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FOREWORD 
 
 
 
When I started looking at Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs) I found that there 
was much academic and research literature on the subject of partnerships generally. 
However, I could find nothing linking that literature with CLSPs. Many parts of that literature  
seemed relevant to the experience of CLSPs, and so I decided to try to make the 
connections. At the same time, there were a number of questions concerning CLSPs which I 
felt needed to be considered in any event. This paper therefore aims both to relate CLSPs to 
the academic literature on partnerships and to analyse CLSPs in their own right and on their 
own terms.  
 
I do not claim to provide a full account of the academic literature. From the limited amount of 
it which I have read (almost all in the form of articles, rather than longer studies), I have 
selected some ideas that seem to be particularly relevant when considering CLSPs. There is 
clearly scope for academic or other research to explore these issues in much greater detail 
than I have done.  
 
Some parts of this paper will be more relevant to some interests and less to others. Readers 
are invited to move through the paper as they feel appropriate.  
 
I have assumed that anyone reading this will have a basic understanding of CLSPs, their 
place in the Community Legal Service and the legal aid system and its history. I apologise to 
anyone who thinks I have assumed too much.  
 
It must be emphasised that this is meant to be a discussion paper. It is not a statement of 
Advice Services Alliance (ASA) policy. 
 
A number of people have helped me prepare this paper by commenting on earlier drafts and 
suggesting things to read. I would like to thank my colleagues at ASA: Jim Fearnley, Richard 
Jenner, Ann Lewis, Val Reid and Mark Sefton. I would like especially to thank several other 
people who have been particularly generous with their time, comments and suggestions: 
Nony Ardill, Andy Benson, Sara Chandler, Anne Graham, John Griffith, Susan Griffith, 
Maxine Holdsworth, Marjorie Mayo, Catherine Max, Richard Moorhead, John Philo, Barbara 
Rayment, Gillie Sharp and Penny Waterhouse. Needless to say, none of them bears any 
responsibility for the contents of this paper. Many of their ideas have been incorporated, and 
I hope they will recognise them, even though I have not attributed particular ideas to 
individuals. Any mistakes are, of course, my responsibility.  
 
 
 
Adam Griffith 
Advice Services Alliance 
 
July 2002
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ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 
 

I have used a number of abbreviations in the text which are probably familiar to most of the 
people who are likely to read this paper. The most common ones are as follows:   
 
 
 
ADR = Alternative dispute resolution 
ASA = Advice Services Alliance 
CLS = Community Legal Service 
CLSP = Community Legal Service Partnership 
CSN = Consumer Support Network 
DTLR = Department for Transport, Local Government and the Regions 
IT = Information technology 
LAB = Legal Aid Board 
LAG = Legal Action Group 
LAPG = Legal Aid Practitioners Group 
LASA = London Advice Services Alliance 
LCD = Lord Chancellor’s Department 
LGA = Local Government Association 
LSC = Legal Services Commission 
LSP = Local Strategic Partnership 
LSRC = Legal Services Research Centre 
PIB = Partnership Innovation Budget 
RLSC = Regional Legal Services Committee 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs) may seem to be a new departure to 
those involved in the practice of social welfare law. They do not represent a new 
idea, however. Partnerships (whether described as such, or as forms of co-
ordination, collaboration, interagency or multi-agency approaches) are at the heart of 
government approaches, whether “Third Way” or otherwise.1 Partnerships are all 
around us. Partnership has become “one of the code words of our times” 
(Mackintosh, 1992, p.210), and it has been suggested that “we are all partners now” 
(Brindley and Stoker, 1988, p.3).   

1.2 Partnerships can be found in the context of 

• urban and community regeneration 
• health services, health promotion and mental health programmes 
• anti-poverty strategies 
• crime prevention and multi-agency policing 
• social housing 
• social services 
• strategies in relation to older people and young people, families and children, 

and vulnerable groups.   

1.3 Partnerships also exist in various forms, including  

• between the public and the private sector 
• between statutory agencies such as health, social services and housing; 
• between communities and statutory agencies 
• between users and service providers 
• between voluntary organisations and statutory funding bodies (Balloch and 

Taylor, 2001b, pp.1, 283). 

1.4 The partnership phenomenon is not confined to the UK. Partnerships are also to be 
found in North America and parts of continental Europe (Crawford, 1994, p.497).2  

1.5 Partnerships have not been universally endorsed, however. They have been 
described as “the latest fashion”3, as “symbolic gestures” (Gilling, 1993, p.155) and 
as a “bandwagon that is too hastily joined when there is as yet no evidence to 
suggest it is a panacea” (Gilling, 1994, p.246). It has been suggested that 
“partnership” has now become “the new cure-all” and that “we risk a kind of 
partnershipitis where everything gets renamed and the term is used so 
indiscriminately that it becomes meaningless.” 4 Concern has been expressed at the 
“mass production” of partnerships (Peck and Tickell, 1994, p.251), and the  

                                            
1 Moorhead refers to partnership as “a ubiquitous New Labour device” (2001b, p.543). Balloch and 
Taylor comment that “The new Labour government elected in 1997 tied its colours firmly to the 
partnership mast, announcing its intention to move from a contract culture to a partnership culture.” 
(2001a, p.3) The emphasis on partnerships, however, predates the advent of New Labour by some 
decades. For a brief summary of the history and of the current policy initiatives, see Balloch and 
Taylor (2001a, pp.2-6). 
2 For an analysis of the US experience, see Dodge (1988). 
3 Hastings and McArthur (1995, p.175), cited by Mayo and Anastacio (1999, p.8). 
4 Gordon and Hanafin (1998, p.20), cited by Williamson (2001, p.119). 
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proliferation of partnerships at the local level has even been referred to as “mad zone 
disease” (Huxham and Vangen, 2000, p.303).  

1.6 The position is perhaps best summarised by Mackintosh: 

“Being a partial euphemism and a token of political negotiation, the concept of 
‘partnership’ contains a very high level of ambiguity.” (1992, p.210)  

1.7 So, how are we to begin to try to understand partnerships, and CLSPs in particular? 
As Balloch and Taylor point out: 

“Superficially, partnership makes a lot of sense. . . . If each partner stands to gain 
from the additional resources that other partners bring, from pooling ideas, 
knowledge and financial resources, then partnership ‘adds value’ for each 
participant.” (2001a, p.1) 

However, it is not as simple as that: 

“Partnership reflects ideals of participatory democracy and equality between 
partners. It assumes overarching common interests between different players and it 
can underplay the difficulties in bringing together different interests and different 
cultures. For this reason, it is important to bring a critical perspective to bear, to 
understand the expectations and assumptions that lie behind a term that commands 
such widespread support across the political spectrum and to be clear about its 
implications. Will it enhance services for the people who are supposed to benefit 
from them and transform the relationships between them and the professionals who 
deliver services? Will it really produce more efficient and effective systems? Or will it 
dissipate energies through the proliferation of new structures, which are ill-defined, 
inadequately resourced and which do not change the underlying power structures or 
cultures? Will it get stuck in considerations of structures, procedures and systems or 
will it really deliver changed outcomes? Will new partnerships exclude more 
vulnerable groups and communities and prove less rather than more accountable to 
those they are supposed to serve than previous institutions?” (ibid, p.2) 

1.8 These are legitimate questions to ask in relation to CLSPs.  However, CLSPs should 
not be considered in isolation, nor only in their own terms. Like other partnerships 
they represent an attempt to implement government policy, and they need also to be 
considered in that context. There is now an extensive literature analysing the nature 
and the role of partnerships in various settings, and there is a question mark over the 
extent to which such analyses have been taken on board by government. Webb has 
suggested that:  

“Government, in Britain at least, remains profoundly uninterested in absorbing 
lessons from theory and practice about policy implementation. . . . within government 
itself there is no well developed body of theory and practice concerning policy 
implementation. Coordination is almost universally seen as a valuable, if not 
essential, feature of policy implementation, yet it is consistently treated as a problem 
to be solved by organisations at the sub-national level.” (1991, pp.239, 240)5    

                                            
5 Notwithstanding the more recent emphasis on “evidence-based decision-making” and “what works”, 
it seems to me that Webb’s comment is still valid in terms of the role of partnerships in policy 
implementation. Ling comments that very little empirical work has been done to justify either the claim 
that past policies failed because of a lack of partnership or that new partnership arrangements have 
demonstrably improved outcomes. As a result there has been little evidence to inform policy makers 
about when to use partnerships and what sort of partnerships are appropriate (2000, pp.82, 95).  
There has, however, been some recent consideration of these issues within government. See the 
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1.9 CLSPs seem to be an example of this. Co-ordination or “partnership” was identified 
as a central theme of the Community Legal Service (CLS),6 but the details were left 
to be worked out by those attempting to put this idea into practice.7 As far as one can 
tell, CLSPs were introduced without any significant consideration of the lessons to be 
learnt from previous experience of partnerships, as represented by the academic 
literature on the subject.8  

1.10 It is the contention of this paper that there is a great deal to be learnt from that 
experience and that literature, and that one can understand CLSPs much better by 
seeing them in that context. 

1.11 It is hoped that this paper will contribute to a debate which needs to be held into the 
role and value of CLSPs. Such a debate can play an important part in relation to the 
forthcoming three-year review of the CLS. It is also timely given that there are signs 
that the government is beginning to reconsider the value and role of partnerships 
generally. A recent report, prepared for the government, suggests that effective 
partnership working is very difficult, time consuming and costly to achieve; that the 
government often fails to create the conditions for successful partnership working; 
that too many partnerships have been and are being created, sometimes to address 
the wrong sorts of problems; and that too many partnerships are unsuccessful, 
mostly unnecessarily, and partly due to the proliferation of partnerships in the same 
area. The report suggests that there is general agreement that there are currently too 
many partnerships and recommends that the government reduce the existing 
number of partnerships and put in place a gatekeeper on all new proposals for 
partnerships (Frye and Webb, 2002).   

1.12 This paper will look first at academic theories of partnership, and analyses of 
partnership working, in order to see how much they can help us to understand 
CLSPs. It will then consider the “theory” of CLSPs, before considering their practice 
in the light of that theory and the academic literature. Finally, an attempt will be made 
to draw some conclusions.  

1.13 The discussion that follows will concentrate on CLSPs as partnerships, rather than 
on the details of the tasks they have been asked to perform.  A number of issues 
arise in relation to these tasks and how they can best be carried out. On the whole, 
these will be referred to only where they illustrate a problem of wider applicability, as 
far as CLSPs are concerned.    

