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The 20th century saw accelerated human and economic development, with increased convergence in income, wealth,
andliving standards around the world. For alarge part, owing to the well-entrenched Western-centriclinear and siloed
industrialization pattern, this positive transformation has also been associated with complex societal challenges at
the nexus of agricultural, industrial, and health sectors. Efforts at cross-sectoral policy coherence have been deployed
with limited success. To go beyond what has been possible thus far, the whole-of-society (WoS) paradigm for human
and economic development proposes a 21st century convergence where, instead of the rest (of the world) converging
with the West, sectoral and cross-sectoral efforts converge in their single and collective policy and action on a
common target of human and economic development. In this paper, we first review and discuss contributions and
limitations of policy coherence approaches. We then elaborate the institutional foundation of the WoS paradigm,
taking as an anchor the well-established model of polycentric governance that views individuals, and state, market,
and community, forming society as part of the same complex adaptive system. Actors within such systems self-
organize into nested hierarchies that operate at multiple scales and move toward 21st century convergence of human
and economic development.
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Introduction

The 20th century saw accelerated human and eco-
nomic development around the world, with glob-
alization spreading the well-entrenched Western-
centric linear and siloed industrialization pattern."
As a result, income, wealth, and living standards of
the rest of the world have converged with the West.>*
Maternal and childhood malnutrition and mortal-
ity decreased importantly,” while life expectancy
and well-being increased.® Global poverty decreased
by 50% since 1990, while efforts deployed for the
most vulnerable populations have been somewhat
less successful.” However, Western-centric industri-
alization has also given rise to cumulative, adverse,
delayed consequences for human development, in-
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cluding epidemics of diet- and lifestyle-related dis-
eases and burgeoning healthcare costs.®!° These
now threaten the financial viability of individuals,
businesses, and states.®!"!?

In an effort to continue reaping the many ben-
efits of industrialization without its present toll on
diet and health, efforts at cross-sectoral policy co-
herence have been deployed at state, country, inter-
national, and global levels with some success.'*"”
To go beyond what has been possible thus far, we
have advanced a solution-oriented whole-of-society
(WoS) paradigm to human and economic develop-
ment to go beyond policy coherence and give a dif-
ferent meaning to convergence for the 21st century.!
That is, instead of the rest of the world converging
with the West,* sectoral and cross-sectoral efforts
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around the world in the coming decades are to con-
verge in their single and collective policies and ac-
tions on a common target of human and economic
development.

In this paper, we first discuss what motivates the
need for 21st century convergence. We then review
and discuss contributions and limitations of policy
coherence approaches. While falling short of achiev-
ing the targeted multilevel and cross-sectoral im-
pact, policy coherence efforts have moved the yard-
stick for the amount of effort invested by economic
actors and sectors in addressing poverty, nutrition,
health, and other human development challenges.
We then elaborate the institutional foundation of
the WoS paradigm, taking as an anchor the well-
established model of polycentric governance'® that
views individuals, as well as state, market, and com-
munity, forming society as part of the same complex
adaptive systems, with policy and action to be un-
dertaken at multiple scales in moving toward 21st
century convergence of human and economic devel-
opment. Polycentric systems are self-organizing into
loosely coupled nested hierarchies, where single and
collective efforts to maintain or transform the status
quo determine single and system-level outcomes.

Context: why do we need 21st century
convergence?

The context of low-middle income countries and
emerging economies appears the most immediately
relevant to addressing the relevance of 21st cen-
tury convergence. Consider countries like Mexico,
China, and India, where increases in diseases of
affluence follow economic growth at accelerated
pace.®!> At the same time, in the same countries
a glass ceiling is soon reached in the capacities to
alleviate poverty, to improve health, and to en-
sure access to health care in the most vulnerable
populations.>'” In India, for instance, while many of
its 600 million smallholder farmers are successfully
integrating modern market and society,?>?! many
others, in particular women, are stuck in traditional
ways, barely sustaining themselves through subsis-
tence agriculture.?? This happens at the same time
as the country is experiencing significant economic
growth and has become the “diabetes capital of the
world,”?® with high prevalence of the disease even
in urban slums around the country.*?°

These complex societal problems have been
linked to an artificial divide between pathways of
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poverty alleviation and wealth creation that pro-
gressively emerged from linear and siloed features of
Western-centric development.>!” This divide mani-
fests itself in a disconnect between, on the one hand,
astill predominantly human development approach
to support small holder rural farming and livelihood
through social welfare and community mobilization
to reach subsistence and traditional societies,”**’
and, on the other hand, a primarily economic focus
driving farming and nonfarming activities in value
chains and markets as industrialized urban societies
develop.2!?8

