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Background
In relation to the “A Healthier Wales” community-care based goal (Gething, 2021) the technological requirements identified in the previous coursework required co-design and collaborative working across health boards to facilitate the development of a system which would empower patients and provide professionals access to information to improve decision making and enable seamless care pathways. Stakeholders identified included the “users” of the system; patients to health and social care professionals, as well development and informatics teams, project managers, data standards, information governance and senior leadership such as the strategy owners, Welsh Government. It would have been unrealistic to engage with every individual stakeholder, so sessions were arranged with nominated key representatives including clinical experts and proportional patient representation allowing for different perspectives and knowledge exchange. This was in addition to anonymous surveys which were more widely circulated. For successful co-design, multi and inter-disciplinary working must happen, and with so many invested parties, consideration was given to the most effective engagement strategies, and the experience reflected upon using Gibbs’ Reflective Model (1988). 
Feelings
Prior to engaging with stakeholders, I was apprehensive as to whether the goal was realistic. the number and mix of individuals from different disciplines and how they would collaborate. I was also concerned that stakeholders had equal representation and whether conversations might be dominated by certain individuals. When planning the sessions, I felt that it was important to have a clear agenda so the meetings would stay on track. This gave me confidence as I tend to over-think responses for fear of being judged due to having an opportunity to collate my thoughts into a succinct opinion/argument in advance. 
I acknowledged conflict could arise due to multi and inter-disciplinary working when what is vitally important to someone may be seen as insignificant by others, I felt reassurance and praise from colleagues regarding my approach within the sessions. However, my attempt to diffuse a difficult situation by being empathetic whilst tentatively playing devil’s advocate with an individual left me feeling slightly intimidated and self-conscious. 
Evaluation & Analysis
Initial engagement sessions outlined the overall aims, posing questions of what and why, was relevant for all stakeholders resulting in a consistent message. Kaba et al. (2016) acknowledge that in certain contexts, group wisdom can improve decision making, and this was seen in the development of requirements where individuals added specific value based on their own set of expertise. This positively impacted the 3Rs of technical design and development, rigor, relevance, and reach (Balazs & Morello-Frosch, 2013). I believe for effective stakeholder engagement a collective approach can only go so far because too many voices meant some points were lost. Discussions relating to detailed business processes would have benefited from smaller breakout sessions with relevant attendees, for example the detail which developers and informatics staff such as myself wished to contribute was too technical so lost the concentration and support of patients and operational staff. 
The anonymous survey contributed to open communication and provided a reflection of what people really thought without risk of being identified, judged, or potentially having their opinion held against them. The use of Microsoft Forms and Menti Boards allowed comments to be submitted anonymously removing conformation pressure and provided an equal weight to each response. This can be associated with the Delphi Method, increasingly used within health care to gain consensus through iterative anonymous surveys to reduce dominant personalities, supply controlled feedback and aggregate responses reducing the pressure for conformity (Taylor, 2019). 
Due to the different hierarchies’, some individuals were dissuaded from contradicting senior management, who tended to dominate and lead the meetings based on their personal preferences. Better practice previously observed would have been for senior colleagues save their opinions until nearer the end of a meeting so that individuals were encouraged to offer up alternative ideas. This is also supported by Kaba et al. (2016) who state some individuals apply less effort when working in groups whilst others may struggle with “cognitive overload” and conformation pressure. 
In terms of avoiding dominant individuals from preventing the expression of opinions from those which are less assertive; having the chair of the meeting notice when an individual wanted to speak and open the floor provided appropriate opportunities for input. I believe the setting of clear meeting agendas and areas for discussions in advance provided quieter individuals the opportunity to prepare what they would like to say. Being able to balance individual phase and group phases for discussions is supported by Mauroner & Zschau (2021) and can be linked to the “New Groupthink” theory; that inhibiting individual and quiet ideation suppresses introvert performance. 
There were instances where the negativity of one individual greatly influenced the buy-in of other individuals and disrupted the whole group. Displays of impatience, distraction and making judgements from some participants undermined the “safe space” atmosphere, inhibiting conversations. Therefore, my approach of active listening helped people and their options feel valued. When dealing with conflict, instead of compromising and collaborating I ended up accommodating and yielding to the individual and situation. In hindsight I think perhaps I was too tentative and light in my approach to conflict management and would need to be more confident to be taken seriously. 
