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Abstract 
Partnerships to lead on urban regeneration initiatives in the UK claim to facilitate inter-agency working 
and local involvement. They are presented both as ways of ensuring the effective management of 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ άŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƎŜƴǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ 
different (and sometimes competing) interest groups. Regeneration partnerships are, therefore, often 
the sites of unresolved conflict. This paper, which draws upon interviews with local regeneration 
managers and local community representatives in Manchester explores possible strategies for resolving 
such conflict. In particular it suggests that the use of supervision in the public and community sector 
needs reforming in order to provide externality for those involved.
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Introduction
¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǿƛǎŘƻƳ ƛƴ ¦Y ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ Lƴ 
the UK (especially after the 1997 General Election) the emphasis has been to encourage and to establish 
multi-ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΦ ²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ [ŀōƻǳǊ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ άŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
through making funding conditional upon the creation of local and sub-ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎέ ǘƘŜ 
concept of a public/private/voluntary sector collaboration pre-dates the election of Tony Blair. Both 
aŀǊƎŀǊŜǘ ¢ƘŀǘŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ WƻƘƴ aŀƧƻǊ ƘŀŘ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎǳŎƘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ άƳŀƪƛƴƎέ 
agencies work together. Since 1997 it has become the received way of working. It is now accepted 
(often uncritically) as the pre-condition for successful public/private/voluntary sector collaboration. Yet, 
ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǊŜƭȅ ƳŀŘŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ōȅ 
the proponents of partnership working. These assumptions minimise the significance of the power 
relationships within partnerships; the importance of developing strategies for anticipating and resolving 
ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭŀƛƳΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ άǇǳōƭƛŎέ ƻǊ ŀ άǇǊƛǾŀǘŜέ ƻǊ ŀ 
άǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅέ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
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professional assumptions. This almost inevitably generates conflicts of goals, ways of working, or values. 
This paper discusses possible strategies for managing and resolving such conflicts within partnerships.
We can see that public/private working in physical regeneration dates from the 1980s. The shift towards 
social regeneration ςpeople based or community based can be traced back to the early 1990s in the UK.

{ƛƴŎŜ мффт bŜǿ [ŀōƻǳǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άƧƻƛƴŜŘ ǳǇέ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 
the public and voluntary sectors. At a city or neighbourhood level this has resulted in a plethora of 

different initiatives (for example housing, health, sport, crime and education). Some of these initiatives 
sit alongside each other adding to the complexities of co-ordination and joint working.

This paper draws upon my observations of partnership working at a local level across the City of 
Manchester (in north west England). My comments are based upon a number of face to face interviews 
with local regeneration managers, working in the voluntary sector and local residents. I asked them to 
reflect upon their experiences of partnership working and what they felt were its benefits and its 
negative aspects.

(1) regeneration managers; 1.
(2) local residents; and 2.
(3) staff involved in service delivery (from both the public and community based sector). 3.

The qualitative material is drawn from over 60 interviews with participants in three partnerships in 
Manchester. Two of the these partnerships were established under the auspices of the single 

regeneration budget (SRB) and the third is a new deal for communities (NDC) partnership. They cover 
different geographical communities in the city (north, east and south). Each area has a different set of 

histories but each share similar social and economic problems. The local partnership boards provide 
strategic advice and guidance to partnership managers and include local residents on the board. The 

interviewees were drawn from three groups:

Managers tended to be highly experienced (many had worked on similar initiatives either in Manchester 
or in other schemes across the north west). They were, therefore, familiar with the day to day 

requirements of regeneration schemes. Local residents were usually involved in tenants or residents 
groups. Most of them had not been involved in such initiatives before. This raised issues of the extent to 

which they were able to contribute to discussions at either a board level or in conversations with local 
managers. Front line staff or staff from community based organisations were often inexperienced at 

partnership working. Those from the community based sector often expressed a sense of being 
ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŦŜƭǘ ǳƴŀōƭŜΣ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ 
ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǘ άǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ǘƻ ŀŎǘΦ !ƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

start of their respective initiatives. But over time felt either marginal to the workings of the partnership 
or unable to contribute as effectively as they had hoped. I identified the key themes raised through the 

interviews and this has informed what follows. Two themes, in particular, emerged. First, how to 

facilitate the involvement of local people and front line staff in the process and how to resolve potential 
or real conflicts as they develop. Second, how to support existing models/systems of supervision. In 

particular, there is a need for real (as well as perceived) externality in the process. Each group talked of 
ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎέ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭκŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ 
latter point which is taken up in the paper and is offered here to encourage further discussion.
Setting a context
It might be useful initially to rehearse the arguments in favour of partnership working. The Audit 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ όмффуύ άƎǳƛŘŜέ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ όƛŦ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘύ ŎƘŜŎƪƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ 
issues for participants to consider before engaging in partnership working. The central limitations of this 
audit model is its failure to explore the power relationships which exist within partnerships. The 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ 
ǿŀȅǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ άǿƻǊƪέ ƻǊ άŦŀƛƭέΦ LƴŘŜŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ƛƴ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ άǿƻǊƪƛƴƎέ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
say that the specified outcomes of particular initiatives may be achieved regardless of whether the 
άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 
established to meet already externally defined objectives. The SRB process, NDC, the recently 
announced neighbourhood renewal initiative would be good examples of this.

There is, therefore, a contradiction at the heart of partnership arrangements within UK urban 
regeneration. On the one level the case for partnership draws upon a language of inclusivity. It makes its 
case based upon the need for greater co-operation and co-ordination of service delivery based upon a 
άŎƻƳƳƻƴǎŜƴǎŜέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇƻƻƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
resources can both improve the quality of service delivery and the life chances and opportunities of local 
people.

Carter (2000) set out very usefully the differing types of partnership. Arrangements can vary between 
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strategic goal setting (City Pride) and focused service provision in small neighbourhoods. As Carter 

notes, this latter approach has been central to the SRB model, and is the one which has shaped a 
number of initiatives from the Home Office via the Youth Justice Board (amongst others).

Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ /ŀǊǘŜǊ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ IŜ 
notes that:

Without basic support the energies of partnership are easily subsumed by internal conflict and constant 
ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ Χ ό/ŀǊǘŜǊΣ нлллΣ ǇΦ рмύΦ 

aȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ōǳǘ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ 
ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ άwŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀǊŜ ƻƴŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
significance of a local partnership. Less obvious are the differences in status and power between the 
individuals present. Indeed focussing on the issue of resources may deflect us from understanding some 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜέ όōǳǘ ǊŜŀƭύ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ
Carter, usefully, illustrates this point by identifying different categories of partnership working. He 
suggests that there are three which he labels facilitating, co-ordinating and implementing partnerships. 
IŜ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ άǇƻǿŜǊέ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǊŜŀƭ ƛƴ ǘȅǇŜǎ ǘǿƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎέ 
partnerships. My argument is that issues of power are present in all three. It is the location of power 
difference and the opportunities to address it which vary.
CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ L ŀƳ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άǇƻǿŜǊέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǿŀȅǎΦ 
In the case of the groups interviewed for this paper it is assumed that regeneration managers can exert 
ƳƻǊŜ άǇƻǿŜǊέ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻΦ Lƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘǊǳŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ 
through their line management functions, through their access to external agencies, and through their 
ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ [ƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŜȅ άƭŀŎƪ ǇƻǿŜǊέ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 
critical moments in the life of a partnership when their support or opposition for a specific initiative may 
reveal the extent (or limit) of their power. I am not suggesting that they have no power but rather that 
they may not always be aware of the significance of their role. Front line staff or community based 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ άǎǘǊŜŜǘέ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ōǳǘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƛƴ 
realising their potential. I am aware that power is often contested (as well as abused). The central 
argument of the paper is that for partnerships to work there needs to be a clear attempt to draw out 
these distinctions and to acknowledge power differences and to develop a deliberate policy and strategy 
to resolve differences rather than to pretend that they do not exist, or that they will go away or that 
ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ άƳŀƴŀƎŜŘέ ōȅ ŀƴ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊΦ

The common denominator in all of these approaches is that partnerships are created from the outside. 
They are the products usually of central government initiatives. But, they may also be a response to a 
European Project or local authority development (Chanan, 1997). The key developments in the UK (SRB 
and NDC) have been as a direct result of central government policy changes. Their establishment is 
contingent upon securing funding to delivery already defined services. We can see this in practice once 
partnerships are created and responsibility for the delivery of particular initiatives is devolved to a key 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊΣ ƻǊ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ άōƛŘŘƛƴƎέ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƻ άŘŜƭƛǾŜǊέ ǘƘŜ ōƛŘΦ !ǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ άƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘέ ǘƘŜ ōƛŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
devise ways in achieving the already defined goals.

As practitioners and/or local professionals (who may not have been involved at the original stage of the 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎύ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ άōƛŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘέ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ 

meet their respective responsibilities. Where a local partnership also involves neighbourhood groups or 
local residents they, too, will be engaged in this process.

In a very real sense, therefore, the potential for conflict is already built in to the process. This potential is 
not acknowledged and the fixed term nature of these projects can act as a powerful incentive to 
marginalise those who question the way the partnership is working.

the extent to which local groups are perceived as legitimate by professionals and the local 
community; 

ω

the willingness of professionals to listen and to respond; ω
ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άōǳǊƴƻǳǘέ ōȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ŀ ƴŜǿ 
generation of activists; and 

ω

the level of support available to facilitate real involvement in the partnership (which may include 
issues of the language, where and when meetings are held and the issues of power). 

ω

The potential for marginalisation may not only be experienced by local community groups. Duncan and 
Thomas (2000) and Purdueet al. (2000) have identified the core issues which affect the possibilities of 

effective intervention by local groups. These issues will be familiar to those involved in neighbourhood 
working. They include, inter alia:

This list is not new. But it is necessary to remind ourselves that there are significant factors when we 
begin to consider the question of how conflict is dealt with within partnerships.

In addition to these important concerns which are expressed by local groups and practitioners we need 
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In addition to these important concerns which are expressed by local groups and practitioners we need 
to remind ourselves that they can be applied to professionals and practitioners too. The emerging and 
preferred model within urban regeneration is one which devolves responsibility to a neighbourhood 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ƻǊ άǎǳǇǊŜƳƻέ όwƻƎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ tƻǿŜǊΣ нлллΤ 59¢wΣ нлллύΦ

(1) Can the neighbourhood manager be an honest broker between the neighbourhood and the 
partnership board? 

1.

(2) How does a neighbourhood manager reconcile differences of principle within a local 
partnership which has its goals externally defined? 

2.

(3) Is there not a fundamental contradiction between this model of neighbourhood management 
and a local partnership model? 

3.