As a linear structural transformation occurs
with economic development,” low-income agrar-
ian structures and rural economies give way to
more developed industry-based economies as soon
as conditions permit. As the share of agriculture in
economic output falls, there is a rise in the share
of urban population compared to rural population,
and arise in diversity and specialization of economic
activity in industry, be it manufacturing, service,
or knowledge.?"***! Modes of agricultural produc-
tion and labor force are being restructured accord-
ingly, raising the appeal of nonfarm work and urban
migration.*>* Through this development process,
agriculture is viewed as providing a supporting role
to industrialization; the latter considered the most
essential aspect of growth and development.?’ This
soon translates into excessive rural migration, vil-
lage devitalization, and growth of urban slums.?!*>

Meanwhile, over the same time course and in
parallel to agriculture and industrialization, a two-
pronged strategy is typically deployed in health sys-
tem design, capacity building, and delivery.!*3¢37
The first strategy focuses on community and pri-
mary care for providing basic healthcare necessi-
ties, reducing infectious diseases and early mortality,
with an emphasis on the most vulnerable segments
of the population. The second strategy is being de-
ployed in tertiary and higher level care that caters
to domestic and international demand for cutting-
edge technologies for adding impact, speed, and
convenience to bio- and pharmacomedical diag-
nostic or treatment of modern pathologies.”® Be-
tween these two poles of capacity building there is
an almost complete void of effort by health systems
to serve as catalyst and steward for multisectoral
engagement in patterns of agricultural, industrial,
and economic development that would leapfrog dis-
eases of affluence, in the first place, while scaling
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up the ability to address ailments of scarcity and
enabling populations to reap the many benefits of
such development.!

A comprehensive redress of these complex soci-
etal problems that goes beyond what has been pos-
sible thus far may require bridging or leapfrogging
the divides above, transforming the well-entrenched
linear and siloed approach to human and economic
development. In this approach, fragmentation and
lack of long-term foresight for unanticipated conse-
quences still characterize many policies, programs,
and investments, both within and across human
and economic development and in both rural and
urban settings.>® Policy coherence efforts reviewed
below, while falling short of achieving the scale of
cross-sectoral policy and action needed, have in-
creased the efforts of economic actors and sectors
in addressing poverty, nutrition, health, and other
human development challenges. Moving toward a
full integrative and inclusive approach that bridges
human and economic development in novel ways is
more imperative than ever, as the time scale for tra-
ditional societies of small holder farmers to become
interdependent with state, national, and transna-
tional agricultural, industrial, and health systems
has been reduced from century to decades.®

The 21st century convergence proposed in this
article through the WoS paradigm departs from
present efforts at policy coherence where each side
operates alone, with an after the fact check that eco-
nomic policy and decision are “doing no harm,” or
contribute limited resources to nutrition, health and
other facets of human development.'>**40 The Wo$
paradigm is the outcome of more than a decade of
collaborative work in industrialized countries and
emerging economies by an international network
of scientists and action partners and introduced to
mainstream academia in a special feature of the Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.® The
WoS paradigm views individual, community, mar-
ket, and state organizations as part of the same com-
plex dynamic adaptive system, targeting convergent
outcomes (human and economic) in both individ-
ual and collective decision making in order to better
balance tradition with modernity, farm with non-
farm activity, natural with industrial value creation,
as well as rural and urban development.

“http://www.pnas.org/content/109/31/12294.full
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Moving toward a pattern of development for 21st
century convergence necessitates revisiting many of
the behaviors, practices, and institutional arrange-
ments that have prevailed from the beginning of the
industrial revolution. To be successful, such behav-
ioral changes and ecosystem transformation require
the continued creation of a common ground that en-
ables distinct and independent actors (e.g., individ-
uals, community, business, and government), from
diverse backgrounds and expertise, to come together
and develop a shared understanding of the strategic
value to be created for themselves and throughout
society by targeting convergent outcomes, instead
of, or in addition to, siloed outcomes.*"** From an
institutional theory lens,***> such pluralism calls
for governance mechanisms that loosely couple mul-
tiple stakeholders with goals, values, and patterns
of action that are different,*® sometimes compet-
ing with each other*” yet remain responsive to each
other in some fashion. Challenges arise as to finding
appropriate configuration of incentives and control
and coordination mechanisms for these actors to
singly and collectively create convergence of human
and economic development.

