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About the Government
Outcomes Lab

The Government Outcomes Lab (GO Lab) is a global centre of expertise based
at the Blavatnik School of Government, University of Oxford. Our mission is to
enable governments across the world to foster effective partnerships with the
non-profit and private sectors for better outcomes.

We are an international team of multi-disciplinary researchers, data specialists
& policy experts. We generate actionable knowledge, offering a comprehensive
and evidence-based approach to the study of cross-sector partnerships through
the three main strands of our work: research, data and engagement.

You can find out more about our work at golab.bsg.ox.ac.uk.
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Culture, Media and Sport

The Department for Culture, Media and Sport supports culture, arts, media, sport,
tourism and civil society across every part of England — recognising the UK’s world-
leading position in these areas and the importance of these sectors in contributing
so much to our economy, way of life and our reputation around the world. The
department champions sport for all at every level, supports our world-leading
cultural and creative industries, and enhances the cohesiveness of our communities.

DCMS delivered the Life Chances Fund (LCF) between 2016-2025. The LCF aimed to
help those people in society who face the most significant barriers to leading happy
and productive lives. The £70m Social Outcome Partnership fund contributed to
outcome payments for locally commissioned social outcomes contracts which involve
socially-minded investors. Projects have helped support tens of thousands of
beneficiaries in areas like youth unemployment, mental health and homelessness.
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LIFE CHANCES FUND: KEY INSIGHTS FROM WAVE 3

SUMMARY

The Life Chances Fund (LCF) was a £70 million programme funded by the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). It ran between 2016-2025 and is
the largest outcomes fund launched to date in the UK. The LCF was designed to
tackle complex social problems across policy areas including child and family
welfare, homelessness, health and wellbeing, employment and training, and
more. The LCF is delivered through 29 locally-commissioned social outcomes
partnerships (SOPs — also known as social impact bonds). You can learn more about
the LCF on our website. The Government Outcomes Lab, University of Oxford, is
the UK government’s learning and evaluation partner for the Life Chances Fund,
and is conducting multiple evaluations across the portfolio of LCF projects.

This report is the third of three reports from the LCF Primary Evaluation, which
seeks to provide descriptive information on all LCF projects through a longitudinal
survey. This report covers Wave 3 of the survey, which aims to capture how
implementation experiences have changed over time and stakeholder insights as
projects approach completion. It follows reports from two earlier waves: Wave 1
captured insights during the early stages of project mobilisation, and Wave 2
captured insights during early project implementation.

Key findings from Wave 3 are outlined below:

1 Benefits and drawbacks: There was a significant increase in benefits occurring
by 15 percentage points in Wave 3, particularly among providers. The main
drawback experienced in Wave 2 (diversion of resources) significantly reduced
by 17 percentage points in Wave 3.

(] Trust and collaboration: There is general agreement that stakeholders are
trustworthy. After an initial increase in goal alighment between stakeholders,
this alignment decreased from Wave 2 to Wave 3 and may be related to the
emergence of different stakeholder goals at the end of the project.

(1 Performance management: Performance information is frequently used across
different functions. There is consensus that performance measurement brings
benefits.

(] Legacy: The top three reported accomplishments of the LCF include: (1) the
scale-up of successful interventions; (2) securing additional funding; and (3)
shift in focus to outcomes. It has influenced how commissioners and providers
intend to take forward their future practice. A majority of commissioners
intended to adopt long-term contracts (56%) and pre-defined outcome metrics
(56%). A majority of providers intended to adopt all elements of the SOP
approach, especially greater flexibility at the frontline (62%) and pre-defined
outcome metrics (55%). Beyond the LCF most respondents expected the service
to be retained, but without the SOP model. This could be due respondents’
preference for a non-SOP service form or indicative of the SOP’s value in
demonstrating proof of concept.



https://golab.bsg.ox.ac.uk/about/outcomes-based-contracting/life-chances-fund-lcf-evaluation/
https://golab.bsg.ox.ac.uk/about/outcomes-based-contracting/life-chances-fund-lcf-evaluation/

1. Introduction

The Life Chances Fund (LCF) was a £70 million fund supporting the growth and
development of 29 locally-commissioned social outcomes partnerships (SOPs)!, also
known as social impact bonds (SIBs), in England. These outcomes-based projects
were co-commissioned by central government and a range of local public sector
organisations.

