.  

Results

The objective, method and problems of the New Zealand reforms have been described.  Have they worked?

Because of the widespread and largely concurrent nature of reforms in New Zealand, it can be difficult to distinguish the cause of various effects. However, the following 

assessments are indicative.

At the most general level, government's financial or fiscal balance has improved 

dramatically, moving into surplus in 1993/94 (and staying there since) after being in 

deficit for the previous thirty years.  Central government expenditure as a percentage 

of GDP was on a rising trend from 1971/72 to 1990/1991, peaking at 42%. Since then 

it has been falling - to 35% in 1996/97.  A major component of expenditure is transfer 

payments , which are driven more by economic and political variables than efficiency in the public sector.  Expenditure on core state functions as a percentage of GDP has 

been falling since 1990/91 but remains above the level of the mid 1970s and earlier.

There has been a shift of government expenditure away from general government 

services in favour of social security and welfare.  However, some (or all) of this may 

have been driven by demand or political decisions rather than by the reformed system's ability to deliver savings or redistribute resources.

At the level of the individual agency, there are many dramatic savings from 

corporatisation (and privatisation).[4] 

For government departments, some useful case studies[5]  suggest some savings, though less dramatic and less consistent than from corporatisation.  Valuation New Zealand, whose function of valuing property over the period did not change, showed a fall in average unit costs of 10-20% (depending on which unit cost series is used) between 1989/90 and 1994/95.  At the Department of Justice, the average unit costs of the prison service appear to have been fairly constant from 1987/88 to 1993/94, although personnel costs per inmate have been rising. The Immigration Service showed a sharp rise in unit costs from 1989/90 to 1991/92 followed by an approximately equal sized fall.  The Income Support Service has managed a 20 to 60% increase in workload between 1991/92 and 1993/94 with barely any increase in operating expenses.

In terms of employment, comparisons are difficult because many commercial activities have been spun off.  Public sector employment as a percent of total employment has fallen from 27% in 1987 to 20% in 1994.  Employment in central government administration and defence has fallen from 56,000 in 1989 (that is, after the main round of corporatisation) to 53,500 in 1994.

In terms of opinion, various government commissioned reviews of the reforms have 

recommended modifications but endorsed the basic elements.  The World 

Competitiveness Report and other international comparisons have consistently rated 

New Zealand in the top few countries for "government" and government related 

factors.  A survey of senior public servants found them generally supportive of the new framework, though with concerns over compliance costs, poor quality performance indicators and lack of positive incentives.[6]   Politicians who have expressed a view have been enthusiastic.[7] 
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[1]  For example, the Ministry of Education's performance standards on quality of primary schools 

specify the maximum number of cases where specified legal action is taken to intervene in school 

management.  But low levels of legal action could reflect either lack of problems or inaction by 

officials.

[2]  This arose with the Cave Creek disaster, as the head of the SSC had previously given a very positive 

appraisal of the chief executive concerned.

[3]  A concern raised by the OECD in OECD, OECD Economic Surveys 1995-1996: New Zealand, 

OECD, Paris, 1996.

[4]  For example, telecommunications, which were corporatised in 1987 and privatised in 1990, showed 

a 47% reduction in staff numbers between 1987 and 1992 and waiting lists for telephone installation 

reduced over the same period from 6-8 weeks to 48 hours.  The deregulation of ports in 1998 and 

1989 reduced port workers by 40-50% by 1990, with ship turn around time also reduced by some 50% 

and cargo handling cost by between 25% and 66%.  The Electricity Corporation (corporatised in 

1987) reduced its employees by almost half by 1992 whilst Gwh produced per employee rose 90% over 

the same period.  Coal Corporation (corporatised in 1987) cut its workforce to less than half by 

1991/92 whilst more than tripling tonnes/employee. Many of the new SOEs moved from requiring 

deficit financing to profitability and a market rate of return on capital.

[5]  The following figures come from Jim Brumby et al, "Effects of Public Sector Financial Management 

Reform (FMR) in New Zealand", Commercial and Financial Branch, New Zealand Treasury, paper 

presented to Australasian Evaluation Society Conference, July 1996.

[6]  Quoted in OECD, op.cit.

[7]  Commenting on the Public Finance Act, former Finance Minister Ruth Richardson says "the new 

focus on outputs brought about by the Act meant ministers had genuinely meaningful information 

about the services produced by their departments and were in a position to make informed trade-offs 

between competing priorities." Ruth Richardson, Making a Difference, Christchurch, 1995, p103.
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