                                                                                                                                        
report by the Public Services Productivity Panel for the Treasury (Frye and Webb, 2002) and the 
research report on the relationships between partnerships (DTLR, 2002).  
6 See the discussion in section 4 below of the Consultation Paper on the Community Legal Service 
issued by the Lord Chancellor’s Department (LCD) in May 1999. 
7 Naylor comments that the idea behind the Pioneers was that they would test the process and come 
up with deliverables which the LCD could then use if they wanted to, and that the detailed policy 
development of the CLSPs came out of the work conducted by the Pioneers (Legal Services 
Commission, 2002a, p.17). 
8 Jane Steele’s research paper, which is discussed below in section 4, is arguably the exception 
which proves the rule.  
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2 Partnerships in Theory  

2.1 The academic literature does not always refer to “partnerships” as such. Various 
other terms are used, such as “collaboration”, “co-ordination”, “interagency” or “multi-
agency” working, but it is clear that what is discussed is basically the same 
phenomenon – the attempt to achieve government goals by agencies, groups and 
sectors working together rather than separately. In the discussion that follows, 
“partnership” and “partnership working” will be used as general terms to describe the 
form of organisation and method of working referred to by the various concepts 
employed in the literature.   

How to analyse or categorise partnerships 
2.2 A number of different ways of analysing partnerships are suggested in the academic 

literature.   

2.3 One approach is to see partnerships and partnership working as existing along a 
continuum of theory and practice. There are a number of variants to this approach. 
Not surprisingly, the authors concerned disagree as to the number and nature of the 
different stages or positions on the spectrum; they use different terms to describe 
similar positions and use the same terms to describe different positions on the 
spectrum. Nevertheless, there are important similarities in the approaches adopted. 
It is possible to create a composite picture which gives a flavour of the differences 
being highlighted.9  

2.4 At the lowest stage (which could be described as “networking”), relationships are 
loose and informal. There is no commonly defined mission, structure or planning 
effort. The main function is information exchange. Members swap information and 
learn from each others’ experience. The subject matter discussed can be wide 
ranging. There is little need for servicing or co-ordinating the group. Authority is 
retained by each organisation so there is virtually no risk.   

2.5 At the second stage (which could be described as “co-operation”), relationships may 
be more formal. Members agree to co-operate with each other. Their goals remain 
individual rather than collective, but they see their future as linked. Some planning 
and division of roles may be required. Separate activities remain the property of each 
individual organisation, and authority still rests with the individual organisations.  

2.6 At the third stage (which could be described as “co-ordination”), group members 
agree to carry out pieces of work together, which represent collective goals. Each 
member is now allowing their activities to be influenced by the contributions of other 
members.  The aim is usually to deliver pre-set, common objectives. The driving 
force may be a desire to reduce duplication, to add value by pooling resources or to 
fit the parts together better. Project management is needed. Such partnerships are 
often limited to issues that do not challenge the individual goals of the organisations  

                                            
9 The composite which follows is based on three different versions of the continuum: by Pratt and 
colleagues (1999), who distinguish between “competition”, “co-operation”, “co-ordination” and “co-
evolution”; Winer-Cyr, as summarised in Hutchinson and Campbell (1998), who distinguishes 
between “co-operation”, “co-ordination” and “collaboration”; and by ALCAPP (1991), who distinguish 
between “networking”, “co-operating”, “collaborating” and “integrating”. In the composite outlined 
above I have chosen the name which I find most appropriate for each of the stages.  
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concerned. The partnerships tend to operate on the margins of the main “business” 
of the partner organisations and to be most successful in important areas which are 
not the core business of those organisations.  

2.7 At the fourth stage (which could be described as “integration”), the activities 
undertaken are developed, implemented and “owned” by the group. The partners are 
committed to co-designing something for a shared purpose. The organisations 
involved are brought into a new structure with commitment to a common mission. 
Comprehensive planning and well-developed communications channels are 
necessary. The group depends on good servicing and co-ordination. Resources may 
be pooled or jointly secured. The group may control its own budget. Risk is usually 
much greater because each member contributes its own resources and reputation.  

2.8 The authors who have explored this continuum generally state that real partnerships 
include elements from more than one stage at any time, and are likely to move 
between them over time. Nevertheless, there is a tendency to see “true” partnerships 
as only existing at the higher levels, and at the fourth stage in particular. 

2.9 A similar approach suggests that the term “partnership” should be limited to 
situations where there is a sharing of risks and profits (or “pain” and “gain”), thus 
limiting the concept to joint endeavours where all parties have to surrender some 
element of power and/or resources in the expectation of subsequent mutual benefit 
(Williamson, 2001, p.119).  

2.10 Taking this approach slightly further, it has been suggested that a “true” partnership 
requires that there should be comparable levels of contribution in terms of finance 
and other resources and that all partners should have the same degree of 
involvement and management control (ibid, p.123).  

2.11 Approaching the matter differently, Mackintosh distinguishes between the processes 
at work within partnerships, which hold them together, and proposes three models: 

• “synergy”, which refers to the additional benefits of organisations acting 
       together10 
• “transformation”, in which partnership is seen as a mutual struggle for 

transformation between the partners 
• “budget enlargement”, which refers to the fact that many joint ventures are held 

together by a common external objective, of which the most frequent is the 
extraction of a financial contribution from a third party (Mackintosh, 1992, 
pp.211-217).  

2.12 A development of the concept of “synergy” distinguishes between resource synergy 
and policy synergy. Resource synergy represents the added value from co-ordinating 
resources and the efforts of agencies, and could be described as a gain in efficiency. 
This was a key aim of partnership working for those partners who represented public 
sector organisations. They valued partnership because it meant that they knew what 
was going on and could therefore avoid duplication and save money. Policy synergy 
refers to a partnership’s ability to come up with innovative policies and solutions, and 
could be described as a gain in effectiveness. This was particularly valued by 
community representatives (Hastings,1996, pp.259-63).11  

                                            
10 Often described as the idea that it is possible to make 2 + 2 = 5. A concept similar to “synergy” is 
that of “collaborative advantage”, as proposed by Huxham (1993).  
11 See also the discussion of this distinction in Hutchinson and Campbell (1998, pp.12-13) on which I 
have drawn here. 
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2.13 A further distinction suggested is that between different partnership cultures. Reid 
and Iqbal suggest a distinction between  

• “competitive” networks, which are entrepreneurial, flexible and opportunistic, but 
also exclusive, relying on organisations to secure their own entry, and  

• “collaborative” networks, which are less exclusive, less entrepreneurial, more 
concerned with legitimacy, and which may simply rubber-stamp decisions taken 
in more entrepreneurial networks. As such, they often deliver much less than 
participants expect or than their energies and effort would appear to deserve 
(Balloch and Taylor, 2001a, p.6).12 

2.14 Another distinction concerns the status of a partnership. Nixon suggests that a 
government policy can be mandatory, permissive, or simply recommended good 
practice (Nixon, 1980, p.131). The same must apply for partnerships set up to 
implement government policy.   

2.15 A further important distinction concerns the level at which partnerships operate, the 
distinction being between  

• strategic level partnerships that develop and review policy, and  
• partnerships that are concerned solely with operation and service delivery            

(Pearson, 2001, p.62).  

2.16 Another way of considering such differences is in terms of the different roles and 
functions which partnerships may perform. Recent research published by the DTLR 
suggests four such roles: 

• governance roles (legitimising and making collective decisions on behalf of a 
community) 

• co-ordination roles (aligning the strategies of different organisations to achieve 
local or national targets 

• delivery roles (orchestrating and pooling resources to implement strategy) 
• monitoring roles (monitoring the effectiveness of particular programmes or 

projects) (DTLR, 2002, p.15)  

2.17 On the operational level, a further distinction concerns the nature of the tasks and 
activities performed by partnerships and the extent to which they are concerned with 
short-term task-oriented projects as compared to a range of activities taking place 
over a considerable period of time.13 This is in turn likely to determine whether 
partnerships are permanent structures or are time limited with defined aims, or 
somewhere in between the two.14  

2.18 Other approaches distinguish between partnerships in terms of organisational factors 
and whether they are organised 

• on market, hierarchical or network principles15  

                                            
12 Reference is to Reid and Iqbal (1996, p.31). 
13 Pearson and Craig distinguish, along these lines, between “specific” and “generic” partnerships 
(2001, p.123).   
14 The Safer Cities programme provides an interesting example of a partnership which was conceived 
neither as a permanent programme nor as a fixed time-limited one (Tilley,1993). 
15 See, for instance, the discussions of these concepts in Reid (1995), Lowndes et al (1997), Lowndes 
and Skelcher (1998).   
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• from the “top down” or the “bottom up”16 
• on an inclusive or exclusive basis17  
• in the form of a “federation” or a “hub”18 

2.19 In an attempt to pull together various themes from the academic literature, 
Hutchinson and Campbell suggest that partnerships can be distinguished from other 
structures in terms of their essential characteristics, which they describe as follows: 

• Partnerships bring together a coalition of interests drawn from more than one 
sector to generate agreement. 

• Partnerships have common aims and a strategy to achieve them.  
• Partnerships share risks, resources and skills. 
• Partnerships achieve mutual benefit and synergy. (1998, p.9) 

2.20 They argue that there has to be a purpose to the partnership to ensure that it 
genuinely adds value to existing activity and ensures that real action is taken (ibid, 
p.11). In terms of partnership creation, policy synergy even more than resource 
synergy is crucial, and the key components are sharing risks, resources, skills and 
budgets (ibid, p.13). 

2.21 What is significant about this formulation is the emphasis on the sharing of risks, 
resources, skills and (possibly) budgets, and the emphasis on results. According to 
this view, a partnership which failed to achieve mutual benefit and synergy would 
presumably not count as a partnership.  

2.22 Hutchinson and Campbell also suggest that partnerships can be evaluated in terms 
of three key questions: 

• Are they new and are they necessary? 
• Are they sustainable? 
• Have they done what they were set up to do? (ibid, p.15)  

2.23 Before moving on to consider the more detailed aspects of partnership working, two 
key issues need to be considered: the different ideological approaches which 
underlie much of the thinking about partnerships, and the connection that has been 
suggested by several commentators between partnerships and theoretical 
perspectives of “corporatism”.  

Ideological approaches to partnership 
2.24 Much of the thinking about partnerships seems to fall into one of two approaches: a 

positive or optimistic approach, which believes that partnership and collaboration are 
possible, provided there is good will between partners; and a negative or pessimistic 
approach, which emphasises the difficulties involved in getting organisations to work 
together for the greater good, when they have their own interests to protect.  