LCF projects aimed to tackle complex social problems across policy areas like child
and family welfare, homelessness, health and wellbeing, employment and training,
criminal justice, and education and early years. Following three application rounds,
funding was made available for multi-year SOP projects to run within the LCF’s nine-
year lifespan from July 2016 to March 2025. The first LCF projects began service
delivery in 2018, with the bulk of projects launching between 2019 and 2020. LCF
Projects were only able to claim payments for outcomes achieved up to the end of
September 2024. Some projects continued to deliver services beyond the lifetime of
the LCF.

The Fund had the following objectives':

71 Increasing the number and scale of SOPs in England

11 Making it easier and quicker to set up a SOP

11 Generating public sector efficiencies by delivering better outcomes
and using these successes to understand how and whether cashable savings
could be achieved

71 Increasing social innovation and building a clear evidence base of ‘what
works’

o Increasing the amount of capital available to a wider range of
voluntary, community and social enterprise (VCSE) sector providers to
enable them to compete for public sector contracts

11 Providing better evidence of the effectiveness of the SOP mechanism
and the savings that are being accrued

o Growing the scale of the social investment market.

The LCF was administered by The National Lottery Community Fund (TNLCF,
formerly known as the Big Lottery Fund) on behalf of the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport (DCMS).

Focus of report

This report is the third of three reports from the LCF Primary Evaluation which seeks
to provide descriptive information on all projects established from the LCF through
a longitudinal survey. This report focuses on Wave 3, which explores implementation

' In this report, we use both social outcomes partnership and social impact bond interchangeably.
‘Social impact bond’ is the original term coined to describe a way of creating an investment vehicle
for social value. Over time, the desire to distinguish this approach from traditional bonds led many
to adopt new terms—culminating in the UK government’s 2023 decision to refer to these models as
social outcomes partnerships, in recognition of their intentionally cooperative nature. In this report
we primarily use social outcomes partnership to align with current UK government terminology.



benefits and drawbacks; collaboration and trust between stakeholder organisations;
reflections on organisational and performance management practices; and the
legacy of the LCF.

It follows two previous reports from earlier waves of the LCF Primary Evaluation
Survey. The first report (Wave 1) focused on capturing insights from the early stages
of project mobilisation.? The second report (Wave 2) was a data release which
focused on the implementation experiences of stakeholders.? This report builds on
this and seeks to capture how stakeholders’ experiences have changed across waves,
while also focusing on insights specific to project completion.

This report is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the methodology and data
sources. Sections 3 to 6 outlines the results on perceived benefits and drawbacks of
the SOP model; trust and collaboration; performance management; and legacy.
Section 7 concludes.

2 FitzGerald et al. (2021).
3 UK Department for Culture (2023).



2. Methodology and data sources

This analysis is based on data from a longitudinal survey conducted with SOP
stakeholders including local commissioners and service provider organisations
involved in the delivery of LCF SOP projects. The survey was conducted over three
waves:

] Wave 1 (W1) was conducted during mobilisation and early implementation. It was
administered from August 2018 to December 2019. In W1, 142 invitations were
sent and there were 87 respondents, of whom 82 completed the survey.

1 Wave 2 (W2) was conducted during implementation in June to August 2021. In
W2, 284 invitations were sent and there were 142 respondents of whom 95
completed the survey.

(] Wave 3 (W3) was conducted as projects were nearing completion of service
delivery or transitioning from the LCF to other funding sources, from November
2023 to July 2024. In W3, 247 invitations were sent and there were 94
respondents, all of whom completed the survey.