To some extent this approach draws upon both the experience of current regeneration initiatives (City 
Challenge, SRB, NDC) and the past experiments in neighbourhood decentralisation in the 1980s (Robson 

et alΦΣ нлллύΦ Lǘ ǇǊŜǎǳǇǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜƴǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀŎǘǎ ōƻǘƘ ŀǎ άŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ όǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

ōƻŀǊŘύ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ άŜƴŦƻǊŎŜǊέ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳŜŜǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ 
The issues this raises have been discussed elsewhere (Diamond, 2001). But, for our purposes there are 

three key questions to consider:

Tensions within
This model of neighbourhood management has some attractions if you are looking at creating clear lines 
ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ άǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭέ ǎŜǘǎ ƻŦ ƴƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ 
values. But experience should tell us that this is simplistic. It is not the case that the public sector 
agencies present within a partnership share the same set of organisational and cultural norms. 
Differences exist within organisations and between them (Duffill, 2001).
Ignoring or failing to appreciate these differences may result in problems within the local partnership. 
¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻƻ ǘƻ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ άŀŎǘƻǊǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ 
lead to tensions and difficulties in the development of good working relationships with local groups and 
with other non-public sector agencies or organisations in the partnership.

The differences within and between public sector agencies may, therefore, spill over into the working of 
the partnership and may affect its ability to meet even the externally determined objectives.

The tensions between public sector agencies are ones which are often more explicit than the tensions 
withinƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мффлǎ Ƙŀǎ 
resulted in competition between the post-16 sector. An SRB initiative which is looking to develop a 
strategy based upon providing education and training for young people and adults may have to 
ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ όŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǿƘƻƳ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ άǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǳǇέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴύ 
ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǿƘƻƳ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ άǿƛƴέ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
tensions may be beyond the scope or power of the local offices or neighbourhood manager. This indeed 
did happen in one of the areas reviewed for this paper.
Policies and processes for arbitration and resolution between providers may assist, but are likely to be 
unsatisfactory for the local partnership. A key issue is the extent to which the local partnership has the 

power to make its own decisions. It is likely that given the relative lack of status and power of the local 
partnership decisions will be taken elsewhere.

In failing to acknowledge that public agencies are organised in hierarchical lines the local partnership 
may fail to acknowledge the difficulties front line or neighbourhood based officers may have in meeting 
the agreed needs of the partnership. For all locally based partnerships it is not only the external needs of 
central government which are present in the form of the agreed bid document but also the local (but 
still external to the partnership) senior managers/directors of the providing services and agencies to 
which local staff are accountable.

For local community groups these difficulties are present too. Indeed, it is their legitimacy which is 
usually called into account more often than the local professional agencies. Clearly the voluntary nature 

of tenant or resident based organisations reflects a variety of interests. It may be that they are able to 
ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ ŀ ōŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜƳ ƳƻǊŜ άǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜέ ǘƘŀƴ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ 

elected councillors or locally based professionals. But research and experience suggests that many 
professional agencies ignore their own lack of accountability when dealing with locally based groups.

Obviously, there are real tensions between a model of local representative democracy based upon 
elections to a council via (usually) a party or ward system and tenant or single issue groups which sit as 
representatives of the voluntary sector.
The struggle for legitimacy at the local level will, therefore, operate in a number of different levels. For 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ άŎŀǳƎƘǘέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎ 

ǿƘƻ άŎƭŀƛƳέ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ Ŏŀƭƭ ƛƴǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
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legitimacy.

At the same time the reforms of decision making within local government may have the potential to 
reconnect locally elected politicians with their localities in a way which has been absent for some time 

όCƻƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ aŀǊǘƛƴΣ нлллΤ [ŜŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭǎƻƴΣ нлллύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 
agencies and in particular the neighbourhood manager will be one in which they have to negotiate their 

way between competing interests. We can predict that the more powerful interests will prevail. But at 
any one time it will be difficult to anticipate which interest groups these will be. And indeed we should 

ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ άǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭέ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ .ǳǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ 
professional/managerial interests will tend to dominate.
Possible strategies to explore

(1) that there is a need for a co-ordinated approach to service delivery; and 1.
(2) the involvement of locally based community groups and professionals in the development and 
implementation of such a co-ordinated approach is a necessary pre-condition for its success 
(Toynbee, 2001). 

2.

One possible starting point for this discussion is to read and then put to one side the conventional and 
useful explanations for partnership working, but to retain two central justifications for this type of 

approach:

The problem with maintaining the received explanations for partnership working is that they usually 
ignore the issues of conflict and power. The ideal type of partnership working requires a shift in power 
held by professionals to a sharing of decision making between groups who have different interests but 
shared (time limited) goals. As a necessary first step we need to acknowledge the fact that conflict is 
inherent in the process. The question then becomes how do we deal with it? One option would be to 
ignore it and to deal with it (or not) on an issue by issue basis. The second option would be to consider 
how we can build into the working practices of the partnership the fact that conflict exists and will be 
present (in varying forms) from the outset. This is not to claim that conflict can ever be absent from the 
partnership but rather to suggest that we need to think about how it is possible to cope with conflict 
and to seek, where possible, to address it and to look for resolutions. In an important sense then it is not 
ŀōƻǳǘ άƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎέ ƛǘ ŀǿŀȅ ƻǊ άŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǘέ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǿŀȅΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ 
presence and thinking about how it can be resolved temporarily until it appears again (Doherty and 
Horne, 2002).
¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜǎƻƭǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘέ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ 
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ άƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎέ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 

άŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘέΦ .ǳǘΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜΦ Lǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ άōǳȅ ǘƛƳŜέ ōǳǘ ƛŦ 
the central concerns which have generated the conflict are not addressed then they will emerge later. In 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άǎŜŜŘǎέ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦ /ƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ 
around issues of working practice (as well as personalities) shaped by differences of expectation and 
understanding amongst professionals and practitioners. This is likely where there is little understanding 

ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŦŜŜƭ άŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 
making processes if the attempts to engage them are defined in a language and practice which is shared 

ōȅ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ άǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜŘέ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
groups.

¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ άƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜέ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭΦ ! ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
cultural norms and values of white collar middle class professionals is unlikely to shift the balance of 
power within partnership boards to local groups who do not share these values.
άwŜǎƻƭǾƛƴƎέ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƳŀȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦ Lǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 
resource hungry but in the medium to long term may prove to be more effective.

For example, one of the main criticisms of the SRB approach has been the nature of the bidding process. 
At crucial stages in the development of the bid decisions have usually been taken away from the 
ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘΦ ! άƴƻƳŀŘƛŎέ ŀǊƳȅ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ Ƙŀǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ 
who are directed from one area based initiative to the next or who seek employment as their fixed term 
contracts come to an end. It may not be possible to control this process of staff deployment but we 
need to acknowledge the instability it creates. It precludes the opportunity for staff to develop a 
working and personal knowledge of an area. It also reduced the potential for locally based groups (who 
do not have the choice to leave) to gain knowledge of either the bid or the staff who will have 
operational responsibility for it.

As part of this process staff themselves need to be aware explicitly of the differing models of practice 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜȄƛǎǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ άƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘέ ǘŜŀƳΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ 
identified above. It can become part of a training and developmental process which focuses upon 
sharing knowledge, skills and methods of working with local groups. It may even become part of a 
process which starts the regeneration initiative. It could allow for a shared auditing of the local area in 

   Political tensions workshop for Members Page 6    



process which starts the regeneration initiative. It could allow for a shared auditing of the local area in 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ άŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƻŦ 

the designated staff working in the locality.

The nature of these fixed term projects also significantly reduces the potential to identify and to provide 
ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ όǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅύ ǘƘŜ άŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ǘƻ 
contribute to the process of neighbourhood regeneration.
²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ άŜŀǊƭȅέ ǎƛƎƴǎ ƻŦ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ 
and the physical presence of the initiative in a locality this may be counter productive if the relationships 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
ǘƛƳŜέ ǘƻ ōŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƴƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ 

first year. There are many examples from community involvement in planning to suggest that with 
careful preparation this can be accommodated early on in a project and sustained throughout the 

ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ό.ǳǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊΣ нлллύΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ άǘǿƛƴƴƛƴƎέ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
with already existing initiatives and drawing upon the expertise and experience of others to share 
knowledge. This already happens with some initiatives and should be (perhaps) the norm rather than 

the exception.
¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ 
Such community development models are not new. But by focussing on community based groups to 

develop their knowledge to enhance their participation in local partnership the need to address 
professionals and agencies is ignored. I would argue that at minimum it is more important for 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ŦƻǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ōŀǎŜŘ 
working.

There is equally a need for a more informed discussion on how we draw conclusions on the 
effectiveness of such initiatives. Most projects claim that they have an evaluation process. But in reality 
ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ άƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇƭȅ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
agreement about the form and methodology to be used. This would need to be shared, understood and 
ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ άǎƪƛƭƭ ƎŀǇέ ƘŜǊŜΦ !ƳƻƴƎǎǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
groups there is an assumption that they have evaluation processes. Indeed there has been a growth in 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ άŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΦ .ǳǘΣ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ōǳƭƪ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛŦ 
they are meeting already agreed targets. An evaluation strategy requires evidence of how the project 
Ƙŀǎ άƭŜŀǊƴǘέ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƘƻǿΦ 
But it also (and much more significantly) provides the opportunity for all participants to discuss what is 
working (or not) and why. It can contribute to a culture of debate and discussion within a project which 
may directly address those issues which give rise to potential conflict and tension.
The need for adequate and clearly defined policies on evaluation are linked to the need for clarity in the 
supervision arrangements for professional staff. Line managers are expected to supervise (and to 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜ άǘƘŜƛǊέ ǎǘŀŦŦύΦ .ǳǘ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀƴǘƛǇŀǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǘƻ ƎƻƻŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ 
ƛǎǎǳŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘƻ άǇǊŜǎŜƴǘέΦ 5ƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǘƘ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ 
which are not based upon the supervisor having a line-management function in relation to the 
supervisee (Houston, 1995; Seden, 1999). In developing new forms of public sector support supervision 
we may be able to develop a working practice which enables staff to discuss their work in a way which 
facilitates their exploration of difficulties as well as successes which in turn provides for a discussion of 
potential and real areas of tension.

¢ƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ άŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭΦ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ 
aspects of working practices and approaches away from the line management structures which exist. It 
is based on a non-judgemental approach in which the supervisor facilitates individuals or working teams 
to explore their approaches in a reflective and supportive environment. It has the potential to redress 
power inequalities which will be present (whether they are derived by class, race or gender inequalities 
or hierarchical differences). It can seek to avoid the personalisation of problems by enabling individuals 
ƻǊ ǘŜŀƳǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΦ Lƴ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘέ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōȅ 
reminding staff of the aims and models of working which underpin the project. It draws upon individuals 
who are external to the project in every sense. The supervisor should not be a line manager or employee 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ άƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ άŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
project. They need, importantly, to be able to ensure that the power differences which do exist are 
counterbalanced by a process which is actively enabling the participants to remind themselves of the 
ŎƻǊŜ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜ ŀ ǊŜŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
success.