Policy coherence

As an institutional innovation, policy coherence has
gained popularity in the common parlance of gov-
ernment around the world,**! and in advocacy
for scaling up solutions for health, nutrition, and
economic development.”’>* In theory, policy co-
herence entails consistency, comprehensiveness, and
harmonious-compatible outcomes across domains
and sectors, in a manner that does not compro-
mise the integrity of policymakers’ goals.”>>° Shades
and labels of policy coherence are diverse; they
include coherent policy making, policy coordina-
tion, policy integration, holistic government, and
whole-of-government (WoG) policymaking.>>>¢
Coherence between various components of a pol-
icy system occurs at different levels.”**>” Horizon-
tal coherence ensures that sectoral policies build
on each other and minimize inconsistencies in the
case of conflicting goals, be they perceived or real
conflicts;”®> vertical coherence ensures the same
approach across spatial and jurisdictional levels of
governments;**®! temporal coherence ensures that
current policies continue to be effective even in
their future deployment.”* Additionally, organiza-
tional coherence calls for coordination between

Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 1331 (2014) 201-215 © 2014 New York Academy of Sciences. 203


http://www.pnas.org/content/109/31/12294.full

A whole-of-society paradigm of human and economic development

organizations involved in policy deployment; in-
stitutional coherence, on the other hand, demands
synergy and the minimization of conflicts among
the various formal and informal rules adopted by
the various organizations. However, as we will see
from two well-known ongoing efforts at policy co-
herence (reviewed below), much of these different
operational forms of policy coherence are (largely)
metaphorical, with their full potential yet to be
harnessed.

Health in all policies

Health in all policies (HIAP) efforts at policy co-
herence aim to make nonhealth sectors, be they
with a social (education, social support) or eco-
nomic (agriculture, transportation, and trade) mis-
sion, aware of the health impact that their poli-
cymaking and strategy have on health outcomes,
capacities to stay healthy and for health system or-
ganization, regulation, and financing.*® HIAP is the
latest in a series of calls, beginning in 1977, made
by World Health Organization (WHO) for intersec-
toral action as part of its primary health care ap-
proach through its Health for All strategy in the
Alma Ata declaration.®” Intersectoral action was
reiterated later in the Ottawa Charter for Health
Promotion,®® and, more recently, in the political
declaration of the UN high-level meeting on the pre-
vention and control of noncommunicable diseases.
All policy approaches, including healthy public pol-
icy, HIAP, and trade and health coherence, stressed
the importance that policies, actions, and interven-
tions outside the direct purview of the health sector
have on health and health care.!>®* On the eco-
nomic side, a pioneering success was achieved in
the 1980s in Finland’s North Karelia project, with
broader community health and disease prevention
programs and measures.*’ In this initiative, national
policy in areas such as agriculture and commerce
were used to prevent and control adverse health
care consequences. For example, agricultural sub-
sidies for products with a high-fat content, such
as milk, were decreased, while subsidies were in-
creased for domestic berry and vegetable products.
However, instances of true policy coherence with
agrifood and other diet and lifestyle related sectors,
such as those deployed in the North Karelia project,
have failed to become mainstream. HIAP remains
primarily anchored in a “do no harm” philosophy,
with its main tools being health impact assessments,
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policy briefings, policy committees, health reports,
policy dialogues, and case studies.®®

WoG policy and programs

Going one step deeper in policy coherence is the
WoG approach to human development (also re-
ferred to as joined-up or horizontal government).
Fighting against traditional departmentalism and
vertical silos, the intent is to explore concrete ways to
reduce fragmentation and increase integration, co-
ordination and capacity to work pragmatically and
smartly across boundaries—organizational, sec-
toral, and jurisdictional.®® Many WoG policies are
articulated around a human issue, be it mother
and child health, food security, or NCD prevention.
Overall governmental plans and strategy are speci-
fied in terms of sectoral and intersectoral goals, ways
to achieve the goals through policy instruments, and
organizations involved in achieving the desired in-
tegration. WoG policy coherence further specifies
different strategies in working together,®*®” rang-
ing from networking (informal relationships where
information is exchanged for mutual benefit), to
cooperation (informal relationship without a com-
mon mission where information is shared on an
as needed basis; authority remains with each or-
ganization, there is little risk, and resources and
rewards are kept separate), coordination (more for-
mal relationship and compatible missions that re-
quire some common planning and more formal
communication channels, with risk entering the
equation), and collaboration (pooling and jointly
acquiring resources, sharing rewards; but also in-
creased risk, promoting mutual benefits, and com-
mon purpose). Policy coherence processes in WoG
include national action plans with overarching and
sectoral targets, indicators and timetables; cabinet
and ministerial processes; interdepartmental task-
forces; integrated service delivery; and lead agency
approaches. In spite of the significant development
in WoG targeting diverse domains of human devel-
opment, challenges remain, as the transaction costs
of cutting against the grain for coherence across
sectors are significant,’® with relatively few incen-
tives in place for competing with more status quo,
siloed priorities, aiming instead for shared results
and accountability.!>64%?