Figure 1 illustrates the sample size by survey respondent role in the SOP.

Statistically significant results are at the 95% level or more unless otherwise stated.

Figure 1: Sample - by respondent role
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3. Perceived benefits and drawbacks of the SOP model

A number of potential benefits and drawbacks of a SOP model to implementing
interventions have been hypothesised. SOPs are thought to encourage the
combining of skills and expertise across multiple partners to design and deliver
better public services.’> The focus on outcomes rather than process is thought to
enable greater flexibility to serve service users’ needs.® Drawbacks are thought to
include a diversion of time and resources from service delivery to compliance and
reporting, and tensions between partners due to their different roles and interests.’

This section outlines respondents’ perception of benefits and drawbacks associated
with the SOP during implementation and how they have evolved over the course of
its delivery.

3.1. Benefits

In W2 and W3, the majority of benefits asked about in the survey, were reported to
have already occurred or were expected to occur (Appendix A, APPENDIX A

Table A1). Figure 2 shows that the top benefits occurring in W3 were an enhanced
ability to serve service users (88%) and an enhanced ability to serve the community
(85%). Relative to W2, in W3 there was a significant increase in benefits that had
occurred, which included enhanced influence in the community (23 percentage point
increase); enhanced ability to serve the community (20 percentage point increase);
and enhanced ability to serve service users (14 percentage point increase).® This
result was driven by providers who generally perceived more benefits that had
occurred compared to commissioners in W3 (Appendix A, Table A2).

3.2. Drawbacks

There was no statistically significant difference in the occurrence of drawbacks from
W2 to W3 (Figure 3). But within waves, significantly more drawbacks were
experienced by providers. The main drawback that was reported to have occurred
is the diversion of time resources. This was driven by providers, although by W3 its
occurrence significantly reduced by 17 percentage points’ which may be reflective
of adaptation (Table A4). Commissioners experienced a significant increase by 11
percentage points'® in the occurrence of insufficient credit given to organisations in
W3 relative to W2 (Table A4). This may be related to contract uncertainty beyond
the LCF, although the ability to further examine this is limited by the small sample
size.

4 Fraser et al. (2018).

> Fraser et al. (2018), Joy and Shields (2013) and Dixon (2020).

¢ Joy and Shields (2013), Carter et al. (2018) and Albertson et al. (2020).

7 Joy and Shields (2013), Dixon (2020), Dayson, Fraser, and Lowe (2020) and French et al. (2023).
8 These results are statistically significant.

° This is statistically significant at the 10% level.

10 This is statistically significant at the 10% level.
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Figure 2: Benefits that have occurred in W2 and W3

Enhanced ability to serve service users

Enhanced ability to serve the community

Acquisition of new knowledge and skills

Development of new, valuable relationships

Increased utilisation of organisation's services

Acquisition of additional funding

Enhanced influence in the community

Heightened public profile of organisation

i)

Increased ability to shift resources

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Notes: This considers 107 respondents in W2 and 91 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked to ‘indicate whether the following possible benefits of
your SIB have, in your opinion, already occurred, are expected to occur, or are not expected to occur.’ This follows an attitudinal measure of network
involvement for perceived benefits (Provan et al. 2003). The figure plots the frequencies in the ‘already occurred’ category. Further details are provided
in Appendix A, APPENDIX A
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Table A1.
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Figure 3: Drawbacks that have occurred in W2 and W3

Diversion of time and resources

Frustration in dealing with partners

Loss of control or autonomy

Strained relations within organisation

Insufficient credit given to organisations

)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

W2 mW3

Notes: This considers 107 respondents in W2 and 93 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked to ‘indicate whether the following possible drawbacks
of your SIB have, in your opinion, already occurred, are expected to occur, or are not expected to occur.’ This follows an attitudinal measure of network
involvement for perceived drawbacks (Lasker, Weiss, and Miller 2001). The figure plots the frequencies in the ‘already occurred’ category. Further details
are provided in Appendix A, Table A3.