                                            
16 Dodge distinguishes between “voluntary, bottom-up procedural strategies” and “mandated, top-
down, structural strategies” (1988, p.4). Webb refers, similarly, to “imperative” or “mandated”  
co-ordination, based on the exercise of authority or power by a third party (1991, p.231). 
17 For a discussion of inclusive or exclusive partnerships, see Charnley (2001). 
18 In a federation the partnership is sustained by a network. Power is ceded by the network 
organisations and there is pressure to achieve compromise and consensus. In a hub, one 
organisation acts as the core partner and co-ordinates the activities of the others (Hutchinson and 
Campbell, 1998, pp.31-33).    
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2.25 Perhaps the most useful analysis of this distinction is that provided by Webb, who 
distinguishes between what he calls the “rational-altruistic model” and the 
“bureaucratic politics framework”. 

2.26 The rational-altruistic model is seen as characteristic of much government thinking. 
However, it “requires: 
at least some set of common goals; 
a synoptic, or system-wide, view of needs and problems; 
a quite detailed consensus about the precise nature of these needs and problems 
and about the best methods for tackling them; and 
agreement on the priority to be accorded to each potential claim on such scarce 
resources as time, skilled people, capital and revenue.” (1991, p.232)  

2.27 These requirements, however, raise both theoretical and practical problems. Surely, 
it is at least as rational for individual  actors and organisations to pursue sectional 
interests as to pursue over-arching goals and interests when the two compete or 
collide. Collaborative action also demands a greater degree of mutuality between the 
short- and long-term and between sectional and system-wide interests than tends to 
be the case in practice. The only other basis for collaboration from this perspective is 
what Webb calls “organisational altruism”, defined as “the voluntary surrender of 
narrower interests for the sake of the greater good of the whole”. However, “the 
greater good is amorphous and uncertain” and it is not surprising that organisational 
altruism has been shown to be “both rare and transient” (ibid).  

2.28 According to the alternative approach, the “bureaucratic politics” perspective, 
organisational life is seen as an ongoing struggle to obtain, enhance and protect 
interests. The emphasis in this approach is on the control of resources, the 
distribution and use of power, and the manner in which unequal exchanges can 
create patterns of power and dependence. There are possibilities for joint working, 
but only if “joint activity is rooted in hard headed deals which promise mutual gain”  
(ibid, pp.233-34). 

2.29 In spite of his obvious reservations, however, Webb argues that:  

“Theory has useful things to say to practitioners providing the rational-altruistic model 
and power-dependence literatures are treated as complementary rather than as 
mutually exclusive.” (1991, p.237)19   

Corporatism  
2.30 “Corporatism” is a widely used concept in academic and political literature, and the 

term is used in several different ways.20 Pratt describes corporatism as a sociological 
concept which 

 “refers to the tendencies to be found in advanced welfare societies whereby the 
capacity for conflict and disruption is reduced by means of the centralization of 
policy, increased government intervention, and the co-operation of various  

                                            
19 A similar distinction is made by Lowndes and Skelcher, who distinguish between “competition” and 
“collaboration”. Competition relates to resource dependency theory, which is concerned with 
examining patterns of contest, power and domination in an environment characterised by the struggle 
over scarce resources. Collaboration is characterised by a notion of synergistic gain and programme 
enhancement from sharing resources, risks and rewards and the prioritising of collaborative rather 
than competitive advantage (Huxham,1996). See Lowndes and Skelcher (1998, p.317).   
20 See, for instance, the discussion in Crouch (1983), Pratt (1989) and Crawford (1994). 
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professional and interest groups into a collective whole with homogenous aims and 
objectives.” (Pratt, 1989, p.245)  

2.31 It is characterised, amongst other things, by an increase in administrative discretion, 
an overarching emphasis on policy, and by  

“ the ‘blurring of the boundaries’ . . . between the private and public realm, . . . and 
between . . .  various … agencies whose positions and responsibilities become 
increasingly amorphous in . . . inter-agency co-operation ventures. . . . Such 
developments . . .  allow potential conflict to be negotiated, managed, and thus 
diffused.” (ibid, p.248)  

2.32 For many commentators, the crucial concept is that of “interest intermediation”. 
According to one definition this means that 

“associations not only may express interests of their own . . .  but also often assume 
or are forced to acquire private governmental functions of resource allocation and 
social control.” 21 

2.33 According to another definition:  

“ This complex term . . . embodies the fusion of policy formation and implementation 
in the relationship between groups and the state. . . [whereby] organised interest 
groups are incorporated into the process of policy formation. . . incorporation carries 
with it the assumption that those interest organisations will accept responsibility for, 
and have the capacity to, implement agreed policies.” (Crawford, 1994, p.501) 22  

2.34 Corporatism, however, implies certain weaknesses as well as strengths within the 
state. It means that state power is fragmented and that there is a centrifugal dynamic 
at work, pulling power away from the centre.23 We can therefore talk about “local 
corporatism”, which 

 “highlights a decentring/recentring dialectic whereby local structures with elements 
of relative autonomy march in tandem with a centralization of broader statements of 
policy and the allocation of public funds.” (Crawford, 1994, p.503)  

                                            
21 Schmitter (1979, p.93), quoted by Crouch (1983, pp.452-53).  
22 A similar analysis is to be found in Brindley and Stoker (1988, p.12n). 
23 Cawson (1982, p.41), cited by Crawford (1994, p.502). 
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3 Partnerships in Practice 

3.1 A large number of lessons can be drawn from the academic analyses of partnerships 
in practice. This section considers several issues that appear particularly pertinent to 
CLSPs. It considers first the wider political issues, followed by issues to do with the 
dynamics of partnerships and the tensions and challenges which they face.  

The political context 

Continuity in government planning 

3.2 All partnerships exist within a political context. Each partnership has been brought 
into being in order to implement a particular government policy. But government 
policies vary. Some are relatively clear-cut, limited to their own sphere of operation 
and well-resourced. Others may overlap more with other government activities and 
policies. Where this happens, the connections may be explicit and well developed, or 
they may be more implicit and less developed. “Joined–up” government is perhaps 
more of a goal than a description of much of the governance of the UK.24  

3.3 To take an example from the area of community care, Charnley analyses the 
experience of a Joint Continuing Care (JCC) project, which represented a package of 
initiatives to meet the complex health and social care needs of older people.  In her 
view: 

“The JCC project illustrated the countervailing effects of legislation and central 
government policy. Government financial incentives to develop partnerships between 
health and social services were exploited to create the JCC project. At the same 
time, the aims of the project were threatened by the limiting effects of community 
care legislation that has marginalised the role of housing in supporting older people 
in the community.” (2001, p.159) 

3.4 It is not just a question of failing to make the necessary connections. The issue may 
be more simply whether those charged with implementing government policy are 
given the necessary powers and resources to enable them to make major changes in 
their localities. In the context of social housing, Woods argues that: 

“The Best Value scheme, with its emphasis on community consultation, partnership 
working, and improved service delivery, could support the aim of tackling social 
exclusion. What appears to be missing are clear mechanisms to support local 
authorities in their strategic leadership role to produce a broad-based package of 
measures. . . . The weakness is that duties are not being placed on other 
organizations or public bodies to co-operate with the planning process or to deliver 
on implementation.”  (2000, pp.146-47)  

3.5 It is likely therefore that the conditions for success of any partnership, or type of 
partnership, are maximised when local commitment is aligned with national 
commitment (Hutchinson and Campbell, 1998, p.24). In their recent report to the 
Treasury, Frye and Webb argue that “the desired outcomes of a partnership must be 
of the highest priority to the Government as reflected in its Public Service 
Agreements” (2002, p.9). If the organisations involved believe that other government 
objectives for which they are responsible are more important, then the chances of  

                                            
24 Stein (2001), for instance, argues that there is a disjuncture between the present government’s 
legal aid reforms and its anti-poverty, social inclusion, community regeneration and human rights 
policies.  
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getting sufficient motivation to deliver an effective partnership are small (ibid). They 
emphasise the key role of “the centre” in the success of partnerships: 

“The centre interacts with partnerships in a variety of different ways . . . setting 
objectives and targets, providing funding, sponsoring and monitoring. Many of the 
partnerships in our study felt that the way the centre behaved in one or more of these 
areas inhibited partnership working on the ground.” (ibid, p.9)   

Other partnerships and pressures 

3.6 Another aspect of the political context is the relationship of a partnership (or group of 
partnerships) to other government initiatives and partnerships. Balloch and Taylor 
suggest that 

 “the advance of partnerships under New Labour had threatened to become a victim 
of its own success, with the proliferation of partnerships and the sheer pace of 
change stretching agencies, service users and communities to their limits.” (2001a, 
p.4) 

3.7 The nature and extent of the problems caused by this proliferation of partnerships at 
the local level has been the subject of a recent research project undertaken for the  
DTLR.25 The research report 26 highlights a number of problems caused by this 
proliferation, including the ongoing load which it places on local capacity. The report 
notes in particular the conflicting requirements of different government departments, 
the extent to which collaboration is made difficult by the mixture of objectives of the 
different initiatives, and the range of disincentives which inhibit joint working. The 
research found that formal co-ordination was patchy and was beset by problems, 
and examines the extent to which Local Strategic Partnerships may be able to 
address the various problems which were found (DTLR, 2002).  

3.8 Earlier studies have also provided evidence of the difficulties caused by the 
proliferation of partnerships and the need for individual partnerships to liaise with 
other partnerships. A study of partnerships in the north west of England suggested 
that: 

“partnership approaches can release new synergies and build new organisational 
capacities, but they can also lead to organisational proliferation, duplication of effort 
and a somewhat less than strategic culture of indiscriminate grant-chasing.” (Peck 
and Tickell, 1994, p.254)  

3.9 More recently, in the field of health promotion, Davies mentions the difficulties 
experienced by those working in Health Improvement Programmes and Health 
Action Zones in relating the two projects to each other (2001, pp.184-85).    

The central-local dynamic 
3.10 The tension between central government direction and local implementation is seen 

as characteristic of much of partnership working.27 Lowndes and colleagues argue 
that 

                                            
25 The research was carried out by the University of the West of England (led by Professor Murray 
Stewart), together with teams from the University of Newcastle (under Stuart Cameron) and the Office 
for Public Management (under David Albury).  
26 Recently published under the title “Collaboration and Co-ordination in Area-Based Initiatives”  
27 See, for instance, Nixon (1980), Gilling (1993),  Lowndes et al (1997). 
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“an agenda led by central government can detract from the local identification of 
needs and the local development of appropriate policies and organisational 
responses. . . . One of the issues is that central government sets the context but is 
itself not open to influence. For those working at local level this raises questions 
about the value of the partnership and the fact that important decisions are made by 
a third party. . . . There are dilemmas here for local government and other agencies, 
and for the local community, in engaging with partnerships whose agenda is set by 
central government and whose primary motivation is to access central government 
funding, yet which are also expected to respond to local needs and requirements.” 
(1997, p.341) 

3.11 One form in which this issue arises lies in the extent to which the centre is telling the 
local partnership what to do, as distinct from encouraging innovative activity at the 
local level.28 

3.12 The recent research published by the DTLR points out that central government 
established the framework for the local initiatives which it considered. This had the 
result of setting a firm and often inflexible basis for local working and had done much 
to inhibit innovation and new ways of joint working. However, local government can 
also play a dominating role. The researchers found frustrations over the centre’s 
unwillingness to allow experimentation together with obstacles in the way of locally 
generated solutions. They suggest that it is important not to talk of tensions between 
central and local government but rather to point to the widespread and inevitable 
tension between discretion and control. They suggest that both central and local 
government  should examine the extent to which they try to dictate both means and 
ends (DTLR, 2002, pp.24-25).   