Reforming the process of supervision and evaluation could also be linked to the need for projects to 
ƘŀǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘέ ƻǊ άƘƻƴŜǎǘ ōǊƻƪŜǊέ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ 

and act as a catalyst for developing ways in which the project could resolve such tensions. Identifying at 
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ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŀ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻƭǾƛƴƎ 
difficulties. In essence these proposals are based upon the need to be open about the reality of conflict 
and to think through ways of coping and resolving it within the project.

The externalities within which projects work will, inevitably, create and sustain conflict. Whilst the 
above will not remove conflict (how could they) they do at least have the potential of equipping 
participants with some of the skills to address conflict.
Conclusion

establishing time for staff and local groups to develop an understanding of what the project is 
seeking to do; 

ω

understanding the differing models of working utilised by the participating agencies; ω
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜΤ ω
ensuring that agencies too develop their capacity to engage in community based work; ω
clarifying an evaluation strategy which is understood by all participants; ω
introducing innovative models of supervision for public sector agencies; ω
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΤ ω
developing a conflict resolution strategy for the initiative. ω

The paper has been based upon my experience of evaluating a number of area-based regeneration 
initiatives. During the course of interviews with participants it is evident that we expect too much of 
local people and locally based staff. Whilst staff may be able to undertake their professional role they 
often lack the skills and knowledge to work successfully in partnerships. Local people are often left 
confused and angry at what they see as indifference and neglect by professional agencies. One 
consequence is that their expectations of public sector agencies diminishes. A consequence for staff is 
that they are usually not aware of this fact. Thus, by acknowledging the fact of conflict within 
partnerships we may be able to address it directly by a combination of change which directly focusses 
upon:

Pasted from <http://www.emeraldinsight.com/Insight/ViewContentServlet?
contentType=Article&Filename=Published/EmeraldFullTextArticle/Articles/0420150403.html> 
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Developing interagency protocols and 

service agreements
Introduction

Partnership or inter -agency agreements and inter -agency protocols are documents 

that record the agreed terms and conditions of collaboration between separate 
agencies and/or sectors. The terms 'protocols' and 'agreements' are sometimes 

used interchangeably with guidelines and Memoranda of Understanding (MOU).

clarifying roles and responsibilities ω
maintaining consistency of inter -agency relationships and practices ω
explicitly stating what agencies and/or sectors have committed to ω
providing a basis for negotiation of responses to a situation or resolution of 

differences between agency approaches, and/or 

ω

providing an agreed process for resolving inter -agency differences. ω

Inter -agency agreements or protocols can serve a number of purposes:

An inter -agency or partnership agreement is a document outlining the 

basis of a new relationship and the agreed objectives between partners.
Agreements can be developed at a statewide, regional or local level.

state government and the non -government sector about their roles 

and responsibilities 

Á

local government and the non -government sector about community 

development activities 

Á

government and a consumer peak body about the interests of service 

users 

Á

peak bodies representing different interest groups identifying the 

boundaries of their constituencies 

Á

professional groups such as social workers, psychologists, welfare 

workers agreeing on inter -professional practices 

Á

universities and the non -government sector agreeing to provide 

learning and development pathways for community services workers 

Á

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities and the non -

government sector or government about sustainable servicing 
practices to remote areas, or 

Á

the non -government sector and business about pro bono 

contributions and volunteers. 

Á

An agreement may be a broad, high - level agreement that documents the 

relationship between groups of agencies. For example:

a homeless men's shelter having an agreement with the local 

integrated mental health team for responding to crisis situations 
involving their residents with mental health issues 

Á

a disability support service having an agreement with an 

accommodation service to access weekend respite care services for 
clients, or 

Á

a network of after -school care programs having an agreement about 

delivery and access of workers to a training program operated by one 
of the agencies. 

Á

An agreement may also be a simple agreement between two agencies 

about specific aspects of their work. For example:

Agreements can be contractually binding if there are consequences for 

partners for not complying with the agreed terms.

Inter -agency or partnership agreement: 

Protocols: 

Definitions

12 May 2009
11:52
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A protocol outlines broad working relationships and more detailed 

processes by which inter -agency partners will work together. Protocols 
document when and why partner agencies will interact, how they will 

interact, and what each partner can reasonably expect from the other. 
Protocols can provide legitimacy to relationships and processes already in 

place but have not been formally documented.
Protocols are practical, hands -on documents that outline specific 

processes and procedures between service delivery agencies.
Protocols are not usually contractually binding but are used to set agreed 

good practice standards that parties should meet.
Agreements and protocols can occur together. A partnership agreement 

might contain the general aims and commitments of the partnership and 
the protocols outline how agencies work together.

a women's refuge having a protocol with a specialist immigrant 

women's support service on how referral and ongoing support 
procedures will include access to interpreters for women from 

culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds 

Á

an aged care provider offering community options having a protocol 

with local hospital social workers and community health social 
workers regarding the way eligibility criteria and referral processes 

will operate, or 

Á

an out -of -home care network of agencies having a protocol outlining 

how each agency's role will operate in the continuum of care and 
referral processes between agencies. 

Á

Some examples of protocols include:

Protocols: 

Reasons for developing service protocols and agreements

The reasons for developing service agreements and protocols are many and varied. 

Sometimes it is in response to issues that are having adverse effects on partners. 
Other times it will be to embark on a new initiative or take action on a common 

goal.

outline strategic priorities and planned commitments ω
provide guidance around allocation of resources ω
clarify roles and responsibilities ω
signify a commitment to part of a process such as an integrated service 

system 

ω

respond to new legislation or other compliance requirements, or ω
establish the principles and agreements for co - location. ω

Agreements are most typically developed to:

better coordinate local service delivery ω
share information about service users across organisational and professional 

boundaries 

ω

obtain priority access to services for clients in crisis or where high -risk 

circumstances exist 

ω

outline specific management and service arrangements for co - location, or ω
manage case management and coordination responsibilities for clients with 

multiple and complex needs where several agencies are involved. (Case 
management protocols cover the roles and responsibilities of the various 

agencies in client eligibility, access and referral processes, preliminary and 
ongoing assessment, delivery of care and support, ongoing care and support 

and exit planning.) 

ω

Protocols are most typically developed to:

Benefits of interagency service agreements and protocols

Formal inter -agency agreements improve inter -agency practice and benefit clients, 

workers and agencies. The table 1 below can help agencies understand what they 
and their clients gain from participating in inter -agency protocols.

For clients For workers For agencies

A coordinated case plan 
can address a range of 
needs and provide more 

Sharing information, assessment 
knowledge and intervention 
responsibility is less stressful and 

Reduces duplication of 
services and allows for 
greater efficiency in the 
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needs and provide more 
seamless service delivery.

responsibility is less stressful and 
more rewarding than acting 
individually.

greater efficiency in the 
use of public resources

Cooperative efforts by 
agencies improves access 
to services and can reduce 
duplication.

The quality of problem -solving and 
service planning is enhanced when 
all parties coordinate their efforts.

Can assist in easing 
workforce limitations and 
barriers created by 
agency mandates

More diverse expertise is 
available due to the united 
resources of agencies.

Increased contact and better 
relationships between service 
providers improves communication 
and role clarity, and eases the 
stress of individual work with 
clients in crisis or with complex 
needs.

Increased contact and 
better relationships 
between service providers 
improves communication 
and role clarity, and eases 
the stress of individual 
work with clients in crisis 
or with complex needs.

Models cooperation to 
clients, and exposes 
effective methods of 
problem -solving and 
relating to other 
professionals

Breaks down defensive ways of 
thinking, and reduces the undue 
responsibility or blame on any one 
worker or agency

Produces a wider picture 
of a community's needs, 
and can lead to shared 
planning across a range 
of agencies

Formats for interagency agreements and protocols

If your agency is drafting an agreement or protocol, these documents usually cover 

a standard format. The following formats are provided as a guide to assist in the 
development process.

equity Á

diversity Á

interconnectedness Á

democratic decision making processes Á

open communication Á

cooperation Á

consistency of process Á

efficiency of processes Á

focus on client outcomes and quality of life outcomes Á

transparency and accountability, and Á

keeping stakeholders informed. Á

The types of principles that might be found in an agreement include a 

commitment to: 

ƺ

principles for the agreement ω

parties involved and their roles ω
desired outcomes ω
achievement of desired outcomes or how the partnership agreement will be 

enacted (such as activities to be undertaken or procedures to be followed) 

ω

review processes and time frames ω
life of partnership agreement ω
status of the agreement (whether it is legally binding or not) ω
any terms the parties agree to abide by and any consequences for breaching 

the agreement, and 

ω

signatories and date. ω

An agreement format covers:

background/ introduction ω
purpose of the protocol, including aims and objectives ω
parties to the protocol ω
the protocol's perceived benefits ω
principles that inform the protocol, such as committing to working together 

and open communication 

ω

the legal background or other important contextual information about 

compliance requirements 

ω

a conceptual framework or map which provides a whole of system diagram 

outlining the agencies involved in the protocol 

ω

An inter -agency protocol format covers:
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outlining the agencies involved in the protocol 
participating agencies' roles and responsibilities ω
any structures or existing networks that have a role and what that role is ω
a set of procedures that provide practical guidance on how the protocol will be 

implemented 

ω

arrangements for monitoring and reviewing the use of the protocol and 

responding to any breaches or grievances 

ω

complaints procedures, and ω
attachments, including forms, legislation, check lists, flow charts and a 

glossary of terms. 

ω

Steps for developing protocols

Identify the need for and purpose for establishing a protocol 1.

Check if there are existing protocols that are relevant or could be adapted and 

used 

2.

Identify who should be involved (government, non -government, and 

community players) 

3.

Contact potential inter -agency participants and gain preliminary support for 

the proposal 

4.

why a protocol is needed ƺ

issues the protocol is trying to address ƺ

purpose of the protocol ƺ

who is involved ƺ

issues or barriers to protocol development ƺ

Organise an initial inter -agency meeting to discuss: 5.

Establish a shared commitment to working together to develop the protocol 6.

Develop a process such a working group with cross -agency representation to 

develop the protocol 

7.

Develop the draft protocol document for circulation and feedback 8.

Finalise the protocol and distribute 9.

Develop a working/steering group to oversee and support the process of 

implementation of the protocol including briefings and training to staff, staged 
implementation processes, mechanism for early detection of any problems, 

any addi - tional resources/other supports required 

10.

Implement the protocol 11.

Establish a mechanism for regular monitoring and review the protocol 12.

Revise the protocol accordingly 13.