13



4. Trust and collaboration

Collaboration is at the core of the SOP contractual relationship, with a major focus
on aligning outcomes across stakeholders. Trust is an important component of
collaboration. Linking payment to outcome achievement has been reported to
enable clarity and alignment around goals.'! This section analyses reported levels of
trust and goal alignment between stakeholders.

4.1. Trust
Trust between SOP stakeholders is considered along five dimensions:'?

i. Agreement trust: parties generally live up to the agreements made with each

other;

ii.  Benefit of the doubt: parties give one another the benefit of the doubt;

iii.  Reliability: parties keep in mind the intention of other parties;

iv.  Absence of opportunistic behaviour: parties do not use the contribution of
other actors for their own advantage; and

v.  Goodwill trust: parties can assume that the intentions of the other parties
are good in principle.

Overall, there was general agreement amongst respondents that stakeholders are
trustworthy along all five dimensions. In W2, providers had significantly lower levels
of trust than commissioners,' but by W3 there was no significant difference (Figure
4).

There was a small reduction in trust from W2 and W3, with trust reducing across
each of the five dimensions, which is significant for agreement trust; benefit of the
doubt trust and reliability trust (Figure 5)." This may be related to the SOP’s legacy
beyond the LCF, with those reporting SOP continuation/desire for continuation
having greater levels of trust (mean rating 4.1) than those reporting the SOP would
cease (mean rating 3.8). However, the ability to investigate this further was limited
by the small sample size.

" Dixon (2020).

12 Klijn EH., Edelenbos, and Steijn (2010).

'3 This is significant at the 10% level.

4 The reduction from W2 to W3 for ‘live up to agreements’ and ‘give one another the benefit of
the doubt’ is significant at the 10% level.
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Figure 4: Overall trust rating - by stakeholder type
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Notes: This considers 113 respondents (44 commissioners and 69 providers) W2 and 92 respondents
(comprising 36 commissioners and 56 providers) in W3. All respondents were asked to indicate the
extent to which they agree or disagree with five different 5-scale Likert statements related to
network involvement and trust (Klijn et al., 2010), with results pooled to derive a single overall trust
measure. This figure plots the means for these responses. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 5: Perceptions of trust, W2-W3
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Absence of opportunistic behaviour

Goodwill trust
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Notes: This considers 117 respondents in W2 and 94 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked
to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with five different 5-scale Likert statements
related to network involvement and trust (Klijn et al., 2010). This figure plots the means for these
responses. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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4.2. Goal alignment

Overall, there was an increase in goal alignment from W1 to W2 (Figure 6), indicating
that shared objectives through the SOP’s outcomes framework may help to align
interests in the early stages. However, this was followed by a general decrease in
alignment from W2 to W3. This was particularly apparent for the statistically
significant decrease in alignment with the special purpose vehicle (SPV)'", which is
driven by commissioners (Panel A). Potential reasons for the decrease in alignment
include the emergence of different goals at the end of the project and uncertainty
beyond the LCF funding period. The exception is the significant increase in goal
alignment with central government reported by providers from W2 to W3 (Panel B).'®

1> A SPV is defined as a legal entity (usually a limited company) that is created solely for a financial
transaction or to fulfil a specific contractual objective.
16 This is statistically significant at the 10% level.
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Figure 6: Ranking of goal alignment from 1 (low alignment) to 6 (high alignment), W1-W3

(A) Difference in commissioners’ goals with other stakeholders

6

Providers Investors Intermediaries Central government
m W1 W2 u\W3
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(B) Difference in providers’ goals with other stakeholders