3.13 There are also issues here in relation to the implementation of policy. One issue 
concerns the way in which a policy is introduced. Nixon argues that the more 
innovative a policy is, the more important it is for central government to consult with 
and advise the local level before a new policy is launched. Furthermore, an 
innovative policy is more likely to require sustained intervention by central 
government in order to ensure the continued support of the more committed local 
authorities and to gain some support from those who initially oppose the new policy 
(1980, p.142).  This proposition would seem to be applicable equally to local 
partnerships and the role of local authorities within them.   

Democracy, accountability and legitimacy  
3.14 Wherever partnerships are created, issues arise as to their impact on local 

democracy,  the accountability both of the partnership as a whole and of the 
individual partners, and the perceived legitimacy of the actions which they take.  

3.15 Several writers have commented on the issue of local democracy.29  If local 
structures are created to devise policies and plans, and implement them, there is an 
inherent risk that this will cut across established patterns of local decision making, 
which are democratic at least in theory. Lowndes and Skelcher summarise the 
position in the following terms: 

“ [The] developing politics of partnership may be seen as complementing formal 
democratic processes or, more radically, as empowering traditionally excluded social 
groups. On the other hand, partnerships may be criticized as reflecting a broader  

                                            
28 For an analysis of the latter approach, see Tilley (1993).  
29 Besides those referred to below, see also Squires and Measor (2001, p.228), Peck and Tickell 
(1994, pp.252-53).   

 



page 13

democratic deficit in which non-elected bodies and self-selected representatives gain 
power at the expense of elected politicians.”  (1998, p.316)  

3.16 Partnerships need to ensure that a number of views are heard and that those 
involved and affected regard decisions as legitimate (Lowndes et al, 1997, p.342). 
Beyond that, however, is the question of whether the decisions are seen as 
legitimate by those directly affected who do not form part of the partnership. The 
active involvement of the voluntary and community sectors may enhance the 
legitimacy of partnership arrangements in the eyes of local communities. In practice, 
however, serious doubts are often expressed as to whether community 
representatives are either representative or effectively accountable (Mayo and 
Anastacio, 1999, pp.9,18).  

  
Factors that inhibit partnership working 

3.17 The factors that inhibit partnership working are a recurring theme in the academic 
literature. Many of these factors derive from inherent features of organisations which 
make it difficult for them (and their individual members) to co-operate with other 
organisations (and their members). Other factors are concerned with the structure of 
partnerships themselves and the nature of their relationships with other organisations 
and partnerships.    

Factors within organisations 

3.18 First, there is ordinary self-interest. Every organisation has its own vested interests, 
based on its own goals, its own structures, its established relationships with others, 
its view of its place in the world, the resources it controls and those it wishes to 
obtain. Williamson comments that:  

“Organisations like to work as closed systems. Partnership requires the surrender of 
power so unless there are strong incentives to do otherwise there will be resistance 
to it.” (2001, p.120) 

3.19 Organisations may therefore be unwilling to give up resources or their own areas of 
influence. They may not be prepared to cut their own services to reduce duplication 
of provision (Hutchinson and Campbell, 1998, pp.16, 65).  “Partners may talk the 
language of partnership but in practice be more happy to take than to give.” (ibid, 
p.16)  

3.20  According to Charnley:30 

“the history of joint working in housing, health and social welfare has been one of 
conflict and mistrust as organisations have sought to protect their own interests.” 
(2001, p.145) 

3.21 Second, there are organisational factors, arising from the differences between 
organisations, which make it more difficult for them to collaborate.31 These include:  

• structural issues, such as incongruent geographical boundaries, or management 
hierarchies, management styles and ideologies  

• procedural issues, such as different lines of accountability, or different degrees of 
discretion  

                                            
30 Citing Means (1996). 
31 See, in particular, Williamson (2001, p.120) , Sampson et al (1988, p.490), Gilling (1994, p.251).  
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• professional issues, such as different values or culture 32  
• differences in the language they use   
• policy issues, such as different priorities, overlaps and gaps in service.  

3.22 One way to describe these differences is in terms of the ignorance which they may 
cause. Nocon suggests that there are six types of ignorance which inhibit partnership 
working: 

• personal ignorance, which affects all the individuals involved 
• structural ignorance, which refers to the ignorance which any organisation will 

inevitably have about the way that other organisations work, and about the 
content of their work 

• ideological ignorance, which refers to the different ideological positions held by 
groups and organisations 

• professional ignorance, which refers to the lack of information or understanding 
of other professional cultures 

• procedural ignorance, which occurs when organisations, which are seeking to 
work together, fail to define clearly the scope of the joint enterprise or the nature 
of their collaborative procedures  

• positional ignorance, which refers to the use of ignorance to help achieve desired 
ends (Nocon, 1989, pp. 34-37).  

3.23 The effect of these differences is that  

“partners come to the table with very different expectations of what the partnership is 
for. Rarely are these different expectations laid on the table and negotiated. They 
may revolve around the aims of the partnership; the level at which it will have 
influence (policy, agenda setting, policy implementation); the powers of different 
partners.” (Balloch and Taylor, 2001a, p.7)  

3.24 These different expectations may in turn determine the ways in which partners 
behave. In the context of multi-agency policing, Squires and Measor suggest that: 

“Rather than seeking ‘consensus’  . . . agencies appear to approach multiagency 
negotiations in a variety of ways. They present themselves in a variety of guises and 
play different roles, with varying levels of commitment, overt and, invariably, covert 
aims and objectives, a willingness to invest more or less resources and with 
sometimes more, sometimes less, enthusiasm for seeing the other partners’ point of 
view. Pragmatism and instrumentalism seem far more apt descriptions of the 
process.” (2001, p.239)  

Factors within partnerships 

3.25 There are also a number of more practical issues involved in partnership working. 
Balloch and Taylor suggest that:  

“Partnership also presents major structural, technical and managerial challenges, 
requiring new information and communication systems, new budgeting systems and 
new approaches to handling complex and multiple accountabilities.” (2001a, p.9)  

3.26 Huxham and Vangen argue that there are a number of structural features within 
partnerships which act as barriers to partnership working. In particular, partnerships  

                                            
32 Balloch and Taylor suggest that public service bureaucracies in particular have cultures and ways 
of working which have not been designed for collaborative working (2001a, p.9).  
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tend to have structures which are ambiguous, complex and dynamic. Partnerships 
are often unclear about who their members are. Some partnerships have extremely 
complex structures, involving complex hierarchies of collaboration. To make matters 
worse, the proliferation of  partnerships set up to tackle public issues has created a 
situation of “pluralism in partnership”.33 The dynamics of partnership may be due to 
changes in government policies, changes in the nature of partner organisations, and 
changes in the individual representatives from partner organisations. This means 
that the possibility of maintaining continuity is rare, and processes of building mutual 
understanding and trust must be continuously attended to (Huxham and Vangen, 
2000, pp.330-306). 

The importance of resources 
3.27 One of the greatest dangers in the recent enthusiasm for partnerships is that of 

thinking that you can get something for nothing, by encouraging people to work 
together more. As Huxham comments:  

“The common notion that collaboration is a good way of reducing costs and making 
effective use of resources seems particularly questionable; rather, experience 
suggests that effective collaboration is highly resource intensive.” (1996, p.241)34 

3.28  What partnerships can achieve depends largely on the resources available to them. 
First, there is the question of financial resources to support partnerships. However 
well resourced individual partners may be, it costs money to set up and run 
partnerships. Although these costs are not often specified in the literature on 
partnerships, some examples can be cited. In her analysis of the four Scottish Urban 
Partnerships, Hastings notes that the Scottish Office provided “modest resources 
(less than £2.5m in 1993/94) to fund the Partnership process itself, particularly the 
costs of four implementation teams” (1996, p.258). More recently, and perhaps more 
pertinently for present purposes, the establishment of Consumer Support Networks 
in England, Wales and Scotland is being supported by free consultancy and start-up 
grants of £5,000. Further grants of up to £10,000 are then available towards the cost 
of implementing projects (Skelton, 2002, p.48).   

3.29 Second, it is clear that limited financial resources can inhibit the development of 
partnerships. Williamson comments that  “financial constraints can make agencies 
fiercely protective of their individual budgets and encourage gamesmanship 
designed to off-load local expenditure onto potential partners” (2001, p.121).  

3.30 Third, there is the role of financial incentives to bring potential partners together and 
help retain their involvement.35 The importance of this has been recognised by 
various government pronouncements36 and several academic commentators, one of 
whom describes finance as “the strongest collaborative incentive”  (Gilling, 1994, 
p.248).   

                                            
33 Huxham and Vangen attribute this term to Stewart (1998) and describe it as the emergence of 
overlapping leadership roles as key local figures are present at ever more local meetings of separate 
but interlocking partnerships (Huxham and Vangen, 2000, pp.303-4). They give an example from 
Bristol which shows how 22 people occupy 56 places on nine of the major partnership or joint-working 
structures (ibid, pp.304-5).    
34 In their recent report for the Treasury, Frye and Webb also emphasise the importance of 
appropriate funding, in terms of the costs of setting up partnerships, the need to build up resources 
gradually, and the need for proper funding arrangements and unified funding streams (2002, p.10).  
35 Balloch and Taylor (2001a, p.1); Williamson (2001, p.117), Lowndes and Skelcher (1998, p.327).  
36 Williamson cites, for instance, Partnership in action (Department of Health, 1998) as acknowledging 
the need for incentives (Williamson, 2001, p.117).    
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3.31 In relation to the development of community care services, Webb comments that one 
message of the early 1970s was that Joint Consultative Committees were doomed to 
be mere “talking shops” while they lacked control over resources and authorities 
were split over their responsibilities. Financial incentives were then introduced in the 
form of Joint Finance (1991, p.235). More recently, Crawford comments that the 
proliferation of crime prevention partnerships and multi-agency forums has been 
stimulated by various financial incentives at central and local levels (1994, p.498).37 
In the regeneration field, the formation of partnerships has for some time been a 
condition for applying for government funding, with the attendant risk that new 
partnerships would tend to be fragile coalitions “constructed with a view to getting 
one over the competition and, above all, getting the money” (Peck and Tickell, 1994, 
p.253).         