Discussion
In summary, policy coherence is an institutional in-
novation that has begun engaging economic actors
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in scaling up solutions to complex human problems.
Yet, approaches applied for policy coherence have
remained primarily top—down and state-centric,
without fully harnessing resources and capabilities
throughout society.”” In addition, their deployment
remains primarily characterized by a search for silver
bullet solutions and panaceas,”'~”* while the com-
plex and dynamic nature of the targeted challenges
calls for policies and institutions attuned to the di-
verse and changing requirements of the activities
and sectors they are supposed to influence.'®

Specific limitations of policy coherence are four-
fold. First, the quest for coherence is unidirectional:
actors involved in health and other facets of human
development ask economic actors to place health
on their agenda, ensuring that no-harm is done
and contributing their share to the collective hu-
man goals.®> Queries for mutual benefits may, how-
ever, be necessary scaling up conditions. These could
translate either into either asking for economic feasi-
bility and sustainability to be front and center in the
design and delivery of health care and other social
supports or asking actors in human development to
help place these issues as a driver of innovation and
core operational strategies of economic actors. For
instance, as health care costs are taking up more than
17% of the GDP in industrialized countries such as
the United States,”* HIAP, and to a large extent WoG
approaches as well, still pay little attention to evi-
dence, suggesting that one-third or more of medical
care expenses are not buying improved health in
many industrialized countries.” In addition, actors
on both sides of the human and economic divide
can partner in co-creating economically successful
innovations that are sensitive to nutrition, health,
and human development in general, while being ac-
cessible, affordable, and appealing for all, as pointed
out by Dubé et al.”® This is a core part of what 21st
century convergence is about.

Second, a key bottleneck preventing policy co-
herence in reaching fuller impact is the deeply
entrenched belief, by many human development
professionals and organizations, that there is an in-
trinsic conflict of interests between human devel-
opment and the primarily economic raison d’étre
of the economic sectors of agriculture, food, trans-
portation, and trade.”” Empirical cases of public—
private or broader multistakeholder partnerships
show that this does not have to be the case.”””””
Conflict of interest arises only when a secondary

A whole-of-society paradigm of human and economic development

vested interest prevents the achievement of the pri-
mary objective of a focal enterprise.*’

Third, beyond their limited ability for engaging
market actors, policy coherence efforts have not fully
harnessed the power of local communities, seeing
them primarily as targets for intervention, not as
key driver of impactful, agile, and sustainable solu-
tions for convergent human and economic develop-
ment. This is the case for both traditional commu-
nities opening to market and state, as well as local
communities in industrialized societies around the
world.*®#!82 Finally, much in line with general prac-
tice in public policy, policy coherence has not ade-
quately addressed the role of individuals—including
policymakers themselves—as core human agents in
the system in need of transformation, beyond nor-
mative consideration of rationality underlying most
public policies.’** Not only is change of individual
and family behavior a step that cannot be avoided
between intervention and impact in most domains
of human and economic development,®* but also in-
dividuals are themselves critical powerful actors in
defining the level of coherence or convergence they
manifest among their diverse roles in society, be it
as workers, consumers, or citizens—or as recipients
of economic aid or policymakers.®