6

Commissioners Investors Intermediaries Central government
W1 W2 W3

N
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1 indicates low alignment, = 6 indicates high alignment)
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Notes: In W1, respondents were asked: ‘During the planning phase of your SIB, to what extent did
you feel there were differences in philosophy and goals between your organisation and the following
list of stakeholders that hindered collaboration?’. In W2 and W3, the question was: ‘Since the start
of service delivery, to what extent are there differences in organisational philosophies and goals
between your organisation and listed stakeholders that have hindered collaboration?’. Differences
were rated on a scale of 1 (large differences / low alignment) to 6 (no differences / high alignment).
Error bars are 95% confidence intervals. (A) is based on 171 observations in W1, 180 observations in
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W2 and 111 observations in W3. (B) is based on 292 observations in W1, 263 observations in W2 and
209 observations in W3.
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5. Performance management

Performance management is a central part of a SOP. It can be used to monitor
performance, and to adapt implementation and delivery to ensure that outcomes
will be achieved. This section considers the frequency of performance information
use; information sharing; and the impact of performance measurement.

5.1. Frequency of performance information use

Systematically collected performance information is being used frequently (Figure
7). It plays an important role in making day-to-day decisions and allocating resources
across all waves. Initially performance information was used more frequently
(weekly or less) in making personnel decisions; strategic decisions; services more
efficient; and advocating to stakeholders, with this moving to monthly as projects
were implemented. These results are consistent regardless of organisation type or
SOP role.

In W3, performance information was used on a weekly or less basis to make day-to-
day decisions (88%) and allocate resources (53%). It was used on a monthly basis to
make services more efficient (62%) and make strategic decisions (61%).

Figure 7: Frequency of performance information use (%), W1-W3

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

W1 W2 W3 W1 W2 W3 W1 W2 W3 W1 W2 W3 W1 W2 W3 W1 W2 W3
Make personnel Make strategic Make day-to-day Advocate to Allocate resources Make services more
decisions decisions decisions stakeholders efficient

=Never ®Yearly ®Monthly ®Weekly orless

Notes: This is based on 408 observations in W1, 651 observations in W2 and 329 observations in W3.
Respondents were asked “across all activities, to what extent does your organisation currently use
performance information to: make personnel decisions; make strategic decisions; make day-to-day
decisions; advocate to stakeholders; allocate resources; and make services more efficient.”
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6. Perceptions of the impact of performance measurement

There is consensus amongst providers that performance measurement has brought
more advantages than disadvantages. There is general agreement that
accountability, performance and decision-making improved mainly because of
performance measurement in the SOP (Figure 8).

Figure 8: Providers’ perceptions of the impact of performance measurement, W3

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Improved performance Improved accountability Improved performance Improved decision making
measurement

= Strongly disagree  mDisagree = Neither disagree nor agree  ®Agree  m Strongly agree

Notes: This is based on 132 observations from providers in W3. Respondents were asked to indicate
the extent to which they agree with the statements on performance measurement impacts on a scale
of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
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7. Legacy

The legacy of the LCF is considered in terms of accomplishments; future practice;
and public value creation.

7.1. Accomplishments

The top three accomplishments of the LCF reported by respondents in W3 include
the scale-up of successful interventions; securing additional funding; and a shift in
focus to outcomes (Figure 9). However, these were ranked as less important in W1.
In W1 the top three expected accomplishments were introduce market discipline,
transfer risk away and increase flexibility. This indicates some divergence between
expected and actual accomplishments in W1 and W3. In W3, providers and
commissioners similarly ranked most actual accomplishments, but shifting spending
to prevention is ranked significantly higher by commissioners, and increase
flexibility is ranked significantly higher by providers (Table A5). This may be
reflective of these stakeholders’ roles and interests.