3.32 The regeneration field has witnessed in particular the development of competitive 
bidding schemes. In relation to the Urban Partnerships in Scotland, Hastings 
provides details of a competition (run by the Scottish Office) between the four 
partnerships in 1990 and 1991, for bids to an Innovative Fund set aside for housing 
initiatives of particular kinds, the fund for which amounted to approximately £30m 
(1996, p.258). Such competitive schemes have subsequently been seen in the 
bidding processes for central government schemes such as City Challenge and the 
Single Regeneration Budget, and also in some European schemes. 

3.33  There are drawbacks, however, as Lowndes and Skelcher point out:  

“The aim of such competition is to stimulate partnerships to develop innovative and 
cost-effective programmes of work, and to ensure the funder receives value for 
money and maximum programme effectiveness. The downside of these competitive 
schemes includes 
• the simultaneous fragmentation of resources and duplication of effort involved in 

expecting neighbouring localities to bid against each other (and the damage 
done to broader inter-agency relationships) 

• the aggregate costs of the bidding process for all involved (losers as well as 
winners) 

• the tendency for bids to stress quantifiable output measures over qualitative 
outcomes (and to ‘talk these up’); and  

• the injustice and inefficiency inherent in allocating resources on the basis of the 
entrepreneurial skills of partnerships rather than the assessment of relative 
need.”   (1998, p.326)38 

3.34 The validity of these observations seems to be borne out by the experience of City 
Challenge and the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB).39 De Groot comments that 
the City Challenge competition carried with it the real risk that “to them that hath shall 
be given”, and that it created “false notions of success as well as providing a 
justification for rationing government support” (1992, p.199). Oatley and Hutchinson 
surveyed authorities which had been unsuccessful. They found that many of the new 
partnerships had survived and that some projects had proceeded, supported by  

                                            
37 See Tilley (1993) for details of the financial incentives available to partnerships in the Safer Cities 
programme. 
38 For a similar analysis, see Mayo (1997).  
39 See, in particular, De Groot (1992), Oatley (1995) and Hutchinson (1995) on City Challenge, and 
Tilson et al (1997) on the SRB.  
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other sources of public funding. However, the costs involved were considerable,40 
and there was widespread dissatisfaction and disillusionment with the competitive 
bidding process and the way in which resources had been allocated as a result. Both 
authors express their concern about the effect of disillusionment on the partners 
involved, and the negative effects which this could have in terms of working together 
in the future. Similarly, in relation to the Single Regeneration Budget, Tilson and 
colleagues comment that:    

“Losing can severely dishearten partners from future bidding. Partnerships investing 
scarce resources can be discouraged by lack of success and failure may breed 
enmity between those once concordant.” (1997, p.11)   

3.35 The evidence from these programmes suggests that partnerships can survive and 
move forward from failure, but that their progress is substantially limited in the 
absence of appropriate funding (Hutchinson and Campbell, 1998, p.61).  

3.36 While financial incentives are clearly very important to the success of partnerships, 
some achievements can be made without them. Pearson argues that anti-poverty 
and social inclusion partnerships have secured a range of tangible benefits, including 
the opportunity to pool and share resources and expertise, even though most anti-
poverty strategies do not attract additional resources (2001, p.65). However, “most 
anti-poverty strategies do not carry large budgets and the impact in terms of the 
development of community resources has therefore been limited” (Pearson and 
Craig, 2001, p.133).  

The primacy of power relations 
3.37 Issues of power are central to any consideration of partnership working. It is a 

recurrent theme of the literature that partnerships will suffer if they fail to confront this 
issue. Mayo and Taylor suggest that “the literature on participatory approaches to 
development comes replete with ‘health warnings’ about the dangers of disregarding 
the impact of power differences” (2001, p.44). Hutchinson and Campbell argue that 
“unacknowledged inequality can damage the capacity of a partnership to achieve its 
potential” (1998, p.64). Balloch and Taylor go even further, suggesting that “if a 
partnership does not address issues of power it will remain symbolic rather than real”  
(2001b, p.284). 

3.38 The primacy of power relations is emphasised by many other writers.41  It has been 
suggested that the dimensions of power include “the mobilization of bias which only 
endows certain discourses with credibility” (Gilling, 1993, p.154) and  “the power to 
define: to set agendas, determine policy, direct resources and impose definitions” 
(Crawford, 1994, pp.503-4).  

3.39 Issues of power may arise when partnerships are first established. Lowndes and 
Skelcher concluded that: 

“Partnership creation involved negotiation and contest over ‘who’s in and who’s out’, 
a significant shift to hierarchical structures compared with the relatively fluid 
memberships and indistinct boundaries in pre-partnership collaborations. This was 
sometimes focused on a particular issue like the allocation of seats to a board or 
management committee; at other points it was played out in terms of debates about 
leadership, remit and priorities.” (1998, p.325) 

                                            
40 Oatley estimates that £5m had been spent on City Challenge bids by unsuccessful local authorities 
(1995, p.5).  
41 Including Sampson et al (1988), Crawford (1994), Gilling (1993), Pearson and Craig (2001). 
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3.40 Once partnerships are up and running, there remains competition within them, 
particularly in relation to any bids which they make for funds. Agencies jostle to “take 
credit” for past achievements, compete for recognition of their role on any proposed 
initiative and attempt to assert “ownership” of joint projects. When funds are 
allocated for programme implementation, the result is likely to be a sharpened 
distinction between an inner and an outer network (ibid, pp.326-27).42 

3.41 Power relations are neither uniform nor static, however. They can vary from place to 
place as a result of tensions and conflicts within and between agencies, differences 
between various sectional interest groups and differences between the localities 
themselves (Sampson et al, 1988, p.484). Power imbalances may apply to the 
relations between partners, but also to the relations within sectors engaged in 
partnerships (Mayo and Taylor, 2001, p.40).43 Power imbalances can also change. 
Mayo and Taylor comment that not only are regeneration partnerships unequal but 
“they can, and all too often do, become increasingly unequal as time goes by and 
partners settle back into role” (ibid, p.39). 

Aspects of power within partnerships 

3.42 The first issue concerns the actual balance between the partners. Some 
commentators have suggested that you cannot have a genuine partnership if there is 
a significant imbalance between the partners.44 However, imbalance appears to be 
the rule rather than the exception. In practice, partnership working tends to be 
dominated by the more powerful partners, due above all to the resources which they 
are able to bring to the table.45 In recognition of  this reality, Hutchinson and 
Campbell argue that: 

“Partnership is the level of participation in decision making where responsibilities are 
shared with other organisations and/or the community, but it does not necessarily 
imply equality of power between the partners.”  (1998, p.28)  

3.43 In such situations, the position of voluntary organisations is particularly difficult. They 
are unlikely to have the resources to engage effectively in partnerships.  Too often, 
also, they are in a funding relationship with one of the dominant partners. However 
much they may seek to participate in partnerships on equal terms, they are likely to 
be hampered by their financial dependence on their funders, by potential conflicts of 
interest, and by the unwillingness of the dominant partners to countenance any 
criticism or complaints of failure.46  Even when community groups are not funded, 
they are likely to feel the issue of being an unequal partner most keenly (Hutchinson 
and Campbell, 1998, p.64).  

3.44 Power relations within partnership are not necessarily straightforward. Huxham 
argues that there are certain constraints which arise from the nature of partnerships:  

                                            
42 Lowndes and Skelcher report that in one area they studied, the term “partner” became a 
euphemism for “failed bidder”, referring to the outer circle of interested parties as distinct from the 
core organisations involved in “delivering the programme” (1998, p.327).  
43 This may include struggles between local authority departments over limited resources, power and 
prestige (Sampson et al, 1988, p.482) and between voluntary organisations (Mayo,1997, p.13).  
44 Williamson (2001, p.117); see also the research for the European Commission cited by Hutchinson 
and Campbell (1998, p.41), which suggests that “no one actor should be dominant”. 
45 Balloch and Taylor (2001a, p.8), Lowndes et al (1997, p.340), Lowndes and Skelcher (1988, p.323), 
Hutchinson and Campbell (1998, p.64), Huxham and Vangen (2000, p.298).    
46 Balloch and Taylor (2001a, p.8), Pearson (2001, p.66), Butt (2001, p.203).  
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“Interestingly, despite the genuine problems caused by power imbalances, there is 
also a sense in which the parties involved are too equal. . . . there are no formal 
hierarchies within a collaboration. No one can require anyone else to act in particular 
ways. Commitment to act thus has to be achieved entirely through persuasion and 
negotiation; a time-consuming business even if eventually successful.” (1996, p.246) 

3.45 The weaker partners may also have some bargaining power: 

“It is often the case that apparently weaker partners are uniquely able to provide 
some form of essential – though not financial − resource. Minimally – but very 
powerfully – this may be simply that their involvement allows the partners to satisfy a 
condition of the funding body that an organization of this type be involved. They may 
also have resources in the form of, for example, expertise or access to communities 
or markets that other partners could not substitute. The ‘threat of exit’ is therefore 
frequently available.”  (Huxham and Vangen, 2000, p.298)  

The consequences of power imbalances 

3.46 Even when the weaker partners have some bargaining power, there are a number of  
consequences which are likely to flow from the imbalance of power inherent in most 
partnerships. First: 

“the sheer complexity of procedures means that paid officers from the accountable 
body – often a statutory body − exercise a great deal of power as interpreters of the 
rules and as those with most time and energy to devote to the process, even if they 
in turn feel disempowered by decision making further up the hierarchy.” (Mayo and 
Taylor, 2001, p.46)  

3.47 Second, the history of partnership working has demonstrated a widespread failure to 
involve smaller organisations, and organisations representing poor and marginalised 
members of society. This is largely attributable to the resource implications of 
membership. The result, however, is likely to be the disempowerment and exclusion 
of those who are in many cases supposed to be the beneficiaries of the partnership 
process.47    

3.48 Third, a failure to confront power imbalances may lead to practices of conflict 
avoidance. These were found to be particularly prevalent within multi-agency crime 
prevention partnerships (Gilling, 1994, p.250; Crawford, 1994, p.505). Many 
partnerships are fragile coalitions which sidestep difficult issues and are therefore 
unable to address significant problems (Hutchinson and Campbell, 1998, p.16).   

3.49 Fourth, situations can arise when the dominant partner could, with apparent 
impunity, choose to ignore the partnership process altogether and act unilaterally to 
the detriment of the partnership. This also occurred in the area of multi-agency 
policing, where it was found that “agencies might enthusiastically support multi-
agency forums, dominate the agenda, and then pull out from, or override the initiative 
when it suits their own purposes” (Sampson et al, 1988, p.483).  