The WoS paradigm

Paradigms reflect shared social agreement about the
nature of reality, and determine goals, structures,
mindsets, general behaviors, practices, and institu-
tional arrangements of the systems that shape this
reality.3¢ Paradigm shifts have two essential charac-
teristics, “their achievement is sufficiently unprece-
dented to attract an enduring group of adherents
away from status quo. ... Simultaneously, it is suf-
ficiently open ended to leave all sorts of problems for
the redefined groups of practitioners to resolve.”8¢:87
As the first decade of the 21st Century has seen
recurrent food, fuel, finance, and economic crises
shrink resources that society can devote to both
humanitarian and economic development, a tip-
ping point may have been reached where the sta-
tus quo is no longer acceptable and bold actions
have started to be taken throughout society that
reflect a significant shift away from the silos and
structural divides between human and economic
processes and outcomes that supported the 20th
century convergence. Instead, the WoS paradigm
goes beyond policy coherence to fully embrace a
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Figure 1. Whole-of-society paradigm for convergence of human and economic development.

multistakeholder and multilevel governance that
places convergence of human and economic devel-
opment at the core of goals, structures, and mind-
sets, as well as general behavior, practices, and in-
stitutional arrangements within and across silos
throughout society. The WoS paradigm views in-
dividuals and the plural organizations and institu-
tions in different sectors that form state, market, and
community as part of the same system in transfor-
mation through policy and action deployed on mul-
tiple scales (see Fig. 1).! If there remain problems to
be resolved through this paradigm, and operational
strategies to that end are yet to be specified, there
are already many instances of policy and action that
are better explained by the WoS paradigm than by
its predecessor.

A core anchor of the WoS paradigm is the concept
of polycentricity, '*® which views the governance of
policymaking as being organized in a form where
part of what is the whole system at one level is a part
of another system on a different scale, thereby form-
ing nested hierarchies linked by externalities.®*™!
The final system’s dynamic behavior at any scale
is the product of the events taking place on all
scales. and it reflects the ability to self-organize
around nested hierarchies to adapt under complex-
ity and unpredictability, that is, to learn, diversify,

and evolve, thus fostering experimentation and pro-
ducing heterogeneity aims at sustainably governing
the resources upon which all depends.”” In nested
hierarchies, positive and/or negative actions are be-
ing taken on different scales, that is, different tem-
poral, geographical, and political scales.”® This cre-
ates tremendous institutional diversity, departing
importantly from the present search for panaceas in
addressing complex societal problems.”7%3

In the words of its originator, Vincent Ostrom,’*
a “polycentric system” is defined as one in which
“many elements are capable of making mutual ad-
justments for ordering their relationships with one
another within a general system of rules where
each element acts with independence from other
elements.” Whether they actually function inde-
pendently, or instead constitute an interdependent
system of relations, is an empirical question in
particular cases. To the extent that they take each
other into account in competitive relationships, en-
ter into various contractual and cooperative under-
takings, or have recourse to central mechanisms to
resolve conflicts, the various political jurisdictions
in a metropolitan area may function in a coherent
manner with consistent and predictable patterns of
interacting behavior. To the extent that this is so,
they may be said to function as a system.”
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Figure 2. Whole-of-society paradigm core components.

In the next section, we sketch the basics of a frame-
work for the conceptual development of the WoS
paradigm.

Individual and society as part of the system:
rethinking rationality
While the bulk of institutional literature focuses
on the macro level structure of society, with or-
ganizations being the smallest level of institutional
actors,® it is also well-recognized that institutions
take their roots in microlevel human decision mak-
ing and action, often times through internalized
rules that are chronically reproduced by individ-
uals through everyday action.”® Research in the
domains of environment and ecological resources
protection that are anchored in a polycentric frame-
work further suggests that the individual level is core
among the multiple scales at which change occurs,”
nested within families, firms, industries, nations,
global agencies, and many other units—themselves
part of still larger structures. The WoS paradigm
views individual and society as part of a same poly-
centric system, shaping and being shaped by each
other (see Fig. 2).

Departing from 20th century models of neo-
classical rationality,”” two aspects of human deci-
sion making and behavior are relevant to specify

individual-society linkages in the WoS paradigm,
one that relates to bounded rationality, the other
to bounded selfishness. Work initiated by Simon”®%?
and Kahneman!'?*!°! have found decision making
of boundedly rational individuals as being based on
biases, heuristics, biological drives, and emotions,
with competing beliefs, motives, and goals that favor
easy, simple, and appealing options if conflict arises,
be these easy options or not in one’s self-interests.
Public services and marketing efforts deployed to
promote green products and practices have started
to successfully integrate some of this complexity
and to carefully tailor interventions to diverse indi-
vidual and contextual characteristics.!?>"1%* Behav-
ioral economics is also increasingly used to integrate
bounded rationality into a rich diversity of nudge
policies and choice architecture designs, with the
aim of making the normative choice the simplest
and most appealing, guiding individuals to act in
their own, and in society’s, best interest, while pre-
serving freedom of choice,?!8%10.106