There are some generic steps which can assist in developing inter -agency service 

agreements and protocols. These are shown below:

Resolving inter - agency differences

a lack of clarity about roles ω
professional and organisational philosophies ω
different expectations about priorities and ways of working ω
perceived power differences between partners ω
communication failures, and ω
varying degrees of commitment to the agreement or protocol. ω

When implementing agreements and protocols it is inevitable that tensions will 

occasionally arise. This can be because of:

The early recognition of problems and a shared commitment across agencies to 

deal with the problem are keys to resolving differences. Solving issues within the 
inter -agency group is the preferred approach. Only in extreme circumstances would 

the assistance of external mediators be sought

Pasted from <http://www.communitydoor.org.au/networks/collaboration/interagency-protocols.html> 
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This checklist has been developed from the lessons learnt from the analysis of inter-agency (and wider 
partnership) working undertaken as part of the 3 Dee Vision project. The checklist includes issues to 
consider at different stages in a partnership project, from the proposal, through planning and 
implementation to completion.

For more information, please read the full report at: www.3deevision.org/report_partnership.asp

When developing a project proposal, are you thinking about:
Whether the project objectives are realistic for the resources and time available;
9ƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΤ
Iƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƻ ΨōŜŘ ƛƴΩ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎΤ
Building on existing projects and relationships (to avoid re-inventing the wheel);
Building in flexible time and resources to resolve unexpected (but inevitable) problems;
9ƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΤ
Different motivations for involvement in the project ςƘƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ 

core business and can these expectations can be met;

Clarifying commitments from all involved, illustrating the critical interdependencies and getting a 
formal undertaking to honour these commitments;

Clarifying the capacities are required (influence, experience, skills, time available, enthusiasm for 
objectives) to deliver the project and recruiting members accordingly.

When setting up the structure and procedures for the project, are you thinking about:
Establishing what kind of partnership is required (coordination, cooperation or collaboration), as this 

affects the structures (including the legal status) of the project;

Agreeing the specific roles and responsibilities of the individuals involved (especially the coordinator), 
including: delegated authority, accountability; distribution of risks;

Recognising the non-negotiables (deadlines, statutory requirements, reporting requirements) within 
the project and plan accordingly;

Developing a standard format for meetings with informative agendas, progress charts and clear 
minutes (and designating a chair and minutes secretary);

Setting up appropriate monitoring to allow evaluation of tangible and intangible outcomes to occur;
Undertaking a stakeholder analysis to identify key contributors to, and audiences for, the project and 

any conflicts that may arise as the project proceeds;

Establishing a communication plan to ensure efficient and effective information exchange with the 
appropriate people at the appropriate time.

Whilst running the project, are you thinking about:
Investing in effective, targeted and coordinated communication within the group and within each 

partner organisation (recognising personal preferences vary);

Investing in effective decision-making including agreeing decision making and conflict resolution 
protocols;

Investing in time for reflection and learning ςincluding recognising tensions and setting time aside to 
resolve issues that may be acting as a handbrake on progress;

Promoting group solidarity through formal team building, social events, hosting activities and 
celebrating milestones;

9ƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ άǊƛƴƎ ŦŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƛƳŜέ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛƴŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘǎ 
and supports the expected level of commitment;

Revisiting the project objectives as these evolve through time;
Revisiting the composition of the project team regularly;
Practicing what you preach ςfollowing the principles of Sustainable Development;
Planning for the future ςwhat is to be the legacy for subsequent projects?

When finishing a project, will you think about:
How to pass on the lessons learnt, how to tie up loose ends, and how the outstanding actions and 

commitments will get finished?

Thanking all those involved ςnot just the project team but colleagues, stakeholders and the public 
who contributed along the way.

What you learned from the experience and how you might put this into practice in the future.

12 May 2009
11:57
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What you learned from the experience and how you might put this into practice in the future.
Take Home Messages:
ω ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΤ
ω LƴǘŜǊŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ōǳǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘǎΤ
ω !ƭƭ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ǘǊǳǎǘΤ ōǳǘ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ 
mean equality;