3.50 Finally, one must consider the position of the weaker partners. The dangers of 
incorporation and co-option are highlighted by the experiences of multi-agency 
policing initiatives, but the lesson is surely a wider one. At the very least, there is the 
risk that the inclusion of local interest organisations and “community” representatives  

                                            
47 Pearson (2001, p.73), Lowndes et al (1997, p.340), Mayo and Anastacio (1999, p.17), Crawford 
(1994, p.509), Brindley and Stoker (1988, p.9). More generally, see Taylor (2000), Pearson and Craig 
(2001).   
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will incorporate them into the process of policy formation and tie them into the 
dissemination and implementation of local policy initiatives (Crawford, 1994, p.508). 
At worst there is the danger that the weaker partners are co-opted into the decision 
making processes of stronger partners and are expected to share responsibility for 
failures, while receiving little or nothing in return, at the expense of considerable 
damage to their reputation and credibility.  

3.51 In the context of policing, Squires and Measor suggest that multi-agency initiatives 
involve calling in stakeholders and service representatives (the “usual suspects”) to 
achieve policing objectives (“helping the police with their enquiries”) (2001, p.224). 
Police involvement in multi-agency planning can thus be seen as, essentially 

“a legitimisation exercise designed to lend a veneer of democratic accountability to 
police-led decision making while allowing police priorities to come to dominate the 
policies of partner agencies.” (ibid, p.228)  

Making partnerships work  
3.52 Notwithstanding the many problems discussed already, the literature on partnership 

is rich in analysis of the factors that help make partnerships work. This is not to say, 
however, that these are matters which are easy to achieve. Many of these factors 
also work both ways, in that a failure to achieve them is actively damaging to the 
prospects of success.48 Webb suggests that there are  

“four broad requirements for coordination and collaboration: 
   the effective mobilisation of ‘self-interest’ as a basis for bargaining and exchange; 
   the legitimation of wider interests and goals; 
   the creation of a broad rather than narrow base for inter-organisational relations; 
   the recognition of the role and dynamics of trust.” (1991, p.238)  

3.53 Other writers have suggested a number of specific factors which help to make 
partnerships work. Many of them are interlinked, or have the possibility of being 
interlinked by the development of “virtuous spirals”. 

Mobilising self-interest 

3.54 Webb argues that it requires awareness, ability and skill effectively to mobilise the 
“self-interest” of organisations. Self-interest and the interests of other parties have to 
be perceived and understood, bargains and exchanges of potential merit have to be 
identified and mutually satisfying opportunities have to be sought (ibid). As other 
writers have commented, each partner must have a clear idea of the benefits to be 
gained from working together, and must be able and willing to compromise.49 

3.55 In practical terms, ways have to be devised in order to keep organisations and 
individuals on board. This may involve greater support to voluntary and community 
organisations to enable them to contribute.50 It may mean that other financial  

                                            
48 Huxham analyses the forces at work within partnerships in terms of whether they are likely to lead 
to “collaborative advantage” or “collaborative inertia” (1996, pp.241-42).  
49 See, for example, Huxham (1996, p.250), Hutchinson and Campbell (1998, pp.11, 41).  
50 On the importance of capacity building, see, for example, Mayo (1997, p.12), Pearson and Craig 
(2001, pp.132-33), DTLR (2002, p.29).  
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incentives are required. The difficulties of trying to keep organisations involved, 
without funding them, are graphically illustrated by one council officer interviewed by 
Butt: 

 “We’ve got a black church down the road, that has tried to get money to open up as 
a day centre. And they have just been turned down at every stage. And we’ve 
advocated on their behalf quite vigorously – and it’s made no difference whatsoever. 
But in terms of our relations with that black church, it’s been just so embarrassing. 
Because we keep coming back, and saying how much we want to work with them in 
partnership, but don’t ask for any money.” (Butt, 2001, p.211) 

Inclusivity and size  

3.56 Many commentators argue that, in order to be successful, partnerships must be as 
inclusive as possible and involve the active participation of as many members as 
possible.51 This is likely to involve a balancing of the power differentials that exist 
within the partnership (Sampson et al, 1988, p.491). This in turn means that: 

“Regard therefore has to be given to group dynamics, to the symbolic importance of 
including and excluding particular interests and individuals, and to showing proper 
respect for the joint activity and all the partners involved in it (e.g. by avoiding an 
‘inner core’ of the ‘senior’ parties).”  (Webb, 1991, p.239)  

3.57 Conversely, however, where it is possible to keep the size of the partnership small, 
this may increase the chances of success. One factor which may contribute 
significantly to success is when there are only a small number of partner 
organisations, especially if the individuals concerned  have a good relationship or 
have worked together successfully before (Huxham and Vangen, 2000, p.306).  

Clarity 

3.58 For partnerships to work, there must be clarity in relation to a number of issues:52 

• the roles of the individual partners (which may be multiple rather than single 53) 
• the role of the partnership itself  
• the purpose and goals of the partnership 
• the powers of the partners, or of the partnership itself 
• the accountability requirements of the partners and the partnership  
• the different expectations of the partners 
• any policy guidelines which apply  
• how success is to be defined.  

3.59 It is particularly important that the partnership has clear goals and objectives which 
are agreed by all the partners, are realistic and are attainable.54 The chances of 
success are likely to be increased if the tasks are simple and the issues with which 
the partnership is concerned are limited in number.55 

                                            
51 Bryson (1988, p.14), Dodge (1988, p.4), Mayo and Taylor (2001, p.52), Pearson (2001, p.70), 
Charnley (2001, pp.160-62), Webb (1991, p.239).   
52 Balloch and Taylor (2001a, p.7), Huxham (1996, p.250). 
53 Hutchinson and Campbell point out that a single organisation can at the same time be a strategic 
partner, a stakeholder whose interest may or may not be congruent with that of the partnership, and a 
service provider which might be in competition with others in the partnership (1998, pp.47-48).  
54 Hutchinson and Campbell (1998, p.43), Huxham (1996, p.250).  
55 Huxham (1996, p.252), Huxham and Vangen (2000, p.306).  
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Commitment and capacity 

3.60 For organisations to be able to play an active role in partnerships, they need both 
commitment and capacity. Commitment is likely to mean that members see 
collaboration as being in their own interest, and  therefore wish to share a stake in 
both the process and the outcome (Huxham, 1996, p.250). Capacity depends on the 
nature of the organisations involved.  According to Huxham, it is only when 
organisations are well integrated internally, self-confident and secure in their own 
purposes and processes that they can expect to build effective partnerships.56  
Capacity is also, however, largely a question of resources.  

Commitment to evaluation  

3.61 Many commentators emphasise the importance of evaluation procedures within 
partnerships.57 Hutchinson and Campbell suggest that a commitment to evaluation at 
the outset means that a partnership: 

• has to have clear goals and preferably SMART58objectives 
• has to set baselines 
• has to set up recording and management information systems 
• has to provide resources to undertake the evaluation (1998, p.44). 

3.62 Other writers argue that there should be active involvement by all partners in 
monitoring and evaluating partnerships, with an emphasis on processes and 
outcomes as well as outputs, and an avoidance of “top-down” output indicators and 
performance targets.59 

Personnel issues 

3.63 In practical terms, partnerships involve people working together. “Personalities are 
crucial and collaborative working depends on the role of individuals” (DTLR, 2002, 
p.6). It needs to be recognised that “working in partnership is a skilled activity. It 
involves communication, assertiveness and negotiation skills so that the possibilities 
for effective collaboration can be maximised.”60  Competence is therefore essential. 
Joint activities require the most competent staff (Webb, 1991, p.239), and arguably 
those who are committed to the cause.61 They also require an appropriate cross-
section of members (Huxham, 1996, p.250). It is important that those staff stay 
involved and that turnover is as low as possible (Williamson, 2001, p.124). It is 
important also that individuals in the core group are sufficiently senior so as to be 
able to act autonomously (Huxham, 1996, p.252).62   

3.64 In addition, several commentators have suggested that there are special roles which 
may be filled by key individuals. Dodge emphasises the importance of “product 
champions” and “executive champions” (1988, p.4). He and others have emphasised 
the vital role that can be played by individuals with the networking skills required to 
work easily across agency boundaries, and perhaps best described as “boundary  

                                            
56 Huxham (1993), as summarised by Williamson (2001, p.139). 
57 These are seen as undeveloped in many partnerships (DTLR 2002, pp.22-23). 
58 Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Realistic and Timed. 
59 Mayo and Taylor (2001, p.52), Balloch and Taylor (2001b, p.287).  
60 Thompson (1988, p.317) cited by Charnley (2001, p.161).  
61 Lowndes et al characterise those involved in partnerships in terms of their attitudes as 
“enthusiasts”, “activists”, “pragmatists” and “opponents” (1997, pp.335-6). 
62 See also Frye and Webb’s comments on the necessary attributes of a “balanced team” (2002, p.6).  
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spanners”.63 Many commentators argue that partnerships need a skilled convenor or 
partnership manager, and a leader or champion.64 

Levels of interaction 
3.65 Webb argues that long-term interaction or, at least, an assumption within the 

organisations that they will have to go on working together well into the future seems 
important for organisations to collaborate, and that multiple points of contact between 
organisations are also important (1991, p.239). Huxham suggests that partnership 
working can be made easier when there is a relationship between members of the 
core group which goes beyond that of the group itself. If the individuals concerned 
have obligations to each other in other contexts, they are more likely to need to 
contribute positively to the collaboration in order to maintain these other obligations 
(1996, p.252).   

3.66 Having said that, however, success can be achieved in some circumstances without 
these factors being present. It is also suggested that one factor linked to success is 
where collaboration is over a specific project with a defined end output, rather than 
over strategic issues, or where there is an expectation of a long-term relationship 
(Huxham and Vangen, 2000, p.306).   

Effective networks 

3.67 For partnerships to work requires open and frequent communication along both 
formal and informal links (Huxham, 1996, p.250).  It therefore requires effective 
systems of networking. Care must be taken, however, as networks can also be short-
lived, closed and exclusive, and their currency can even be increased by their 
exclusiveness.65 

Trust  
3.68 For many commentators, however, the most important factor is trust.66 This in turn 

requires sensitivity,67 mutual respect, understanding and confidence. Trust is likely to 
depend on the partners’ previous experiences of working together. Where these 
experiences were unfavourable, the history of the relationship between the partners 
can get in the way.68 In any event, it has to be recognised that relationships of trust 
are fragile and can easily break down (DTLR, 2002, p.15). Trust needs to be built up 
where it does not already exist, and trust building requires continuous attention.  