Figure 9: Expected accomplishments (W1) vs actual accomplishments (W3) - ranking from 1 (most
important) to 8 (least important)

Scale up successful interventions
Secure additional funding
Shift focus to outcomes

Sustain collaborative efforts

Increase flexibility

Transfer risk away

Introduce market discipline

Mean ranking

W1 mW3

Notes: This is based on 124 respondents in W1 and 83 respondents in W3. In W1, respondents were
asked “what do you hope to accomplish by using a SIB” and in W3, respondents were asked “what
have you accomplished by using a SIB”. Respondents were asked to rank the accomplishments from
1 (most important) to 8 (least important). Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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7.2. Future practice

The LCF has influenced how commissioners and providers intend to take forward
their future practice (Figure 10). When commissioners were asked about which
elements of the SOP approach they planned to take forward, most planned to adopt
commissioning for long-term contracts (56%); commissioning for outcomes with pre-
defined metrics and evidence requirements (56%); and reducing or collaboratively
producing service specifications (47%) (Panel A). Elements that commissioners were
not planning to take forward include resourcing a network coordinator (8%) and
implementing a central data management system (8%). Some projects implemented
data management systems as part of the LCF, so this result may reflect that
sufficient systems have been put into place.

When providers were asked which elements of the SOP approach they planned to
take forward in their management and delivery of future services, most intended to
adopt all elements, including enhancing flexibility for service delivery at the
frontline (62%); engagement in regular meetings with other service providers to
increase the sharing of best practice and/or co-delivery of services; and introducing
pre-defined outcomes and performance metrics to enhance the service’s
accountability (55%) (Panel B).

Figure 11 considers the form the service is expected to take beyond the LCF SOP.
Most commissioners responded that they would retain the intervention or parts of
it, but without the SOP contracting arrangements (41%). This may reflect the SOP’s
value in demonstrating proof of concept of an intervention. Some commissioners
also indicated some expectation and preference for a SOP; 24% responded that
services would continue as they are or with another SOP, and 29%responded that a
SOP is desired but conditional upon funding. Those who were undecided (21%) were
currently reviewing contracts.
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Figure 10: Impact of the LCF on future practice, W3

(A) Commissioners

Commissioning for outcomes

Commissioning for long-term contracts

Reducing/collaboratively producing service specifications

Enhancing performance management

Central data management system

Resourcing a network coordinator

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

(B) Providers

Enhancing flexibility for service delivery at frontline

Regular engagement with other service providers

Data-driven service delivery

Increasing performance management

Introducing pre-defined outcomes/performance metrics _

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Notes: (A) Based on 36 respondents (commissioners). Respondents were asked “which, if any,
elements of the SIB approach do you plan to take forward in your future commissioning practice”.
(B) Based on 55 respondents (providers). Respondents were asked “which, if any, elements of the SIB
have led to changes in the way that you intend to manage and deliver other services in the future?”.
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Figure 11: Service form beyond the LCF, W3

Retaining some/all of intervention without SOP

SOP desired but conditional on funding

SOP

Interest in widening local partnerships beyond LCF SOP

Undecided

Service will end

Not thought about it

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Notes: Based on 34 respondents (commissioners). Respondents were asked “following your LCF SIB
project, what form will the service take? Please select all that apply”

25



8. Value to service users

The extent to which service users’ experiences, needs, expectations are considered
are key conditions for achieving high performing outcomes, effective service
delivery and creating public value."” Figure 12 illustrates the extent to which the
SOP created public value across four key elements: co-experience, co-production,
co-design, and co-construction.’® There is general agreement of public value
creation across all measures. Commissioners and providers had similar ratings across
all measures, with no significant differences (Table A6).

Figure 12: Value to service users, W3

Co-experience: positively affects service users' needs and
expectations as service is delivered

Co-production: considers service users' experience in service
delivery use

Co-design: engages service users in service delivery
management

Co-construction: considers service users' prior experiences as a
source to design services

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree = Disagree = Neither disagree nor agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Notes: Based on 92 respondents. Respondents are asked to rate the extent to which they agree that
the SIB created public value across the four measures on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) (dos Reis and Gomes 2023).