When collaborating with individuals from different disciplines whilst focusing on a common goal it is important different perspectives are valued, I achieved this by identifying with the speaker to build trust whilst demonstrating attentiveness and displaying positive mannerisms through an open demeanour and nods of the head. I found that by paraphrasing what was being said back to the speaker we were assured we had the same interpretation, leading to fewer decision-making errors because I understood correctly in the first place. 
Quite often you hear the phrase “there’s no such thing as a stupid question” however I think asking the right question is important, and in certain circumstances, especially with stakeholders, asking the wrong question can lead them to lose faith in your abilities. When gathering requirements, I utilised the question formulation technique (QFT) starting with a question to create more questions, before improving and prioritising them. I then felt confident the acquired questions could be asked, enabling me to gain the knowledge I needed. This subsequently gave stakeholders faith in my abilities and the feeling that I was approaching the issue with experience and knowledge but also their best interests at heart. Hardy (2017) also discusses the importance of community engagement and how questions have “the power to damage and to polarise” as well as “transform and connect” delivering smarter, enduring solutions. Having a good question and inviting stakeholders to become part of the solution rather than pushing something that may not be wanted or required can therefore help to achieve a more suitable technology and process.  
Conclusion & Plan
In the world of digital transformation, organisations must innovate or stagnate, and the 7’Cs of curiosity (Ashcroft et al. 2020) are at the centre of that, reliant on connections between people to generate new and enhance existing ideas. The curiosity of individuals can be best brought out when they feel confident and in a familiar situation, so having a conducive environment is important when engaging with stakeholders. Being curious and showing interest in others has provided me opportunities to learn and enabled me to make colleagues feel valued and appreciated. Similarly raising questions and delving deeper into why someone feels a certain way without passing judgement but through curiosity is something that will help build understanding, ideas, and lead to innovation. 
Janis’ (1982) description of groupthink references that group desire for unanimity reduces their motivation to consider alternative options, and research has supported the idea that certain group dynamics such as conformity pressure may increase the likelihood of poorer decisions (Rose, 2011). The curious mindset which challenges assumptions and the status quo by asking questions is more likely to lead to a healthier debate and eventual consensus, therefore it is important in meetings to encourage idea diversity, allowing everyone to have a voice. Individuals want to feel like their opinions are being valued and that they are truly being listened to so more personalised conversations will help to create engagement and build trust and confidence within a group. 
Effective listening is key to building relationships and understanding; I have seen how individuals are likely to be less forthcoming and open to communicate when they feel like you aren’t listening or otherwise distracted. Similarly, when points were raised which were not completely relevant to the discussion; In future I would request to arrange a separate meeting to continue the discussion separately in a conscious approach to not be seen as dismissive and lose the chance of the conversation entirely.
For digital technology design and implementation, a one-off conversation is insufficient because requirements and circumstances may change, and as part of the development process effective feedback and review cycles should happen. This also enables stakeholders to be kept up-to-date and manages their expectations based on design/development priorities. The need to maintain relationships and communication is what powers the cycle of continuous improvement. 
In future using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator could help provide self-awareness and language for understanding different individuals, helping to build more harmonious group relationships (Yang, 2022). Similarly, team building sessions to assess individuals using the Strength Deployment Inventory (SDI) Tool (Porter, 1973) could be used help to understand the team strengths, motives, improving working relationships and communication, including conflict management approaches.
An approach to engaging stakeholders which I would also like to try entails identifying and aligning stakeholder incentives with the appropriate planning and execution of sessions. Hovmand et al. (2012) “group model-building” (GMB) approach utilises scripts to help design sessions resulting in collaborative planning with diverse stakeholders, bridging conflicting perspectives. Argued to lead to better system dynamics models, buy-in and solution implementation, the method of using GMB scripts could make the best use of group time, facilitating better understanding and participation in sessions which are appropriate, engaging and conflict-free.
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