“What is needed is sufficient trust to initiate cooperation and a sufficiently successful 
outcome to reinforce trusting attitudes and underpin more substantial, and risky, 
collaborative  behaviour. . . . virtuous spirals of trust and effective collaboration need 
to be established.” (Webb, 1991, p.237)  

                                            
63 Williamson (2001, p.124) attributes this term to Alter and Hage (1994).  
64 These roles can, of course, be combined in one person. See Huxham (1996, p.250), Huxham and 
Vangen (2000, p.306), Hutchinson and Campbell (1998, pp.34-35, 46, 49).  
65 Lowndes et al (1997, pp.338-39), Taylor (2000, p.1027), DTLR (2002, p.18).  
66 See especially Webb (1991), Huxham (1993), Huxham and Vangen (2000, p.298).  
67 Emphasised in particular by Huxham (1996, p.251).  
68 Huxham and Vangen (2000, p.296). These authors suggest that, where there is no history of 
relationship between the partners, or where previous relationships did not engender trust, it is 
probably only worth collaborating if very significant ends are envisaged (ibid, p.299).   
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Success and “small wins” 

3.69 It is a theme of much of the literature that nothing succeeds like success. “It is the 
demonstration of tangible benefits on all sides that sustains joint working”  
(Williamson, 2001, p.123).  According to Bryson, success can usually be best 
achieved incrementally, by organising a series of “small wins” (1988, p.11):69  

“The plan should break the overall change process down into manageable chunks, 
so that people are not paralysed by the magnitude of needed changes and so that 
interim success is possible. . . . For a small win strategy to work, it must be easy for 
people to say yes. Since small wins represent small gains, the costs of involvement 
for people must also be small. The easiest way to reduce the cost of saying yes is to 
reduce the personal cost of failure. Rewards, not punishment, improve enrolment 
and foster commitment.” (ibid, p.14)   

3.70 This “small wins” approach can help with the problem of trust building. It may be 
hindered by other factors, however. Huxham and Vangen point out that such an 
approach may be in contradiction to the demands of external funding bodies for 
demonstrable output. It may also be difficult to maintain the necessary stability within 
the partnership to enable the cycle to continue (2000, p.300).  

Flexibility and freedom to experiment  

3.71 Another factor likely to increase the chances of success of partnership working  is 
flexibility and adaptability (Huxham, 1996, p.250). This is likely to involve the freedom 
to experiment. Bryson suggests that: 

“Continuous experimentation should also be encouraged. This allows the future to be 
invented as one goes along – in response to new knowledge and changing 
circumstances. Pilot projects and demonstration projects permit frequent feedback 
and learning, and make the future ‘real’.”  (1988, p.4)  

“One should rely on the natural diffusion process of innovations as much as possible, 
rather than force changes system-wide. Let the benefits of changes sell themselves 
as much as possible. Allow learning and local adaptation to occur.” (ibid, p.15)  

Time  

3.72 As many of these passages suggest, the process of partnership working is crucial to 
achieving outcomes. Clearly, however, an approach based on these principles is 
likely to take time. Capacity building also takes time. The recent research report 
prepared for the DTLR argues that: 

“It is through shared exploration and creative thinking that partners learn to work 
together. Local partners and government need to value and make time for shared 
thinking and learning. Successful partnerships take several years to establish and, 
whilst their purpose is to provide an integrative overview and strategy for local 
partners, it is important that they are not overloaded.” (DTLR, 2002, p.27)   

Tensions within partnerships 
3.73 The interplay of the various factors discussed above means necessarily that 

partnerships are not static but dynamic. Partnerships will change as organisations  

                                            
69 According to Hutchinson and Campbell, this emphasis on the importance of early success, through 
smaller projects, contrasts with the emphasis on “flagship developments” which was to be found in 
partnership guidance in the 1980s (1998, p.50).  
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and key personnel change (Huxham, 1993, p.25). Partnerships will also change due 
to other factors, arising out of their own development, or arising externally. 
Partnerships may also change in the extent to which they act through formal 
channels as compared to informally (Sampson et al, 1988, p.491). Partnerships can 
therefore be seen as “sites of continuing political and economic renegotiation” 
(Mackintosh, 1992, pp.210-11).  

3.74 Partnerships are also subject to considerable tensions, both internally and externally. 
They have to continually find and maintain a balance:70  

• between the central direction to which they are subject and the need for local 
implementation 

• between following guidelines and exercising discretion 
• between being flexible and being publicly accountable 
• between being inclusive and being effective 
• between the need for leadership and expertise and the need for wide 

participation 
• between seeking to achieve consensus and acknowledging and welcoming 

diversity 
• between the interests of individual member organisations and the interest of the 

partnership as a whole 
• between the interests of those members with more resources and power and 

those with less 
• between the need to find simple tasks to perform and the need to manage the 

complex roles assigned to the partnership 
• between the goals set for them and the resources available to them 
• between the need to take time to develop effective partnership working and build 

trust and the need to obtain results 
• between the desirability of pursuing small wins and the demands of other 

stakeholders.  

Challenges 
3.75 Partnership working therefore involves a number of challenges. Huxham and Vangen 

suggest that these include:    

• keeping activity moving even though nothing will be done perfectly 
• knowing how and when to compromise 
• finding a workable level at which to agree aims 
• getting started in the trust-building cycle 
• gaining mutual understanding 
• dealing with the effects of changing membership.  

3.76 They conclude that anyone who is seriously concerned to achieve success in 
partnership must be prepared to “nurture . . . and nurture . . . and nurture” (2000, 
p.307).   

3.77 Partners must also consider what is necessary in order to sustain the partnership. 
Hutchinson and Campbell suggest that this means spreading the partnership ethos,  

                                            
70 This summary builds upon ideas expressed by Balloch and Taylor (2001a, p.7).   
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mission and objectives throughout the parent organisations and ensuring that 
partnerships change things “at the coal-face” for the better (1998, pp.57-58).  

3.78 They refer also to research71 which concluded that there are several stages in the life 
of a partnership, and that a watershed is reached at certain points. The first is when 
a partnership is accepted as the lead body in developing an appropriate strategy for 
an area. A second occurs when the partnership takes responsibility for specific 
programmes or functions. If a partnership does not reach these watersheds it may 
become little more than a “talking shop”, or a hands-off monitoring agency (ibid, 
p.60).  

3.79 Assuming these watersheds are successfully negotiated, it is still necessary for 
partnerships to consider the long-term sustainability of the partnership and its work. 
Recent research for the DTLR suggests that there are generally inadequate 
mechanisms for ensuring that successful initiatives continue, that there is little 
understanding of or commitment to long-term sustainability, and that there is a real 
danger that gains made by the work of local partnerships may be lost when the 
initiatives come to an end (DTLR, 2002, p.30).    

                                            
71 Coopers and Lybrand (1994).  
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4 CLSPs – The Theory 

The Community Legal Service: a Consultation Paper  

The proposals 

4.1 Although they had been heralded in advance by various pronouncements, 
particularly in relation to the selection of the Pioneers and Associate Pioneers, 
CLSPs were officially introduced in the consultation paper on the Community Legal 
Service issued by the Lord Chancellor’s Department in May 1999.72  The paper 
highlighted the three “big ideas” which were proposed as the cornerstones of the 
CLS:  a “partnership approach to quality”, the role of information technology (IT), in 
the particular form of the CLS website, and CLSPs.73 

4.2 No new money was being provided to support the new proposals, however. While 
this was no doubt due to Treasury requirements, the consultation paper seemed to 
be attempting to justify this by arguing (in Annex B) that there was no real evidence 
of widespread unmet need as a result of inadequate provision, an analysis that was 
severely criticised at the time.74 Instead, the paper suggested that what was needed 
primarily was better co-ordination amongst existing services.  

4.3 The consultation paper introduces CLSPs in the following terms: 

“The LSC will work in partnership with local communities, local government and other 
funders and providers in Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs). These 
partnerships will not only target funds more effectively to meet local priority needs; 
they will also enable and encourage the creation and development of local networks. 
In due course there will be partnerships of this kind throughout England and Wales, 
to ensure that every area has a network which includes all the advice services 
people most need. Funders and advisers will be able to work together to find out 
what these needs are and organise the most appropriate services.” (LCD, 1999, para 
1.7) 

4.4 The paper argues that levels of need in different categories of law vary widely 
between relatively small geographical areas, and that assessing the need for advice 
and assistance therefore needs to be done on a local rather than a national or 
regional basis (para 3.5). However, there were no areas where plans or strategies 
were developed jointly by different funders (para 3.6). This lack of co-operation had 
damaging effects both for funders and providers, and the “synergistic benefits” of 
complementary funding were therefore being lost (para 3.7). Funders and providers 
should therefore be brought together in CLSPs to “jointly assess local needs for legal 
and advice services and review current provision in the area”. They would then be 
able to engage in joint planning, which “should reduce the number of disagreements 
about who funds what, and the risk of misunderstandings which can leave advice 
centres without core funding” (para 3.8). Best practice guidance would be needed, 
“both on setting up and running a CLSP, and on analysing needs and reviewing 
provision” (para 3.9), and this would be based on the experience of the Pioneers and 
Associate Pioneers.     

                                            
72 Rachael Naylor, author of a recent review of the CLS published by the Legal Services Commission 
(LSC), states that the consultation paper was always intended by the Department to be a piece of 
“blue sky” thinking and to be non-prescriptive (LSC, 2002a, p.17).   
73 Naylor states that the partnership approach emerged during the initial consultation period on 
proposals for the CLS, which occurred between 1997 and 1999 (LSC, 2002a, p.17).  
74 See, for example, Legal Action Group (1999), Advice Services Alliance (1999).   
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4.5 The paper describes “the concept of the local network of advisers” as being “at the 
heart of the CLS” (para 3.1), and describes referral between providers as “a vital part 
of the vision” (para 3.14). In order to achieve this, and the most effective deployment 
of resources, formal working agreements or concordats would be necessary, setting 
out the standing arrangements for mutual co-operation. There would also have to be 
systems for monitoring the success of the arrangements established by each 
partnership (para 3.15).  Particular interest was expressed in exploring local 
initiatives which involve the application of information technology (IT) (para 3.16).  

4.6 Finally, an “outline” of the tasks which CLSPs will have to carry out was provided, in 
the following terms: 

• Needs analysis 

4.7 
“

Assessing likely levels of need in different parts of the area for information, 
advice and assistance on different topics. 

• Provision matching 

Estimating the amount of provision at different levels and in different 
categories which would be required to meet the identified priority needs. 

• Provision review 

Mapping existing provision in the area and identifying which levels and 
categories of help are covered and how, and considering how information 
technology can be used to assist in the provision and publicising of services.  