7 Lazzarini (2020) and Osborne (2021).
'8 dos Reis and Gomes (2023).
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9. Conclusions

Benefits and drawbacks of the SOP model: By W3, there was a significant increase
in benefits occurring, with providers generally experiencing most of these benefits.
There was no significant difference in the occurrence of drawbacks, although within
waves, significantly more drawbacks were experienced by providers. However, the
major drawback identified in W2 (diversion of time and resources) had a significant
reduction in occurrence by W3.

Trust and collaboration: There is general agreement that stakeholders are
trustworthy. However, there was a small reduction in trust over time which may be
related to uncertainty beyond the LCF. While there was an increase in goal alignment
from W1 to W2, this decreased from W2 to W3 and may be related to the emergence
of different stakeholder goals at the end of the project.

Performance management: Performance information is being used frequently
across a range of functions. There is a consensus that performance measurement has
brought more advantages than disadvantages.

Legacy: In W3, respondents’ top three accomplishments of the LCF were the scale-
up of successful interventions; securing additional funding; and a shift in focus to
outcomes. The LCF has also influenced how commissioners and providers intend to
take forward their future practice, particularly in terms of long-term contracts, pre-
defined outcome metrics, and greater flexibility. Beyond the LCF most respondents
expected the service to be retained without the SOP. This may be due respondents’
preference for a non-SOP service form, or it may indicate the SOP’s value in
demonstrating proof of concept. There was also some expectation and preference
for continuation of the SOP.
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APPENDIX A

Table A1: Benefits

Already occurred Expected to occur Not expected to occur

Benefit w2 w3 Diff p- w2 w3 Diff p- w2 w3 Diff p-

value value value
Enhanced influence in the community 32% 55% 23% 0.001 42% 20% -22% 0.001 26% 25% -1% 0.816
Heightened public profile of organisation  39% 53% 13% 0.057  37% 17% -20% 0.002  23% 30% 7% 0.281
Increased ability to shift resources 39% 41% 1% 0.840 31% 32% 1% 0.877  30% 27% -2% 0.706
Acquisition of additional funding 54% 58% 4% 0.535  26% 19% -7% 0.269  20% 23% 2% 0.703
Increased utilisation of organisation's 57% 63% 6% 0.387  32% 21% -11% 0.077 1% 16% 5% 0.296
services
Enhanced ability to serve the community  65% 85% 20% 0.002  27% 6% -21% 0.000 7% 9% 1% 0.770
Acquisition of new knowledge and skills 71% 78% 7% 0.227  23% 11% -13% 0.019 6% 11% 5% 0.181
Enhanced ability to serve service users 74% 88% 14% 0.011 24% 8% -17% 0.002 2% 4% 2% 0.309
Development of new, valuable 81% 75% -5% 0.366  16% 15% -1% 0.893 4% 10% 6% 0.086

relationships

Notes: This considers 107 respondents in W2 and 91 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked to ‘indicate whether the following possible benefits of
your SIB have, in your opinion, already occurred, are expected to occur, or are not expected to occur.’” This follows an attitudinal measure of network
involvement for perceived benefits (Provan et al. 2003). ‘Diff’ represents the difference between W3 and W2.
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Table A2: Percentage of benefits that have already occurred (W2-W3)

(1) w2 (2) w3 (3) Difference (4) p-value
Commissioners 65% 73% 8% 0.451
Providers 66% 82% 17% 0.041
All 64% 78% 15% 0.023

Notes: The percentage of benefits that have already occurred is taken as the mean across the nine
benefits.
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Table A3: Drawbacks