ω LƴǘŜǊ-agency working can take many forms so use an approach that is fit for purpose;
ω ²ƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƛƳŜΤ
ω !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ όƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎύ ŀǊŜ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ
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The Purpose of Partnership
The starting point must be a clear understanding of the purpose of partnerships.
Essentially, this purpose is the aim of achieving socially inclusive lives for people with
learning disabilities, based upon person centred principles. This has three implications that
need to underpin partnership development:
мΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ
ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ όǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ Lύ
2. The organisations involved in the partnership must therefore include all those with
an interest or responsibility across this full range of issues (see Figure II)
3. The partnership must operate with the person with a learning disability and their
wishes and interests at the centre.
Key Messages
Following on from this, in reading and making use of these materials there are several key
messages that need to be given particular prominence:
q Partnership working must serve a purpose and not exist for itself. That purpose
needs to be a set of mutually agreed outcomes and changes that will result in
improved lives for people with learning disabilities.
q Organisational culture and personal behaviour are the most important factors to
influence partnerships. A willingness to share power and work to a mutually
agreed agenda is an unavoidable pre-requisite.
q Whilst structures for inter-agency working are important, they are not the starting
point for partnership. Leaping into formalised structures without first considering
the cultural and behavioural dimensions may exacerbate rather than resolve interagency
tensions.
q Partnership takes time and effort. You will need a planned and phased approach to
ǳǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ 5ƻ
ƴƻǘ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨǉǳƛŎƪ ŦƛȄΩΦ
q Partnerships need to be broader than in the past. They need to engage stakeholders
ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŀōǎŜƴǘ ΨŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ
education, housing and leisure and the independent/voluntary sector. At the centre
of this must be the partnership with people with learning disabilities
themselves and their families.
q Concentrate in the first instance on what you agree about and on initiatives where
ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ
q Partnership has to be seen to deliver positive outcomes that are agreed by all
ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ΨǿƛƴƴŜǊǎΩ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ ƳƻƳŜƴǘǳƳ
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Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)
The Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (DTLR) has produced
detailed guidance on the operation of Local Strategic Partnerships, available on the
website www.neighbourhood.dtlr.gov.uk.
LSPs are intended to bring together under one umbrella the different parts of the public
sector and the private, business, voluntary and community sectors (to operate at a level
that enables strategic decisions to be taken whilst still being close enough to individual
neighbourhoods to allow action to be determined at community level) to create
strengthened, empowered and safer communities. They are non-statutory, non-executive
organisations ςthey are intended to be powerful, but through their influence rather than
any executive powers in law.
The LSP brief is broad and will vary by area, but specific reference is made to deprivation,
social exclusion, a poor quality environment and health inequalities, as well as the national
strategy for neighbourhood renewal. Core tasks are described as to:
q Prepare and implement a community strategy for the area
q Bring together local plans, partnerships and initiatives
q Work with local authorities that are developing a local public service agreement
q Develop and deliver a local neighbourhood renewal strategy to secure more jobs,
better education, improved health, reduced crime and better housing.
Learning Disability Partnership Boards are to be located within the LSP framework. In
practice the most likely benefit of this arrangement will be enabling those responsible for
learning disability services to be in touch with the appropriate people from other systems
that need to be accessed.
[{tǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ άŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅέΦ [{tǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ
both inclusive and able to make decisions based on agreements. This is likely to involve
ways of working that do not involve all the partners all of the time. But as a priority LSPs
should ensure that local people and communities are effectively involved, using existing
networks of community and voluntary organisations.
Government Offices for the Regions will act as facilitators, mediators and accreditors to
LSPs. They will evaluate and accredit LSPs in the 88 local authority areas eligible for the
bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ wŜƴŜǿŀƭ CǳƴŘ όϻнллƳ ƛƴ нллмκнΣ ϻоллƳ ƛƴ нллнκо ŀƴŘ ϻпллƳ ƛƴ нллоκпύ
and advise Ministers on how far LSPs meet requirements. To be accredited LSPs must
demonstrate that they:
q Are effective, representative and able to play a strategic role
q Actively involve all key local players
q Have established priorities, targets and milestones
q Have ensured that members have aligned their performance management systems
ǉ wŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ άōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘƛŎ ōǳǊŘŜƴέ
q Build on best practice from successful partnerships.
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What Do We Know About Making Partnerships Work?
Summary
{ǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƪŜȅ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ
ōƭƻŎƪǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΦ
It is important to devote time and resources to building this mutual confidence.
Partnerships have to be worked at.
Starting Points for Partnerships
In recent years we have learnt a great deal about how to develop real and effective
partnerships (Greig and Poxton, 2001a; Greig and Poxton, 2001b). Some of the most
important points are that:
q Partnerships do not just happen. It takes time and effort to get to a position where
they stand a chance of success.
q Nurturing and sustaining those partnerships requires energy and commitment.
q Partnership working cannot be successfully imposed ςany partnership where key
players do not want to be there in the first place is doomed to failure.
DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ
delivery, a key challenge is to create a situation where local stakeholders want to be
working in partnership, rather than being forced into it. In order to help achieve this, there
must be something that all partners get out of the arrangement. If one party does not derive
a benefit, they will not participate constructively. Partnership working has to offer a
purpose and outcome that cannot be achieved otherwise.
Most important of all is that all the research and experience highlights the key partnership
challenges as being around culture and organisational behaviour, not around structures. It
is comparatively easy to develop and establish joint structures, policies and protocols. The
real issue is that of whether individuals and organisations can work in new ways that mean
partnerships are genuine and sustainable.
Getting Going with Partnership
Attempts by agencies to create inter-agency structures without paying attention to the
ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎΩ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ
down when early difficulties arise. Essentially we are dealing with complex
organisational, systems and practitioner/clinician change.
¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎΩ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨtŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ wŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩ
(Box 1).
Box 1. The Partnership Readiness Framework
1. Building and agreeing shared values and principles with a vision of how life should
be for people who use services.
2. Agreeing specific policy and service shifts that the partnership arrangements are
designed to achieve.
3. Being prepared to explore new service options and not be overly tied to existing
services or providers.
4. Being clear about what aspects of service and activity are inside and outside the
boundaries of the partnership arrangements.
5. Being clear about organisational roles in terms of responsibilities for and
relationships between commissioning, purchasing and providing in order to derive a
coherency that draws upon all appropriate expertise.
6. Identifying agreed resource pools, including pooled budgets, and agreeing to put to
one side unresolvable historical disagreements about financial responsibility.
7. Ensuring effective leadership, including political and other senior level commitment
to the partnership agenda.
8. Providing sufficient dedicated partnership development capacity rather than it being a
ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜΦ
9. Developing and sustaining good personal relationships , creating opportunities and
incentives for key players to nurture those relationships in order to promote mutual
trust.
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trust.
The absence of these factors can create obstacles to sustaining partnerships. Thus, paying
attention to their development will allow and enable partnership arrangements to get
beyond the planning stage and survive early difficulties. As an early step there should be
an honest and shared appraisal of the extent to which these ingredients are present locally.
(See the Partnership Audit Tool in section 3). If a sound basis for partnership exists, then it
ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ΨǘǊȅƛƴƎ
ƻǳǘΩ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ
tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǘ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Ψ[ŀȅŜǊǎΩ
A second important lesson from past studies is the need to recognise the multi-layered
nature of partnership working when it is put into action. Decisions are taken at various
levels within and outside organisations.
Box 2. Components for Partnership Working
1. The establishment of strategic partnerships that set the overarching framework and
objectives for the services in question, and that meet the necessary governance
requirements.
2. Means of engaging with users and other local people, including those beyond the
traditional service boundaries, in ways that make sense to them and that are properly
impacting on key resource and other decision making.
3. Ways of promoting ownership of the partnership from leaders, managers and staff,
through effective communication and a sharing of the potential benefits.
4. Clarity over how significant shifts in service patterns are to be achieved through the
planning and delivery of key strategic decisions that require macro changes in service
design.
5. Inter-agency assessment and care management systems that ensure shared
ownership of decisions to commit resources to meet the holistic needs of individuals.
6. Networks or systems that facilitate integrated information and other supports at
individual and aggregate levels.
7. A comprehensive shared local training policy and programmes.
8. Joint workforce planning mechanisms that consider how to develop a workforce that
can both deliver and strategically commission services.
9. An integrated monitoring and review system that results in a shared understanding
of the effectiveness of current services, and thus the evidence base for changes in the
future.
10. A clear and shared performance and audit approach to provide publicly visible
shared ownership of decisions and the use of resources.
Each of the above components must be in place. Most crucially, attention must be paid to
the linkages between these different elements, so that effective inter-agency work at one
level is not undermined by its failure to be translated into joint action at another.
Understanding decision-making processes is a fundamental ingredient of effective intraand
inter-agency working.
Working with Complexity
Those charged with the implementation of partnership working have to learn how to work
with inherent and unavoidable organisational complexity, rather than trying to remove it in
ways that will make delivering on that complexity impossible. The socially inclusive
Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ŀ
complex web of organisations and individuals that need to work together in the interests of
the person with a learning disability. It is not feasible to turn that complexity into a simple,
linear arrangement in either organisational or process terms. Ways forward are likely to be
ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨƴŜŀǘΩΦ {ǳŎƘ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ
or more partners feeling alienated or excluded and withdrawing from effective partnership
working.
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Auditing the State of Your Partnerships
Summary
You have to develop partnerships from where you are at. Using the frameworks from the
previous section, organisations can undertaken an audit of the strength of their current
partnership arrangements, in order to identify actions that are needed in order to ensure
partnerships are robust and will stand the test of time. This should be an important
precursor to entering new structural mechanisms.
Are We Ready for Partnership?
LŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎΩ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ
place that help to build the trust and common purpose for an effective long-term
relationship. By asking the following questions, partners can identify the current strengths
and weaknesses of inter-agency relationships and thus develop an action plan to build on
strengths and address weaknesses.
A. Do we share the same values and aspirations?
Without a similar vision of the future for people with learning disabilities, the tensions
within partnerships will make it impossible to achieve change. Ask whether:
q There is a common vision that is set down and interpreted in similar ways between
ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ όb. ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎύΦ
q The full range of stakeholders has been involved through effective planning
processes in developing this vision.
B. Do we have agreed priorities for significant policy and service shifts?
It is often easy to agree values, but is there a common interpretation of how this is to be
translated into service design and change? Ask whether:
q There is a common interpretation of where and how services are currently
ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǎƘŜǎΦ
q There is agreement over the significant service changes that the partnership is
designed to help achieve.
q The necessary links are in place with other planning processes such as LSPs and
HIMPs to ensure policy and service changes are linked to the mainstream.
q You have established outcome criteria to inform you whether changes have led to
positive outcomes for people.
C. Is there a shared willingness to explore new service options?
If partners are tied to existing services or providers, tensions will arise and changes in the
interests of people with learning disabilities will be blocked. Ask whether:
q Partners are willing to open up all aspects of service and practice to scrutiny
through approaches such as Best Value and user led quality reviews.
q There is a culture of innovation and positive risk taking in terms of service
planning and design.
D. Is there agreement about the boundaries of the partnership?
A lack of clarity as to what is inside and outside the partnership boundaries will create
tensions and undermine change. Ask whether:
q Resources can be aligned to administrative/geographical boundaries so that flexible
sharing of those resources can be achieved.
q Boundaries with other services such as those for older people and people with
mental health problems are clear and agreed.
E. Are we clear and comfortable about who will be responsible for what within the
partnership?
Agreement about organisational roles and responsibilities for commissioning, purchasing
ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ΨǘǳǊŦ ǿŀǊǎΩΦ !ǎƪ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊΥ
q It is clear where commissioning responsibility rests for each aspect of service and
there is a common definition and understanding of commissioning.
q There is a shared understanding of the nature of person centred planning, care
management and assessment and of who is responsible for aspects of this.
q The nature of the relationship between commissioners and providers of services is
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q The nature of the relationship between commissioners and providers of services is
mutually acceptable.
q The role and place of people with learning disabilities and carers in decision
making is clear and acceptable to all concerned.
CΦ Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴΚ
Argument over money has been the single greatest cause of breakdown in putative
partnership arrangements. Ask whether:
q Each party is confident and accepts that the resources committed to the partnership
Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΦ
ǉ tŀǎǘ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ΨǇǳǘ ǘƻ ōŜŘΩΦ
q Financial systems are robust enough to monitor and track resource commitments.
G. Is there effective, committed leadership to the partnership vision?
Without effective leadership, including political and other senior level commitment to the
partnership agenda, partnerships will struggle. Ask whether:
q Key senior players understand the issues and implications around partnership and
are committed to its development.
q Senior officers are able and willing to make the time and space to build
partnership working into their organisational agendas.
q Key practitioners are committed to a multi-professional way of working.
H. Are there people with the time and capacity to take forward the partnership
agenda?
It is essential to provide sufficient dedicated partnership development capacity, rather than
ƛǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜΦ !ǎƪ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊΥ
q One or more individuals have been given a clear brief to lead on partnership
development.
ǉ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ Ƨƻō ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΦ
I. Is there trust, openness and good will between key players?
Partnership can be undermined by the simple existence of a few key individuals who let
personal animosity get in the way of positive inter-agency working. Ask whether:
q Key players at all levels in all organisations are able and willing to work together
constructively.
q There are strategies in place for managing and addressing difficult relationships.
q Time and opportunity is being built into working practices to allow people to get to
ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀǎΦ
If these factors are broadly in place, or there is confidence that they can be put in place in
the near future, then your partnership has the potential to work effectively and stand the
test of time. You are probably in a position to consider detailed partnership arrangements,
including consideration of structural mechanisms to begin to institutionalise that
partnership.
If, however, you have a substantial agenda in relation to these points ςdo not rush too far
too soon. Start your partnership working with smaller initiatives, around issues that you
agree upon. Create opportunities to build the necessary trust and mutual confidence that
will lead to more in-depth relationships at a later date. Do not leap into new organisational
structures like integrated provision or lead
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What is the Best Approach for Partnership?
LŦ ǘƘŜ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪΩ ŀǳŘƛǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳǊ
partnerships, your will need to consider how to do this. The following set of questions will
help you to answer that question.
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ 9ǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ς
the framework that effectively brings together decision makers at strategic, operational
management and practitioner levels in a coherent needs focused manner to ensure the most
effective deployment of resources (of all kinds).
In order to get a sense of an appropriate approach, consider the following issues:
A. What achievements are being sought?
A large, ambitious agenda for change is likely to benefit from a significant piece of
partnership decision making machinery that includes a strategic level component, probably
involving Councillors and Non Executive Directors. A smaller scale programme will not
require such sophistication and could operate at a lower level of delegated powers.
The key question is:
q Do the partnership structures and decision making arrangements accord with the
scale and nature of the changes being sought?
B. What is the local history of partnership working?
Be mindful of previous successes and setbacks at partnership working, so as to build upon
existing strengths and mainstream informal arrangements. In doing this it is important not
to aim too high too quickly ςhaving a structure that is sustainable is crucial. Reluctant
participants can jeopardise progress.
Key questions are:
q Can you identify the current strengths and weaknesses of your partnerships?
q Are there any organisational or individual disputes that might get in the way?
q Is all useful local experience and expertise involved in helping to move forward?
q Do you need to take a step back to take a step forward? If key partners are
distrustful of current arrangements, you may need to start again and build a new
consensus over the way forward.
C. What does the current organisational and political geography tell you?
LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇƻƴ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ
localities within a wider geographical area or a particular grouping of like-minded
agencies or individuals. Provider organisations willing to work in non-competitive ways
should be respected and given a prominent position in arrangements.
Key questions are:
q Has sufficient attention been given to considering the most appropriate
geographical and organisational boundaries and has the choice of focus been based
on best meeting user needs?
q Are service providers (statutory and non statutory) adequately involved in the
arrangements, and are they aware of respective responsibilities in the process?
D. How does organisational reconfiguration affect partnership structures?
Partnership working must be able to continue regardless of the inevitable organisational
and personnel changes. However, the continuing process of change does demand senior
and other staff time and effort, and it is important to be realistic about this when designing
new partnership arrangements.
Key questions are:
q How does current organisational reconfiguration impact on partnership systems
and structures?
q How much capacity do organisational heads have to provide partnership
leadership?
E. How broad should the local partnership structure be?
Partnership has to involve more than the NHS and Social Services. Structures should
allow for this outward looking element, involving other local authority departments and
parts of the public services. This includes taking account of the housing aspects of
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parts of the public services. This includes taking account of the housing aspects of
support, through the Supporting People programme. To do this it will be important not to
depend simply on what happens at meetings. Partnership working is crucially about what
happens on a day to day basis, outside meetings.
Key questions are:
q Who are the partners that are needed to achieve the changes required in the lives of
people with learning disabilities?
q Is there the capacity and capability to ensure that partnership development work is
not confined to what happens at meetings?
q Is there sufficient shared understanding of the different as well as the shared policy
agenda of the various partners involved?
F. How should users, carers, independent sector and local communities be involved
in the partnership model?
The strength of a local partnership may be determined by the extent of real power sharing
that takes place. Although this will be constrained by statutory requirements, non-statutory
partners bring a great deal to partnerships. The depth of the commitment to working
together and sharing decision making (rather than the structural arrangements) will
determine whether their involvement is successful or not.
Key questions are:
ǉ Iŀǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ōŜŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ΨǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ
ǳǇΩ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΚ
q Are local people involved in ways that make sense to them rather than fit with the
usual way statutory agencies tend to operate?
q Are the different interest groups adequately engaged in some way?
q Are support arrangements in place to ensure that people can fully participate and
that processes and systems are fully accessible to all partners?
Partnership form should follow function and local arrangements must be able to deliver on
both national and local requirements. By undertaking an honest audit of these questions, it
should be possible to design and maintain a model that reflects local realities and can
deliver on future aspirations. The degree of shared (integrated) decision making should
grow as partnership strength develops. You could undertake such audits yourselves, by
ƻōǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƘŜƭǇ ƻǊ ōȅ ΨǇŀƛǊƛƴƎΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŜŀŎƘ
ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΩΦ
A number of other diagnostic tools or approaches can be found, such as:
ǉ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ DƻƻŘ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΚ ! tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ¢ƻƻƭέ όbǳŦŦƛŜƭŘ
Institute for Health, University of Leeds, 2000).
q Work undertaken by the NHS Modernisation Agency, looking at different models
of partnership working.
q The European Foundation for Quality Management.
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Partnership Boards - Making Them Work
Summary
Although not statutory bodies, Partnership Boards will be powerful entities and authorities
need to channel much decision making and consultation through them. If they are to be
effective, Boards need to be much more than a traditional joint planning group and new
ways of working need to be explored. Consideration needs to be given to a number of
important factors covering both the structures used and the underpinning culture of the
way the Board operates.
tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ .ƻŀǊŘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ōȅ ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέΦ
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ΨǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ōƻŘƛŜǎΩΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ
hold budgets or be responsible on its own for actions being carried out. (See section 7 on
Ψ¢ƘŜ [ŜƎŀƭ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎΩύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ
ǇƻǿŜǊƭŜǎǎΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴƎƛƴŜ
ǊƻƻƳΩ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ
The Power of the Partnership Board
Although Boards have no statutory powers, they are nonetheless highly important and
should become a powerful driving force for change. This will occur because:
мΦ ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέ ǎŜŜǎ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ .ƻŀǊŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ
guaranteeing partnership working and has given them a number of crucial roles (e.g.
agreeing the JIP, the PCP framework). Thus, whilst individual organisations could
take action unilaterally, this will be viewed negatively by the Department of Health
(DH) in its performance management and monitoring role. DH processes will look for
evidence that plans, documents, ideas and actions have been developed and agreed
through the Partnership Board. If not, there may be implications for access to the
Learning Disability Development Fund and future JIP approval.
2. Organisations should agree internally that the Partnership Board is the vehicle for
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ
the local authority has to agree the care management system ςbut as part of the PCP
framework. It could thus support establishing a PCP development process through the
Board, informing that process about the legal requirements upon the local authority for
assessment and the political expectations of elected Members. These would then be
ƧǳȄǘŀǇƻǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜ
Board to agree a shared framework. In tandem with this, the local authority would give
its formal, statutory agreement to the care management framework. Similar approaches
would apply for issues led by other partners, such as the housing plan (housing
authority) and health action plan (Primary Care Trust). The key point is that an
authority should not agree a policy or initiative that does not have Partnership Board
support.
In summary, the power and authority of Partnership Boards exists because:
q The Government expects them to be the vehicle for local decision making.
q Organisations thus need to commit to channelling discussions and agreements
through the Board.
q A failure to do this could have negative consequences for performance monitoring
and management.
Boards will have a particularly important role in both influencing and interpreting other
local planning mechanisms, such as the Health Improvement and Modernisation Plan,
Joint Investment Plans (beyond learning disabilities), and community planning.
Making Partnership Boards Work
Partnership Boards may be developed by building on existing joint planning structures,
but to be really effective they will (in most places) have to make a quantum leap forward
in their structure, culture and practices. Experience from groups similar to Partnership
Boards, both in learning disabilities and beyond, suggests a number of factors that need to
be considered if this is to be achieved.
A. The balance of power within the Board
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A. The balance of power within the Board
The Partnership Board will not work if it behaves, or is perceived to behave, as though one
or more partners are in control or are dominant. If it does, people will withdraw from
active participation. In particular, the fact that partners do not bring as much money as
others does not make them less important. Each partner is crucial to the overall picture.
The Board should recognise the particular expertise and contribution of each participant.
Spend some time together identifying and agreeing those areas of expertise and
ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ !ƎǊŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŘǳŜ
ŀŎŎƻǊŘΦ !ƎǊŜŜ ΨƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǊǳƭŜǎΩ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ
who may be less powerful in traditional terms.
B. Ensuring authority and decision making capacity
.ƻŀǊŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ
and commit their organisation to action, otherwise the Board will become a talking shop.
There will obviously be occasions when Board members may need to take issues back for
ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƎǊŀǎǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ
give reasonable confidence that support will be forthcoming. This is a particular reason for
involving elected local authority Members in the Board. (See section 8D for more
information on delegation).
/Φ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ
Structures such as Partnership Boards run the risk of working for statutory agency
representatives but not others - in particular people with learning disabilities, family carers
and the voluntary sector. Boards will need to consider:
q Establishing parallel fora for people with learning disabilities and family carers to
enable them to be well informed and representative - perhaps by meeting shortly
before the Board to enable those stakeholders to discuss issues with their peers and
formulate their views. This will necessitate papers being produced well in advance
of meetings.
q Ensuring papers and the way in which meetings are conducted is accessible to all
participants.
q Ensuring that good support is available to people with learning disabilities through
the Board process.
q Giving specific space on the agenda to people with learning disabilities and family
carers to raise their own ideas and issues.
q Ensuring mechanisms exist for voluntary/community groups and provider agencies
to come together so that their voice on the Board is representative.
Further ideas on effectively engaging people with learning disabilities are contained in the
5I DƻƻŘ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ά5ŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ ¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέ ό!ƛǘŎƘƛǎƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллмύΦ
D. Capacity to take forward initiatives
¢ƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǳǇƻƴ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘǎ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ
action and change. Board members must therefore possess, or have access to, the capacity
ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΦ ά±ŀƭǳƛƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ
ensure the appointment of a senior officer (see below) to ensure that actions are taken
forward and that the Board is kept fully informed of issues.
E. Making it more than a meeting
The Partnership Board should be the reflection of the strength of partnership working that
takes place day by day, rather than the only place where partnership is visible. It is
therefore important to create a culture whereby the Board achieves two particular things:
(i) the opportunity to initiate and explore ideas and (ii) subsequent decision making and
action.
q Consider formats other than a traditional meeting with a formal agenda. Explore
ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ .ƻŀǊŘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŜǾŜƴǘΩ ƻǊ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ǿƘŜǊŜ
people can break out into different discussions and explore them in depth.
q Develop opportunities for groups of people to take forward specific ideas and
initiatives. This need not be the traditional sub-group that goes on forever. Think
of it as involving people in what interests them. Find a way (for example) for
people from an employment perspective not having to sit through hours of
discussions about supported housing.
q Create designated spaces to explore new ideas or hear about the experiences or
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q Create designated spaces to explore new ideas or hear about the experiences or
ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎǳŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ
ǉ /ƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀ ΨƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ 9ƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ
something at a Board meeting that adds to the knowledge and understanding of the
majority of participants. Programme in feedback and evidence of the impact of the
.ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ {ǇŜƴŘ ǘƛƳŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ
not and why that is the case.
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Resolvingthe Dramas of Collaboration
Sections
Mind over matter
Managing complexity
Partners in conflict
Relationships as Drama
Becoming successful collaborators

