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Reflective account: Multi-stakeholder working
Introduction
This essay will reflect upon multi and inter-disciplinary working methods in designing a digital solution to contribute to a policy goal. Specifically, it will consider the methods used whilst trying to find an appropriate digital solution to contribute to the dual policy goals of a Globally Responsible Wales and a Wales of Cohesive Communities, as set out in the Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. To achieve these goals, a digital solution to enhance the resettlement experience of Ukrainian refugees in Monmouthshire was sought.
Multi-disciplinary ways of working relate to different departments working separately on the same subject whilst inter-disciplinary working relates to different departments working together to create a new way of working (Choi and Pak, 2006).
The solution will support a multi-disciplinary way of working by coordinating resettlement activities for Ukrainian refugees. It could be argued that the consideration and design of the best solution was inter-disciplinary as all teams worked together to design a new more cohesive way of working. The system may allow further inter-disciplinarity to develop by providing data across departments which viewed together can create new insights.
The stakeholders involved in achieving these goals can be seen in figure 1. 
There are various ways to engage with these stakeholders, including meetings, electronically via e.g. email, using collaborative platforms such as Teams, and using social media 
Meetings can be conducted in person or using an online platform and can involve individuals or broader groups. It is important to consider which of these is most appropriate for what you are seeking to achieve.
To reflect on the methods of multi-disciplinary working in the implementation of a successful digital solution I will use the Experience, Reflection, and Action model (Bassot, 2016).
[image: ]Figure 1 – Stakeholders involved in the Ukrainian refugee resettlement process in Monmouthshire                alongside their roles.


What has happened so far?
In considering a digital solution to improve the Ukrainian refugee resettlement process, the departments who would need to use the system were brought together in face-to-face meetings to discuss requirements and consider options for implementing these. These meetings involved mapping the current process, considering the current spreadsheets and how information needed to flow, carrying out an options appraisal, and deciding on which information was relevant (and thus visible) to which roles.
Trust is key in collaboration and communication within teams (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman, 1995). Face-to-face meetings early in a collaborative process are considered beneficial in situations where teams do not know each other (such as this), as people are able to draw on body language within communication to better establish trust (Witteman et al. 2018). They also allow for the more natural flow of ideas and discussion which is stilted in online meetings by microphones being muted, the need to raise hands, and not seeing the whole room to read reactions. In addition, proximity is recognised as contributing positively to the success of a multi-disciplinary team (Choi and Pak, 2007). Lastly, this joint effort should embed the integrated way in which the teams should be working, allowing a more human interaction rather than communicating via email to faceless centralised email addresses.
During the process mapping I did not feel confident to lead. My colleague with greater experience in this field led allowing me to interject at different times where I felt clarity was required or to draw others in. I realised that previous process mapping I had conducted was within smaller groups with people who know me. 
On reflection, part of the way I felt was as it takes me a while to trust people to be confident enough to contribute. This is considered time-based trust (Hacker er al., 2019). Being better prepared will assist in feeling more confident. To do this I will create a template of questions which can elicit information from a broad range of people. 
Another factor possibly contributing to my lack of confidence is that people were introduced by titles. I am business support which is lower in the hierarchy than others present. The area of the organisation I work within is quite flat in its structure and I do not feel judged by my role title however, amongst people I did not know from different parts of the organisation, I was not sure if that was the case. In future projects involving collaboration I think it will be more helpful to introduce people regarding their contribution to the project rather than their job title (Witteman et al., 2018). 
One of my strengths in these situations is that, as an introvert myself, I can see when people are trying to contribute and being spoken over. I am good at noticing this and bringing these people into the discussion.
Whilst process mapping and considering current spreadsheets was a successful way to understand the process, other elucidation techniques exist such as direct observation (Antonacci et al., 2021 and Sommerville, I. 2016, p.116-118). On balance, as this was such an emergent process, it probably would not be as helpful to carry out this kind of ethnography as it might with an embedded process.
Having reflected upon the options appraisal, which considered developing the current system or the Community Links system, it strikes me that seeking further potential solutions from different sources would be worthwhile. Full procurement was not an option due to time pressures, but we did not consider other systems within the authority, or how other authorities are administering the resettlement process. In future I will seek to use the Digital Champions forum to fully understand what systems might be available. 
Unfortunately, GPs were not able to attend the meetings. Their role within the process was considered by other team members who interact with them but not being present from the start may lead to a lack of engagement going forward. This could be addressed by meeting with the relevant leads to explain what has happened and ensuring a representative is present moving forward in the design process. 