Already occurred Expected to occur Not expected to occur

Drawback w2 w3 Diff p- w2 w3 Diff p- w2 w3 Diff p-

value value value
Insufficient credit given to organisations 12% 21% 9% 0.081 6% 11% 5% 0.189  82% 68% -14% 0.020
Strained relations within organisation 19% 16% -3% 0.589 3% 5% 2% 0.370  78% 79% 0% 0.942
Loss of control or autonomy 22% 22% 0% 0.984 2% 6% 5% 0.099 76% 71% -5% 0.454
Frustration in dealing with partners 30% 37% 6% 0.344  12% 3% -9% 0.023  58% 60% 2% 0.728
Diversion of time and resources 54% 40% -14% 0.049 3% 9% 6% 0.070  44% 52% 8% 0.252

Notes: This considers 107 respondents in W2 and 93 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked to ‘indicate whether the following possible drawbacks
of your SIB have, in your opinion, already occurred, are expected to occur, or are not expected to occur.’ This follows an attitudinal measure of network
involvement for perceived drawbacks (Lasker, Weiss, and Miller 2001). ‘Diff’ represents the difference between W3 and W2.

32



Table A4: Percentage of drawbacks that have already occurred (W2-W3) - by stakeholder

(1) w2 (2) w3 (3) Difference (4) p-value
Commissioners
Insufficient credit given to
organisations 3% 14% 1% 0.072
Strained relations within organisation =~ 10% 8% -2% 0.773
Loss of control or autonomy 8% 11% 3% 0.614
Frustration in dealing with partners 18% 24% 7% 0.461
Diversion of time and resources 40% 33% -7% 0.548
Providers
Insufficient credit given to
organisations 17% 26% 9% 0.240
Strained relations within organisation =~ 23% 21% -2% 0.840
Loss of control or autonomy 27% 30% 3% 0.987
Frustration in dealing with partners 37% 45% 8% 0.388
Diversion of time and resources 61% 44% -17% 0.060

Notes: This considers 107 respondents in W2 and 93 respondents in W3. All respondents were asked to ‘indicate whether the following possible drawbacks
of your SIB have, in your opinion, already occurred, are expected to occur, or are not expected to occur.’ This follows an attitudinal measure of network
involvement for perceived drawbacks (Lasker, Weiss, and Miller 2001). This table outlines the frequency of responses in the ‘already occurred’ category.
‘Diff’ represents the difference between W3 and W2.
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Table A5: Ranking of actual accomplishments (W3) - by stakeholder type

Mean ranking

Accomplishment (1) . (2) . gltzference |(:\)/alue
Commissioners  Providers

Shift focus to outcomes 3.9 3.3 -0.6 0.159
Transfer risk away 6.3 6.4 0.2 0.707
Shift spending to prevention 4.4 5.3 1.0 0.030
Introduce market discipline 6.7 6.1 -0.6 0.092
ocale Up successful 3 2.9 0.1 0.748
Increase flexibility 5.2 4.1 -1.0 0.013
Sustain collaborative efforts 3.7 3.9 0.2 0.636
Secure additional funding 2.9 4.0 1.1 0.051
Observations 31 52

Notes: Respondents were asked “what have you accomplished by using a SIB”. Respondents were
asked to rank the accomplishments from 1 (most important) to 8 (least important). (3) represents
the difference between column (2) and (1).

Table A6: Public value creation - by stakeholder type, W3

Mean ranking

; ; (3) (4)

Public value creation (1) o ) _ Difference p-value
Commissioners  Providers

Co-construction: considers
service users' prior experiences 4.0 4.0 0.1 0.734
as a source to design services
Co-design: engages service
users in service delivery 3.3 3.5 0.2 0.468
management
Co-production: considers
service users experience in 4.1 4.2 0.2 0.381
service delivery use
Co-experience: positively
affects service users negds anFi 4.2 4.2 0.0 0.909
expectations as service is
delivered
Co-construction: considers
service users' prior experiences 3.8 4.1 0.3 0.175
as a source to design services
Observations 37 55

Notes: Respondents are asked to rate the extent to which they agree that the SIB created public
value across the four measures on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Measures
based on dos Reis and Gomes (2023).
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