James W Bryant
Professor of Operational Research & Strategy Sciences and Co-Director of the Change Management Research Centre at Sheffield 
Hallam University

Modernization agendas in the public sector continue to be fatally flawed by the dominant belief that transformation is exclusively 
driven by ideas. Yet the Enlightenment assumption that change is a rational process ignores the human agencies by which it must 
ōŜ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ΩƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŀǇΩ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǊŎŜŦǳƭƭȅ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛ ǘƘŀǘ L ǳƴŘŜǊǘƻƻƪ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳthe 
Change Management Research Centre (CMRC) in the health sector. We confronted very senior health service managers with the 
challenge of multi-agencycollaboration in a simulated health economy. Their considered responses were professional and 
entirely appropriate to the situation. Yet they left hanging the critical issues of achieving change ςin this instance in shaping fresh 
attitudes to clinical governance ςand saw their role fulfilled once they had issued relevant directives. Cascaded across the service, 
such a stance reduces ambitious political crusades and high-ǎƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǘŀǎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ΨǘƛŎƪ 
ōƻȄΩ ƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǘȅΦ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎǘƛŎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΦ

Mind over matter
Lǘ ƛǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƳōŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ΨƳƛƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎthe 
ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ƎǊŀōōƛƴƎΩ ǎƭƻƎŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǘƻƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦǳƴŎǘion as 

being to drive and control (and to be seen as driving and controlling) change through ordered programmes of development. 
However, this is a uniquely damaging combination of philosophies and practices, which doggedly refuses to acknowledge the 

chaotic, ambiguous, unpredictable characteristics of present-day society, and which fails to come to terms, for example, with 
ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΦ !ƴŘ ŀǎ YŀǊƭ aŀǊȄ ƻƴŎŜ ǿǊƻǘŜ ΨǘƘŜ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛƴ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǿŀȅǎΤ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǘΩΦ

Managing complexity

to encourage participation ςbut recognize that this creates a contested arena ω
to exploit variety in wisdom and vision ςbut realize that values and perspectives may be irreconcilable ω
to accept fuzziness and paradox ςand thereby live with continuous but creative tension ω
to value and put trust in process: in becoming, not being ςand so facilitate and listen rather than direct and demand.ω

Staceyii and other complexity theorists have advanced an alternative approach that can promote innovative behaviours and 
encourage generative relationships. It does this not by imposing control, reducing variation and erasing resistance to change, but 
by following natural attractor patterns, learning from the unexpected and providing minimum specifications rather than detailed 
targets and plans. Governments and their agents are wary of such thinking through fear of relinquishing control, yet the promise 
of the complexity approach and its view of society as a complex adaptive system is that learning, evolution and adaptation can 
produce far more effective outcomes that the illusory equilibria of the Cartesian mindset. The implications for managers of 
adopting this new stance are iii: 

At the CMRC, we have been working with one framework based upon these precepts ςand outlined below ςthat can help to 
bridge the gap between rhetoric and reality. 

Partners in conflict
Managing relationships successfully is fundamental to the transformation of public services. Relationships with all those in the 
ΨǾŀƭǳŜ ǿŜōΩ ςcustomers/users, suppliers, competitors and complementors ςshape the development of systems. But invariably all 

these stakeholders aspire to different futures. Inevitably there will be conflict. This is a healthy and positive sign. Conflict shows 
that people care about what is going on and that they have their own views about both means and ends. Handled inappropriately, 

conflict can bring about futures that no-one wants; but handled effectively conflict can be resolved to mutual satisfaction. 

Our framework for exploring relationships builds on the metaphor of drama. So those involved, for example in service delivery, 
are seen as characters in episodes where they confront challenges and dilemmas and from which they emerge through 

negotiation with others; just as in a stage play the plot is driven forward by the accommodations reached between characters.

Relationships as Drama
Within this framework, it is of fundamental importance to be thorough in populating the drama. So we trawl comprehensively to
capture all those who have an interest in what is going on. In a Community Safety Partnership (CSP), for instance, this would
typically include: elected members, officers and relevant committees of local authorities; police and probation services; 
educational institutions; voluntary sector organizations; chambers of commerce; trades unions; the local population plus any 
coherent sub-groupings (eg demographic, ethnic, residential, occupational); and so on. Note that these characters may be nested 
within one another or overlapping. The key is that each character (and a character may be a group) has its own distinctive position 
in a situation. That is, it has an expressed view as to how it would like to see matters develop. 