Individual bounded selfishness,® in turn, points
to human agents as being able to feel and show
empathy,'” and to craft and learn from norms
and rules in collaboration with others.®!% These
challenge the notion of self-interest, competition,
and free riding associated with neoclassic models of
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rationality.97 In fact, extensive research in natural
socioecological systems by Ostrom and collabora-
tors have shown that policies and other institutional
arrangements are relatively more successful when
based on the assumptions that individuals can learn
how to devise well-tailored rules and cooperate con-
ditionally when they design institutions affecting
them.”1%819 T these conditions, reciprocity, rep-
utation, and trust can help to overcome the strong
temptations of short-run self-interest.!'%-!2 More
recently, research on individual contribution to vir-
tual communities has further spelled out how so-
cial practice and supporting institutions mediate
the relationship between individual motivation and
system outcome.!!

Polycentric governance: from top—down to
nested hierarchies
Society is presently organized around a bipo-
lar structure of state and market institutions,
which prevails in spite of significant rise in
pluralism.***> In contrast, polycentric systems are
structured around a tripod of state, market, and
community.”*!'* While many facets of human and
economic development are designed, deployed, or
delivered in and by local communities around the
world, their full integration on the same footing as
marketand state into society’s multilevel governance
framework is yet to come.!>~!17

Decades of work in environmental sustainabil-
ity of socioecological systems by Ostrom!®9>!18 and
other leaders in the field''”!'** have demonstrated
the added value of formally linking local communi-
ties to market and states as core structuring institu-
tionsin society. Locals have accurate understandings
of how the systems to be impacted operate and ap-
propriate norms of behaviors. Local communities
are also the point of convergence for various pro-
grams targeting individuals and families, increasing
the probability of stakeholders involved in action
being trustworthy. In addition, community level
knowledge enables more specific tailoring to local
needs and allows for a diversity of applications in
different contexts, thus facilitating experimentation
and adaptive learning.'?! Finally, local communi-
ties often play front and center roles in helping the
poorest segments of the population access basic ne-
cessities and work, acting as key intermediaries with
higher level state and market actors. In both re-
search and action in socioecological systems, local
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community is taken as a central entry point, with
emerging processes and outcomes being linked, on
the one hand, down to household and individual
level and, on the other, up to higher order actors in
the ecosystem. 16122

How does coordination occur within and be-
tween state, market, and community in polycen-
tric governance? In the present bipolar institutional
model, coordination mechanisms for state institu-
tions lie in top—down hierarchical authority, while
economic signals that align supply and demand
(e.g., commodity prices and interest rates) play a
similar coordinating role for market dynamics. Re-
search at the level of local,'?* professional,!!*!2*
and virtual'>>!2® communities have found that, ow-
ing to the repeated and reciprocal nature of ex-
changes, pragmatic trust and reciprocity are the
key coordinating mechanisms at play. How do these
come together in polycentric governance? How do
they combine where action occurs on different
scales, and when all in the systems singly and jointly
contribute to convergent outcomes? From a lifetime
study of a large number of socioecological systems,
Ostrom and collaborators!®717>8%118 ghserved that
in highly functional polycentric systems, hierarchy
must balance the welfare, freedoms, and responsi-
bilities of the subsystems and total systems. There
must be enough central control to achieve coordi-
nation toward the large systems goal, and enough
autonomy to keep all subsystems flourishing, func-
tioning, and self-organizing.

There is, however, an important difference be-
tween the typical state top—down hierarchical au-
thority and nested hierarchical authority. Hierar-
chies in polycentric systems evolve from the lowest
level up, as the systems learn and adapt, and the
purpose of a nested hierarchies is always to help
its originating lower level subsystems do their job
better.”® Thus the State plays a central role in creating
a stable and enabling environment that supports ac-
tions throughout society. Developing empirical evi-
dence about polycentric governance in health, Addy
and collaborators'?’ report the Quebec experience
where provincial state partnered with the largest pri-
vate family foundation in Canada to create common
financial pool for promotion of healthy lifestyle and
environment, with 75% of the funds being deployed
through geographically dispersed local community
organizations that articulate strategic plans accord-
ing to local needs and possibilities. This form of
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governance is embedded in normal, everyday forms
of community activities.'?