What next?
The next meetings will involve system architects explaining their solutions to the gap analysis of the current system and the desired functionality. This will ensure mutual understanding and avoid misinterpretation.
As the group are now more familiar with each other, online meetings are considered appropriate for these sessions. These allow ease of attendance, especially for suppliers in a different geographic location. The content to be discussed is more formulaic - system architects will seek any necessary clarification in the requests and explain how they plan to achieve the proposed functionality. This type of interaction involving reducing uncertainty can be more readily conducted online. The previous, more diffuse, meetings involving process mapping and discussions seeking to reduce ambiguity require the information rich communication afforded by face-to-face interaction (Andres, 2002).
Using an online meeting platform can involve challenges with proficiency although as the local authority has been operating virtually throughout the pandemic this is less likely to be an issue. An understanding of the meeting etiquette to adopt (raise virtual hand, actual hand, come off mute etc.) will also be key (White, 2014). It will therefore be important that the architect running the session states their preference at the start.
A further possibility available from online sessions is recording them such that those unable to attend can view them later. For these sessions with developers I would see no problem recording them however I do not believe this is always the case, as I believe recording people can change how they contribute and potentially how open they are.
A Teams channel will be set up for all members of the team, including external members (developers and GPs). This will allow collaboration to be ongoing whilst development is taking place. Ensuring team members have access to the same technology is recognised as a challenge in managing virtual teams (Pearlson, Saunders, and Galletta, 2016). 
From previous experience, this way of collaborating was very effective. Ensuring everyone knows how to use it is crucial. Unequal ability in technology is a recognised obstacle in online teams (Pearlson, Saunders, and Galletta, 2016). To avoid eroding trust and/or confidence within this new team, guidance will be created, and a point of contact for reassurance made available to avoid differences in competence causing inequality of contribution. 
This channel may provide a further purpose in allowing more introverted members of the team to contribute as they may be more comfortable in written communication (Dennis, 2022). Bearing this in mind, it may have been more helpful if the Teams channels had been set up prior to the face-to-face meetings. In future I will ensure hybrid collaboration options are available from as early in a process as possible to ensure equal opportunities between different personality types.
In time, the other main contributors to the success of this process will be the refugees themselves and their hosts. These interactions will be conducted one-to-one and in person. This will allow comprehensive feedback in a safe environment and for any language barriers to be overcome. In the future the platform may allow people to access the various teams or community assets directly.
The service manager responsible will attend relevant meetings to feedback to Welsh Government. 
Consensus v. Groupthink
As the solution involves collaboration in groups it is worth considering the potential pitfalls of group dynamics and how these can be avoided.  
Groupthink is a concept describing situations whereby a group considering a particular problem arrive at their conclusion from a desire for consensus rather than critical appraisal of the options (Janis, 1972). Avoiding groupthink should lead to better decisions, although it is often sub-conscious and thus difficult to manage (Kaba, Beran & White, 2016).
Figure 2 shows some facilitators of groupthink and some possible practical solutions.
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Figure 2 – some facilitators to groupthink and practical steps to counteract them
Conclusion
Reflecting on stakeholder engagement methods has given me practical actions to take away and a number of considerations for future digital implementations.
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Stakeholder Role

Ukrainian refugee Person at the heart of the resettlement process

Host People housing Ukrainian applicants within
Monmouthshire

Resettlement Team Initial meeting, greeting, processing, and helping of the
Ukrainian applicants.

[ Initial health screening and point of contact for any
ongoing health needs

Education Enrolling children in school following necessary health
screening and ensuring necessary support is in place

Finance Making interim payments to the applicant and “thank
you” payments to the host housing the applicant

Housing Ensuring any host has undergone necessary checks to
ensure the appropriateness of the accommodation and
the safety of the person staying

Community Wellbeing Team  Creating links between the person and the community
within which they are resettled e.g. with community
groups, employment support, or more formal statutory
support

Adult Education Provision of English s a second language courses for
Ukrainians coming to Monmouthshire

Integrated Services Provision of more formal statutory support to people
within Monmouthshire where needed

Service Manager in charge of Overall lead within the local authority on the

the resettlementprocess  resettlement of Ukrainian refugees

Welsh Government Responsible for the matching of Ukrainian applicants with
hosts.

System Developer Create an appropriate digital solution to allow fora

coordinated multi-disciplinary response in the
resettlement of refugees in Monmouthshire
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Facilitators to groupthink

Lack of time (Moorhead,

Ference and Neck, 1991)

Start any collaboration as early as possible.
Provide information in advance of any meeting
Allow reasonable time for meetings so they don't

Closed leadership (Flowers,
1977)

Dominant individuals
together in a group are less
likely to succumb fo
groupthink (Callaway et al.,
1985) but alone in a group
‘might limit the options
considered

Group cohesion (Janis,
1972, but not proven by
Flowers, 1977)

Unequal opportunity for
ideation between introverts
and extroverts (Cain, 2013)

Hierarchy

Unstructured decision
‘making (Neck and
Moorhead, 1995)

Social Loafing e.g. people
not contributing and allowing
the rest of the group to do
the work. (Williams et al.
1981)

feel rushed

Neutral opening summary of a situation
Lead to act as faciltator rather than director
Encourage differing opinions

Play devi's advocate

Prepared open questions to encourage debate.

Set out ground rules at the start including everyone
having an opportunity to contribute

Create an agenda to allow an idea of how long is
available for discussion of different aspects

Be prepared to interrupt and draw others in

Make decisions via secret ballot

Seek diversity in the group make up
Design a range of questions to encourage imagining
an outsider's point of view

Introduce hybrid collaboration options (Mauroner
and Zschau, 2021) such as Teams channels as.
early in the process as possible

plan breaks within a face-to-face collaboration
session post discussion and before decisions to
allow the discussion dust to settle and other
thoughts to emerge.

use collaborative electronic whiteboard technology
for anyone to write on at any time during the
discussion or the chat function if the meeting is
online

present the problem in advance to allow for thinking
outside of the group sefting

Introduce group members by interest or contribution
to project not by titles.

Create a plan of gateways through which any
decision must pass.

Consider creating smaller sub-groups
Make decisions via secret ballot and ask for reasons.