At any time, there are many bones of contention between characters in a typical collaboration. Taking up the CSP illustration
again, there are likely to be tensionsbetween police and local authority, not least because of their differing cultures, leadership 

and management styles. There may be issues separating the partnership staff team and their policy board. There may be tensions

12 May 2009
12:06
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and management styles. There may be issues separating the partnership staff team and their policy board. There may be tensions
between the public sector lead agencies and participating voluntary bodies and so on. Each of these confrontations can be 

considered as a dramatic episode to which various characters bring their own solutions (their positions) and in which they seek to 
influence others through threats and promises. 

[ŜǘΩǎ ǘŀƪŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻƴŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƻ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘǊŀƳŀΦ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό/hύ ŀǊŜ ƻŦten 
reluctant to confront statutory bodies in partnership working. Yet in many cases they could exercise a powerful sanction by 
withdrawing participation. Since their involvement is often a key requirement of funding bodies, this threat should carry weight 
with public sector leads (PSL) and inhibit the latter, for instance, from unilaterally dictating the partnership agenda. If we were 
(realistically) to assume that the CO would most prefer to collaborate in a jointly shaped agenda and only reluctantly leave a 
partnership in which the PSL defines the agenda but that the PSL would find matters simplest if it could drive the partnership on 
its own lines, though it would (reluctantly) share this lead with the CO rather than face the ignominy of the latter withdrawing, 
ǘƘŜƴ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ŦŀŎŜ ŘƛƭŜƳƳŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ t{[ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ /hΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜ ƻf 
the partnership and its threat to define the agenda will be suspected as a bluff by CO. The CO, on the other hand, is under 
pressure to allow the PSL to define the agenda which it would prefer to the collapse of the partnership and it cannot trust any 
agreement by the PSL that it will implement collaboration on the agenda. Our theoryiv shows that there are just six generic 
ŘƛƭŜƳƳŀǎΣ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ΨŜǎŎŀǇŜ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ
of them. The key to successful collaboration is therefore about the management of these dilemmas for all parties involved. 

A crucial lesson that emerges from drama analysis is that it is misguided to offer general prescriptions about the practice of 
collaboration. Every partnership is unique and must be treated in its own terms. Modelled as unique dramatic episodes in the way 
that I have described above, however, it is possible to suggest effective strategies for resolvingconflicts and for achieving working 
collaborations. 

Becoming successful collaborators
We have used the drama framework in a number of ways. Most obviously it has provided an analytical device for shaping and 
improving collaborative arrangements, either on behalf of one of the parties involved, or else on behalf of all of them (ie in 
mediation mode). But such analysis gives one-off support, whereas the complexity paradigm implies a need to develop agile 
strategies for coping with and adroitly exploiting the opportunities that come along on the tide of circumstance. For this reason 
we have concentrated on using the conceptual framework as a training and development tool.

Immersive drama (ID) is the name we have given to the role-play simulations that we have created to support collaborative 
practice, especially in and between public sector organizationsi. In an ID, role players each take on the mantle of a key character 
in a situation and, working from a briefing that sets out its position and predicament, they meet, exchange and negotiate with 
others to seek a resolution of the partnership challenge that we pose for them collectively. This free-flow process is quite distinct 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΩ όǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘύ ōǳt upon the 
dilemmas of collaboration and their management. Our role players, however inexperienced, find it easy to get into role and to
ΨǿŜŀǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ƳƻŎŎŀǎƛƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜǎ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ L5ǎ Ŏŀƴ
be designed to incorporate specific dilemmas and thereby to enable people to develop their own responses to the challenges of
relationships within novel or altered partnership configurations. Most significantly the complexity of the whole system is not 
compromised and successful resolution depends upon the actions of all participants, who gain both affective as well as cognitive 
appreciation of anticipated change. Our experience is that such approaches help people to achieve what they want rather than 
continually being disappointed that their words do not move mountains. 

References
i          Bryant, J.W. & Darwin, J. (2003) Immersive drama: testing health systems; Omega: the international journal of 
management science, 31, pp.127-136.

ii         Stacey, R.D. (2003), Strategic management and organizational dynamics: the challenge of complexity; London: Pearson 
Education.

iii            Darwin, J., Johnson, P. & McAuley, J. (2002),Developing strategies for change; London: Pearson Education.
iv         Bryant, J.W. (2003), The six dilemmas of collaboration: inter-organizational relationships as drama; Chichester: John Wiley. 
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Tensions

Top down ςGovt; Audit 
Commission, CLG, Govt. Office

Squeeze ςfighting for 
the same ground

Pulling apart ςalienation
breech of trust, disenchantment

Bottom up pressure ς
Community pressures; activist
pǊŜǎǎǳǊŜΤ ΨDǊŜŜƴ LƴƪΩ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ

Realpolitik& Ideological difference

National politics

ωAspirational

ωFighting for the 
same ground

Local                 
politics

ωThe art of the 
possible

ωFighting overthe 
same ground

Community 
priorities

ω²ŀƴǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΩ 
sorted out

ω5ƻƴΩǘ ƳǳŎƘ ŎŀǊŜ 
who does it as 
long as it gets 
done

Realpolitik& Ideological difference 2

85% of decisions are 
agreed by all

10% are debated and 
resolved by all

5% are contested and 
fought over by all

12 May 2009
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ωNational Policy

ωCentral Govt departmental policy

ωRegional Policy

ωGovt Office/{I!Ωǎetc

ωLocal Strategy

ω[{tΩǎκ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎκt/¢Ωǎ

The complexity of accountabilities

National 
accountability

GO/SHA 
accountability

Partnership

Accountability

Organisational

Accountability

Representative constituencies[?]

ωVol/Com 
sector

ωBusiness

ωPCTωCouncil
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Representative activities

ωOur  
Representative

ωObserver

ωEmissaryωAmbassador

Empowered to 
act in the best 
interests of the 
organisation

Charged 

with bringing 
messages and 
delivering set 

responses

Enthusiastic but 
not empowered

There to 
report back 

[without 
commitment]

Working Better Together?
Audit Commission 2008

identifies key aspects of scrutiny practice that could be adapted and 
adopted by councils:
ω Using scrutiny at the strategic, Executive, and operational levels to 
reduce the democratic deficit in the LSP.
ω Involving partner organisations on scrutiny panels.
ω Developing training for overview and scrutiny members that 
include introductions to the work and governance of key partners.
ω Developing joint training for overview and scrutiny members and 
members of partner organisations to encourage mutual 
understanding.
ω Using overview and scrutiny to identify risks to LAA delivery and 
to recommend action to mitigate those risks.
ω Organising joint council scrutiny of the LAA in a multi-tier area.

O ld h a m  M B C  im p ro ve s  sc ru t in y  o f  
p a r tn e rsh ip s

Å In  la te  2 0 0 6  e le c te d  m e m b e rs  in  O ld h a m  re v ie w e d  th e ir  o ve rv ie w  a n d  sc ru t iny  a r ra n g e m e n ts . 
M e m b e rs  a g re e d  th a t p re v io u s  a rra n g e m e n ts  w e re  in w a rd  lo o k in g  a n d  h a d  n o  lin ks  to  th e  
O ld h a m  P a r tn e rsh ip . T h e  co u n c il a g re e d  a  n e w  s tru c tu re  in  e a r ly  2 0 0 7 .

Å O ld h a m  n o w  h a s  th re e  e le c te d  m e m b e r sc ru t iny  b o d ie s  (sc ru t iny  m a n a g e m e n t b o a rd , 
p e r fo rm a n ce  a n d  va lu e  fo r  m o n e y  se le c t co m m itte e s , a n d  th e  p ro je c t b o a rd ). T h e  sc ru t iny  
m a n a g e m e n t b o a rd  m a n a g e s  a ll o ve rv ie w  a n d  sc ru t iny. It  d e c id e s  o n  th e  issu e s  to  co ve r  a n d  
its  re m it in c lu d e s  th e  L A A  a n d  th e  O ld h a m  P a r tn e rsh ip  (w h ich  ca n  su g g e s t to p ics  fo r  
sc ru t iny). It  h o ld s  th e  p e r fo rm a n ce  a n d  va lu e  fo r  m o n e y  se le c t co m m itte e  a n d  th e  p ro je c t 
b o a rd  to  a cco u n t. It  ca n  a lso  re q u e s t O ld h a m  P a r tn e rsh ip  to  u n d e r ta ke  sc ru t iny  re v ie w s . 

Å T h e  ch a ir  o f th e  O ld h a m  L SP  b o a rd  (cu rre n tly  a  lo ca l co m m u n ity  re p re se n ta t ive ) is  a  m e m b e r 
o f th e  sc ru t iny  m a n a g e m e n t b o a rd .

Å T h e  2 0 0 7-0 8  w o rk  p ro g ra m m e  in c lu d e d  sc ru t iny  re v ie w s  o f u n d e ra g e  d r in k in g  a n d  th e  im p a c t 
o f va ca n t a n d  d e re lic t la n d  o n  n e ig h b o u rh o o d s . It  e n a b le d  co u n c illo rs  to  in je c t n e w  id e a s  
in to , a n d  d e ve lo p  p o lic y  fo r, th e  L SP  th e m e  g ro u p s  a n d  o p e ra tio n a l p a r tn e rsh ip s .

Å ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǾŀŎŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǊŜƭƛŎǘ ƭŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ΨƭŀƴŘ ōŀƴƪΩ o f 
va ca n t a n d  d e re lic t la n d  a n d  b u ild in g s ; a n d  th e  tra n s fe r  o f co u n c il-o w n e d  s ite s  to  so c ia l o r  
co m m u n ity  u se .

Å T h e  n e w  s tru c tu re  co s ts  a b o u t £ 4 2 ,0 0 0  a  ye a r  to  ru n  (th e  sa m e  a s  th e  p re v io u s  
a rra n g e m e n ts).

Å So u rce : A u d it  C o m m iss io n , 2 0 0 8
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A county approach to partnership 
scrutiny.

Å In Dorset the chairs and vice-chairs of the scrutiny committees of the county council and the 
six district councils meet as an informal networking group. 

Å In November 2006, the group decided to undertake a joint scrutiny of the Dorset Strategic 
Partnership (DSP). The County /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŀǳŘƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅΣ ŀƴŘ 
the six district councils participated. The group met monthly to scrutinise:
ω ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5{tΤ
ω ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5{t ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [!!Τ
ω ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΤ
ω 5{t ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ
ω ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ

Å The review recommended:
ï a DSP communications strategy to raise its profile and achievements (including regular information 

to all elected members in the county);
ï training for DSP board members to increase their understanding of resources;
ï a performance framework for the thematic partnerships; and a programme of reviews of each 

district LSP and its community planning capacity.