Beyond its role as enabler, the State is also the
institution that has the coercive capacity to impose
order, prevent theft and fraud, and enforce contracts
between private parties.”> For instance, for busi-
nesses of any size to achieve their primary economic
goals while fully partaking in capacity building and
human development throughout society, they need
a level playing field—that is, a space where the right
linkages can be made, a simple regulatory frame-
work, and an effective public infrastructure that
both makes it easy to start, operate, and close a busi-
ness and to set the appropriate incentives and mech-
anisms for mainstreaming convergent outcomes in
strategic decisions and investments.”!

Beyond top—down state level authority, polycen-
tric governance gives equal importance to rules and
other institutional arrangements that shape, medi-
ate, and channel individual and collective choice
made at any scale at which state, market, and com-
munity actors choose to organize themselves.”> Ac-
tors grouped in an action unit may create rules for
determining who is a member of the unit, in or-
der to, for example, allocate resources, resolve con-
flicts, or monitor and sanction rule breakers. Fach
nested system exercises considerable independence
to make and enforce rules within a circumscribed
domain of authority for a specified geographical
area or specific goal. These smaller scale action
units, once nested within several levels of general-
purpose governments, make the system as a whole
function. Challenges in collaboration across scale
arise from differential abilities between scales—in
organizational and managerial ability, coordination,
and communication.!?’ Over time, however, partic-
ipants in successful polycentric systems can draw
upon locally evolved norms of reciprocity and trust-
worthiness, as well as the likely presence of leaders
at local levels who are also connected with leaders
and organizations at higher levels.'*

How do market level actors relate to community
and state organizations and institutions in polycen-
tric governance? Hybrid forms of governance, reg-
ulation, and/or partnerships have emerged across
the divides of markets, states, and communities,
ranging from market-based incentives and mone-
tary valuation of human outcomes, to diverse forms
of cogovernance and partnership between two, or
all, parties involved.'?® It is important, however,
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to recognize the many demand-side factors driv-
ing and/or constraining such ecosystem transfor-
mation. For instance, the high transaction costs of
participating in commercial value chains in emerg-
ing economies may restrain small-scale operators
from successful integration, to the benefit of large-
scale commercial operators. Insights in this regard
come from recent work by agricultural economist
Thomas Reardon, 2*® who reports on more bal-
ance between farm and nonfarm activities in ru-
ral and urban development; an emerging “quiet
revolution” with the development of rural-urban
food value chain and systems, and the progressive
rise in rural areas of medium-scale enterprises in
trucking, wholesale, warehousing, cold storage, first
and second stage processing, restaurants, and food
retail.

Other instances bear on social and com-
mercial entrepreneurship,'*""!#? Base-of-pyramid
ventures, >34 and corporate shared-value creation
programs,'?> which foster development in diverse
sectors of economic activities to support commu-
nities, villages, and emerging small and mid-size
towns to support local and regional activities. This
more dynamic view of farm and nonfarm activities
and rural-urban development reflects possibilities
for novel forms of de-centralized urbanization. It
addresses key human development problems while
spreading the wealth to surrounding rural areas with
smaller cities and towns that are more accessible
markets than large cities, including more spin-off
effects to surrounding rural areas for rural nonfarm
employment generation, growing markets for local
traditional food, and the possibility of industrialized
value addition that remain closer to the farm.?® In
this context, convergence of human and economic
development comes from both individual and col-
lective action of a rich diversity of actors throughout
society.

General discussion and conclusion

In this article we have set the foundations of the
WoS paradigm for the convergence of human and
economic development, building upon existing in-
stitutional innovations that have begun to perme-
ate the existing silos and divides that have struc-
tured industrial society for centuries. We argue
for a paradigm shift that engages actors through-
out society to singly and jointly target human
and economic development instead of looking at
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individual outcomes alone, with only some af-
terthought for the other—as in the status quo.
Among other things, this means making behavioral
and structural changes in both the models of human
and economic development for both individual and
society. How to kick-start—or rather accelerate, as
much is already underway—a multilayered trans-
formation in 21st century institutions that engage
and enable actors throughout society in a dynamic,
adaptive, and effective process that makes conver-
gence the mainstream modus operands?

We propose polycentric governance as a way for-
ward for revisiting 20th century institutions and
institutional arrangements and to bridge efforts de-
ployed throughout society in bringing convergence
to the 21st century, be they reflected in the individual
choices of diverse stakeholders or in their collective
action. It will be important in furthering the devel-
opment of the WoS paradigm to specify further the
many types of individual choice and collective ac-
tion that could lead to convergent outcomes, their
underlying mechanisms, and the contexts in which
they may or may not apply. For instance, collec-
tive action can take many shapes:'?’ single-actor
models that treat group behavior as given; mod-
els of the interdependent aggregation of individual
choices into collective action; models of the collec-
tive decisions of individuals with different interests;
and models of the dynamic interactions among col-
lective actors and their opponents. The latter two
entail multistakeholder partnerships, and the abun-
dant literature on this topic could provide signifi-
cant insights.”7»78136:137

It is important, however, to consider the transac-
tions costs associated with the bottom-up approach
underlying the WoS paradigm, as well as the trade-
offs involved in reducing the sectoral focus.!?! We
need to recognize the human capital and organi-
zational skills required at the community level in
order to be effective partners in the change pro-
cess. The transaction costs involved in dealing with
government and donor groups that are trying to
implement projects can be very high and can create
disincentives for the community to participate. In
addition, complex societal problems that require a
convergent approach, such as those tied to poverty
alleviation, malnutrition, and chronic diseases, of-
ten require bridging cutting-edge techniques and
disciplinary strength of a sectoral approach, with
local diversity and contextualization. However, this
may not be systematically the case; and thus it would
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be important to differentiate between the conditions
under which a convergence approach is appropriate
versus those in which it is not.

Theliterature on institutional pluralism promises
further insights in this regard.*** For instance,
Evan et al. recently examined plural stakeholder
involvement and institutional arrangements in ex-
plaining how pragmatic and successful initiatives
in essential drugs, tuberculosis treatment, and ur-
ban health have maximized human outcomes given
Bangladesh’s limited economic resources.'*® These
authors emphasize the critical importance of lo-
cal engagement and inclusion of all stakeholders in
action, regulation, and accountability framework,
including formal and informal sectors. Questions
arise, though, when giant NGOs orchestrate such
pluralistic achievement by nonstate actors. Are they
simply filling in the voids left by dysfunctional gov-
ernments? Is that sustainable as government capac-
ity increases? Is it desirable, given the nonaccount-
ability of such NGOs and their dependency on high
levels of donor support? Polycentric governance is
not about the strong community substituting for
weak market or states, or vice versa. It is about ac-
knowledging the points of vulnerability and levers
for changes in the system, as well as the different
scales at which the creation of convergent outcomes
are possible, and enabling the best configuration of
individual and collective action to create sustainable
and resilient outcomes.

The WoS paradigm may also scale up and ac-
celerate the human and economic outcomes of
goal frameworks such as the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals, the Scaling Up Nutrition Move-
ment, and others. In these, considerable autonomy
is given to involved stakeholders to redefine objec-
tives in light of learning, performance reports, and
participation in peer reviews, in which results are
compared with those pursuing other means to the
same general ends.'” However, these bottom-up
and ad hoc characteristics are tied to multiple and
persistent social, political, and economic challenges
and constraints that limit their ability to promote
systemic change.”® Embedding these frameworks
within a WoS paradigm for convergent outcomes
may help improve system level transformation by
better linkages with government, market, and com-
munity actors. It may also help scaling up the
significance of private sector involvement in this
undertaking, moving beyond their present cor-
porate social responsibility mindset to actual
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mainstream nutrition, health, and other aspects of
human development as a core driver of innovation
and business strategy.

Much remains to be operationally specified, how-
ever, on how such fundamental changes proposed in
the WoS paradigm could be achieved, drawing upon
empirical evidence. Particular reflection is needed
on how conventional governance would be able to
change/adapt, and how governments can change the
way they work and how markets function. Simi-
larly, to be considered are how opposition to change
would be overcome, how representational democ-
racy systems of government would need to adapt to
accommodate such changes, and how market forces
would actually be harnessed in ways that supply
public versus private goods. Given the multiple lev-
els where action is required for polycentricty, re-
cent work on practices of cross-functional teams
who integrate their knowledge to create a solution
may be relevant for avoiding the felt inertia from
the overwhelming nature of the task.!*? This works
suggests that when confronted with seemingly ir-
reconcilable differences, strategies that move away
from examining and discussing these differences
helped the team develop a collective orientation
to the problem-solving effort.!*1'4? Such solution-
oriented approaches are very much at the core of
the WoS paradigm.

We hope that this paper will help foster viewing
the convergence of health and economics not as
wishful thinking but as a realistic, viable option.
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