Å The LSP and partners accepted the recommendations. The LSP has now developed a
Å communications strategy and work is ongoing to develop a performance framework.
Å Source: Audit Commission, 2008

How well do elected members communicate back to 
their executives, councils, and party groups?

ÅRED Limited or no communication between 
elected members on the LSP and wider 
parties.

ÅAMBER Elected members report back to 
cabinet members but limited feedback to 
front-line councillors on the LSP or LAA.

ÅGREEN LSP and LAA performance are 
discussed at cabinet and scrutiny meetings. 
Good feedback to front-line councillors.

Managing complexity

ÅThe implications for Members of adopting this 
new stance are : 
ïto encourage participation ςbut recognize that this 

creates a contested arena 

ïto exploit variety in wisdom and vision ςbut realize 
that values and perspectives may be irreconcilable 

ïto accept fuzziness and paradox ςand thereby live 
with continuous but creative tension 

ïto value and put trust in process: in becoming, not 
being ςand so facilitate and listen rather than direct 
and demand.
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11.45 - 12.15
Intros
Objectives for the session
Who have we got- [Need to keep a tally for each group]

Members from authorities with large majorities
Members from balanced Councils
Members from unitaries
Members from 2-tier authorities
-----------------------------------------------------
Members from authorities where Opposition members chair O&S committees
Members from authorities where political tensions in the Council  hinder the work of O&S
Members from authorities where political tensions with partners hinders the work of O&S
Members from authorities who have got it sussed and manage the politics well 
------------------------------------------------------

Show of hands

Desired outcomes - Identify whether we have a clear majority of any one group i.e largemajority v 
balance; unitary members v. 2 tier; internal v external tensions; people who have experience of 

managing the politics well who we can use as resource people

What are the priority issues for people ? - Flip chart 
Possibly four main clusters:-
Powerpoint slide

Tensions between O&S & 
Executive members  
within own group

Tensions between O&S 
and partnerships 
[including Exec members]

Tension between O&S 
and Executive functions 

within the Council

Tension between O&S 
and individual partner 

organisations

ADD SCRUTINY v OPPOSITION IN CENTRE

Topics for discussion in the session

Functionally within the Council
Politically within political groups
Understanding the legitimate role of O&S as 
'debunker of myths' and received 

organisational 'wisdoms'
4 Principles of Good Scrutiny

Understanding roles and relationships

Parity of esteem between Exec & O&S
Understanding ways of working - Exec and O&S

Creating the political climate for effective O&S
Core messages

®

To discuss the difference between “politics” and “party politics”.¶

To consider methods for resolving tension – both at meetings and through 
relationship-building.

¶

To consider the advantages of political discussion, and of taking an approach to 
scrutiny which recognises political difference rather than trying to ignore it.

¶

Purpose

12.15 - 13.00

Running order
15 May 2009
12:25
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Understanding ways of working - Exec and O&S

Intra party
Inter-party
Intra agency [the Council]
Inter agency[partnerships and partners]

Conflict resolution

Public don'tcare who delivers as long as 
services are delivered efficiently and at 
reasonable price
Don't thank politicians or bureaucrats for 
playing turf war whilst Xton burns

One pot of public money for 'Xton'

Cumbria and Birmingham 'whole budget' 
analysis

Making the most of what we have 

Progress before politics
Outcomes for citizens before process

Getting our priorities right 

Not double governance but 
constructive and democratically 

legitimate challenge to governors

Public spending needs public scrutiny
Accountability, democratic legitimacy &TRUST 

Understanding the role of partnership working

Suggest we take names and email addresses so that we can email all participant with notes of the 
session AFTER the session has taken place so that it accurately reflects what we talk about
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Strategic Direction: 
Through out the year, I have felt that I've been able to contribute to the work of NHS-R particularly in preparing for 
World Class Commissioning, and in ensuring that we continue to focus on better outcomes for patients and focusing on 
health improvement. In this and other work through the year, it has been important to ensure that the Board is 
continuously aware that many of the outcomes we seek are and will continue to be better delivered through partnership 
working. The approaching CAA will mean that in terms of health outcomes as with many other areas,  NHS-R will be 
judged with partners, and will be assessed on the basis of their performance as well as its own. In this respect I feel that I 
have been able to assist in focussing the Board's mind the need to mitigate risks associated with partnership working, 
and the many challenges we collectively face.
In feel that the Board has worked effectively to understand more about the health care market, and to begin to position 
itself more strategically as the main commissioner of health care in Rotherham . The year has seen substantial progress 
in refocussing Practice Based Commissioning initiatives, with a clear and discernable shift in understanding away from 
practice-based provision to practice-based commissioningand I look forward to seeing the outcomes of that work.

Holding To Account :
Much of the work emanating from Darzi requires that everything we do is focussed  on service innovation and redesign in 
the  name of putting the patient at the centre of the NHS. An essential part of that is the willingness of Non Execs to 
constructively challenge and question the 'wisdoms' that many senior managers have absorbed over years of working 
within the organisation. One major element of this has been the willingness of Non Execs to challenge over concentration 
on process and steer the organisation to spend more time and effort on looking and reporting on outcomes. That is hard 
work, but something I think the Non Execs together have really stuck at, and which is showing results. 
I occasionally become irritated by relatively senior managers  seeming inability to realise that they really only have one 
chance to influence the Board on a particular matter, and information errors and poor presentation can not be 
apologised away. This is a cultural issue, and one I would like very much to see change in the next 12 months.

Effective Influencing and Communication :
I feel that as part of the Non Exec team, I have been able to work with others to communicate the 
Board's aspirations and plans for the future health of Rotherham.   

Team working: 

Self Belief and Drive :

Intellectual Flexibility :

Patient and Community Focus :

Signatures 

Reviewer 
Date: 

- boardwrs 2OO2OO9-O5-O7 wwijel appesaês doc 

Non Executive Director - Annual Appraisal
Year: 2008/09
Name: Robin Stonebridge

Non Executive Director: 
Date: 

15 May 2009
15:53
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Areas of potential tension  

                      ®
Roles and Relationships Process and Practice Skills and Support

Does the LSP understand 
the role of O&S?
ƺ

Does the LSP support 
scrutiny of its activities?
ƺ

Is scrutiny by O&S seen as 
legitimate?
ƺ

Is O&S engaged in the 
scrutiny of LSP 

performance?

ƺ

Do O&S members engage & 
work with other 'governors' 

of partner organisations?

ƺ

O&S and Partnerships

Do the 'governors' of 
partner organisation have 
contact with O&S?

ƺ

Do 'governors' recognise 
the legitimacy of O&S to 

scrutinise activity & 
performance?

ƺ

Is there joint working 
between O&S and 

'governors'?

ƺ

O&S and individual partner 
organisations

Does the Council value O&S 
as a means of improving 
services to the community?

ƺ

Constitution
Forwrad Plan of Key 
Decisions

Are theƺ

fit for [O&S ] purpose?
Are systems in place to 
respond to and act on O&S 

recommendations?

ƺ

Does the Council capture 
learning from O&S work?
ƺ

Does O&S have 'rights of 
audience' at Cabinet?
ƺ

Is O&S invited to comment 
on reports to Cabinet from 
their investigation work?

ƺ

Does the O&S plan reflect 
[but not ape] the priorities 

of the Council and its 
partners?

ƺ

O&S and Council systems

Do all political groups 
recognise the value of O&S 
to the Council?

ƺ

Are there inter-party 
agreements about the role 

of O&S in the Council?

ƺ

Is there an inter-party 
agreement on No Whipping 

in Scrutiny?

ƺ

To what extent do political 
groups expect O&S 
members to be 
'independently minded' in 
carrying out O&S work? 

ƺ

O&S and political groups

Areas to work on..................

Areas for consideration
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Is there recognition of the 
Executive and O&S roles, 

and parity of esteem in the 
Council?

ƺ

Are there good [ but not 
necessarily close] working 

relationships between Exec 
members and O&S 

members?

ƺ

If there is an overall Chair of 
O&S does that person 

receive comparable 
remuneration to a Cabinet 

Member?

ƺ

Are there mechanisms for 
the Chair[s] of O&S to meet 

with the Leader and Chief 
Executive on a regular 

basis?

ƺ

How does the Executive 
respond to 

recommendations from 
O&S? - and when?

ƺ

O&S and the Executive

Do Opposition members 
chair O&S?
ƺ

Is there an understanding 
about the difference 

between O&S work and 
opposition work in the 

Council?

ƺ

Do all Members share 
similar perceptions of the 

arenas acting as an O&S 
member and as an 

Opposition member?

ƺ

O&S and Opposition

Do Officers understand the 
role of O&S?
ƺ

Is O&S championed by a 
senior officer within the 

Council?

ƺ

Are Officers supported in 
preparing reports and giving 

evidence to O&S?

ƺ

How are officers supported 
in managing the tension of 

supporting the Executive 
and at the same time 

reporting to O&S?

ƺ

O&S and Officers

Does O&S work with area 
based committees 

effectively?

ƺ

Are there agreements about 
how CCfA will be handled, 

and any role that O&S may 
have?

ƺ

Do members of ABC's work 
with O&S?
ƺ

Can ABC's make an input 
into the scrutiny work plan
ƺ

O&S and Area based committees
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ROBIN STONEBRIDGE 
CfPS Associate

Robin trained in social work and has worked in the fields of community 

development and organisation development for over 30 years in the public 
and voluntary sectors. 
He served as an elected member of Rotherham Metropolitan Borough 

Council in South Yorkshire until May 2008 where he chaired Performance 
and Scrutiny Overview ïthe coordinating group for O&S in the Council, 
throughout a period of very rapid and marked performance improvement . 
With IDeA, CfPS and other organisations, Robin has worked extensively with 

local authorities on peer challenge and to offer a wide variety of support and 
development projects across the country, particularly around scrutiny 
enhancement and partnership working. 
Robin serves as a NED for a successful PCT where he leads on practice based 

commissioning; has over a decade experience as a Trustee of a large 
pension fund; has served as a member of the LGA Scrutiny Panel, and was a 
member of the Centre for Public Scrutiny Advisory Board from its inception 
until May 2008. 
When not working with Councils and their partners, Robin chairs the Board 

of the Chesterfield Canal Trust, one of the leading voluntary sector canal 
restoration bodies in the UK.

P
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Date & time Heart rate Systolic Diastolic Weight

02/02/09
14.00 BMI=29

79 141 94 88.9kg

08/03/09
10.00 BMI = 28.8

74 139 92 88.1kg

9/04.09
10.00 BMI = 28.4

85 152 94 87.0 kg

19/04/09
BMI = 28.0

82 144 87 85.6kg

29/04/09 85 152 87 85.2kg

04/05/09 74 139 89 86.6kg

14/05/09 70 138 88 86.0kg

Date& time Heart rate Systolic Diastolic

18/05/09
85kg

76 151 86

20/05/09
After 1 ½ hrs cycling

109 109 76

20/05/09
21.00

79 114 79

21 May 2009
13:54
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