• Concordats  

Identifying what detailed agreements should be drawn up between funders, 
between funders and providers, and between individual providers, concerning 
services and referral arrangements; and how the operation of these 
agreements should be monitored.”  (para 3.17)  

Commentary 

What the paper does not say is arguably as important as what it does say. Of the two 
aims of CLSPs, one can see that “the concept of the local network of advisers” can 
be achieved by having advisers meet each other under the auspices of the CLSP 
and establish referral agreements. The second aim, the more effective targeting of 
funds, is more problematic, however. One can understand that funders, providers 
and local communities can come together and perform the tasks outlined. What is 
not stated is what is supposed to happen if a CLSP discovers any significant amount 
of priority need that is not being met by existing provision. It is supposed to consider 
how IT can be used to assist in the provision of services. What is it supposed to do 
then? Whatever the (unstated) intention may be, there is no obligation on any of the 
parties involved (and the funders especially) to take any action to address any gap 
identified between need and provision. The partners are supposed to draw up 
detailed agreements about services and referral arrangements, but they are not 
required in terms to do so with a view to addressing any gap identified between need 
and provision. In fact, the only example given of what might be achieved by joint 
planning is a reduction in “the number of disagreements about who funds what, and 
the risk of misunderstandings which can leave advice centres without core funding”. 
These are, it must be said, rather modest aims.  
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The Community Legal Service: developing joined-up solutions 
4.8 Annexed to the consultation paper is a summary of the research paper The 

Community Legal Service: developing joined-up solutions, by Jane Steele, which had 
been commissioned by the LCD to inform the consultation paper (Steele, 1999).  

4.9 Steele’s paper represents a significant contribution to the discussion and analysis of 
CLSPs. It says considerably more than the consultation paper and demonstrates an 
awareness of the difficulties involved in establishing successful partnerships.  Most 
importantly, it sets out principles for the development of partnerships for planning 
and funding legal and advice services, which can be summarised as follows: 

• Partnerships should include all stakeholders (funders and service providers) from 
the beginning. However, it must be recognised that an inclusive approach 
invariably takes longer than working with a small group of key players.   

• New partnerships will bring together different professionals and organisations 
with different cultures and interests. Some statutory bodies show little interest in 
advice services and many private practice solicitors feel they will not gain from 
participation.  

• Clarity and agreement about ways of working can help to create trust and 
encourage co-operation. It is important to be clear about: the objectives of needs 
assessment and service planning; what will be done as a result; the decision-
making process; and the role of different participants. It may also be necessary 
to establish certain ground rules or assurances about the outcomes of planning 
or review exercises.  

• Partners need a shared language, agreed definitions about “advice” and “legal” 
services, and agreement as to the roles of different services. 

• Geographical areas for planning services should be of manageable size and 
should make sense in terms of existing provision, existing funding arrangements 
and users’ travel patterns.    

• New partnerships should recognise the influence of history. Past experiences of 
joint working can influence the success of new arrangements. Past actions will 
influence others’ approaches. Effective co-operation depends on good working 
relationships which are born out of positive experiences in the past.  

• Senior people need to show leadership and commitment.  
• Joint approaches will change the relationships which have previously existed 

between providers and their funders. Joint funding may reduce the influence of 
any one funder. Funders may be tempted to collude to coerce a provider into a 
particular course of action. If funders seek to develop competitive tendering for 
services, providers may be tempted to form new alliances or even “cartels”.  

• The inevitable tension between the desire for a planned approach and anxiety 
about funding allocation can be reduced by separating, as far as possible, the 
needs assessment process and funding decisions.  

• The focus of the new partnerships must be on the needs of the community for 
advice. Consultation with the public and service users is an important part of 
needs assessment and service planning.   

• People and organisations need incentives to work in new ways. They need to 
see the potential of benefits to their clients, and to their organisations. 

• Planning, funding and co-operation in service delivery are closely related, as are 
processes and results. Processes which are seen as fair and effective will 
produce results which are more widely supported, and have a positive influence 
on relationships and developments in the future (ibid, pp.1, 2, 16-19, 29, 30).  
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4.10 Steele highlights significant obstacles which need to be overcome in the 
development of partnerships: 

• the lack of awareness of different funders’ interests and approaches 
• different aims and objectives 
• different monitoring requirements 
• different geographical boundaries 
• the possibility that one funder will use another funder’s support as a reason for 

withdrawing resources (ibid, p.5).  

4.11 Steele also highlights some existing fears and concerns:   

• Many of the people she interviewed expected there to be fewer and larger 
service providers in the field of social welfare law in the future. 

• The eligibility of different types of organisation for different sources of funding 
can be a source of tension which makes the involvement of different parties in 
planning more difficult to manage. In particular, solicitors in private practice might 
resent the fact that advice agencies received local authority, charity and lottery 
funding as well as legal aid funding. 

• Not-for-profit agencies expected their local authority funders to put pressure on 
them to apply for contracts and to look unfavourably on them if these bids were 
unsuccessful. They also feared that local authorities would not be willing to fund 
new services if alternative sources might meet the costs, nor would they be 
willing to fund services for ineligible clients. 

• There was some speculation that a planned approach would become the 
exclusive territory of the local authority and the Legal Aid Board (as it then was), 
working in close co-operation (ibid, p.15).  

• One active local authority recognised that the real test of the partnerships would 
come when the strategy comes to conclusions about the need to redistribute 
funding (ibid, p.19).   

 Pioneers in Practice   
4.12 Pioneers in Practice by Richard Moorhead (2000) considers the experience of the 

original six pioneer partnerships between February and October 1999. It is mainly a 
consideration of how they went about their work and the tasks given to them, with 
recommendations for best practice as a result. It is interesting particularly for its 
discussion of the partnership dynamic and how this worked out in practice.  

4.13 Moorhead conducted interviews with several participants in the pioneer experiment, 
in order to seek their views on various aspects of the process.75 A number of 
potential benefits were suggested by those interviewed, in terms of 

• funders understanding each other’s funding processes 
• understanding the consequences of individual funding decisions 
• funders working to allow initiatives to interlock where possible 
• better planning 
• improving and sharing information about quality 

                                            
75 Besides considering the documentation produced by the Pioneers, Moorhead attended about 
twenty local meetings, interviewed all the “lead partners”, conducted telephone interviews with 
fourteen non-lead participants and conducted a Delphi consultation with the pioneer partnerships. See 
paras 1.20–1.27 for details of the research method.  
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• broadening the funded supplier base 
• developing relationships with and between suppliers 
• developing suppliers’ understandings of their respective roles and relationship 

with each other  
• greater input from users and non-users of legal and advice services 
• partnerships redefining relationships 
• broadening need beyond narrow definitions of scope and eligibility 
• broadening the horizons of legal and advice services 
• effect on levels of funding 
• improvement in services. 

4.14 Some of these potential benefits need to be considered in more detail, in terms of 
what CLSPs could achieve.  

Funding   
4.15 Most participants were neutral or modestly optimistic. CLSPs were mainly seen as 

providing the opportunity to raise the profile of legal and advice services. It was 
suggested that, having participated in the process, funders might find it more difficult 
to reduce funding (Moorhead, 2000, para 2.8). Some respondents saw potential 
benefits in terms of increased funding for advice services (para 2.9). However:  

 “Raising the political profile in this way was not without risks to levels of funding. 
Several participants within local authorities were aware that the process might 
encourage a harder look at local authority funding in particular. Most, but not all, felt 
that this would lead to redistribution in localities rather than overall cuts in funding. 
Similarly, some viewed greater scrutiny as likely to deal with duplication of funding 
and the withdrawal of funding for poor quality services.” (para 2.10)  

“Identifying duplication and redistributing that money to providers in geographical 
areas which are less well served was also emerging as an embryonic strategy in 
some Partners’ minds.” (para 2.25) 

4.16 While the majority of partners expected partnerships to help stabilise or improve the 
funding of legal and advice services, some partners might see the processes of 
partnership as aiding some reduction in their own funding. In particular, partners 
were “opening up the possibility of withdrawing funding where another funder could 
step in” (para 2.20). Several funders discussed situations where one partner was 
withdrawing funding from a supplier and had successful discussions with a partner 
funder to ensure they would step into the breach to mitigate the effects of that 
withdrawal (para 2.21). 

Developing relationships with and between suppliers 
4.17 Several partners indicated that partnership working had led to improved relationships 

between suppliers, especially between and within the not-for-profit sector and private 
practice (para 2.26).  

Improvement in services 
4.18 In terms of immediate improvements, participants predicted benefits from an 

improved referral system and the directory of local suppliers which had been 
prepared to support this (para 2.37).  
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4.19 There were also some signs that they would begin to look at the needs and service 
delivery issues of particular groups of clients seen as having specialised or poorly 
served needs (such as members of ethnic minorities, the young, the elderly, and 
users of mental health services) and in terms of setting up new services in particular 
geographical areas (ibid).  

4.20 Moorhead also identifies a number of drawbacks of partnership. Since these are 
largely practical and factual matters, they will be considered along with other findings 
in section 5 below.  

Guidance and Information for CLSPs   

Introduction 

4.21 As presaged in the LCD consultation paper, the LSC issued its guidance as to best 
practice in December 2000. The Guidance drew on Moorhead’s research, the 
experience of the Pioneers, comments received during consultation on an earlier 
draft, and early CLSP experience. It seeks to set out best practice as to the setting 
up of CLSPs and the completion of their early tasks. It is almost silent about the 
problems which had been identified by Steele and Moorhead and the problems 
experienced by partnerships in other contexts. To some extent this is 
understandable, given that its purpose was to encourage the development of CLSPs.  

The Guidance  

4.22 The Guidance makes a number of general statements about the role of CLSPs, 
referring at different points to the “aim” of a CLSP, its “central function”, its “primary 
objectives” and its “primary task”.  

4.23 It states that “the aim of a CLSP is to improve access to good quality legal and 
advice services” (LSC, 2000, p.16), and that the CLSP concept was developed to 
tackle the lack of coordinated planning of legal and advice services and to encourage 
providers to set up referral networks which would ensure that people can quickly find 
the right kind of help for their problem (p.4). As a result, “a central function of CLSPs 
is to encourage and support the development of a seamless referral network” (p.35). 
The “primary objectives” of  CLSPs are “to evaluate existing local services and plan 
the development and funding of future services to address the priority needs of the 
local community” (p.25). In particular: 

“Their primary task will be to identify local levels of need for legal services, and the 
extent to which these needs are met by current provision. This information enables 
each of the organisations participating in the CLSP to decide what action they can 
take (as funders or as providers) to match provision better to local needs. The action 
may be taken by a single organisation, or by several CLSP partners working 
together. Jointly developed strategic plans for the area, and a new complementary 
approach to the funding and provision of services, enable existing (or new) monetary 
and other resources to be used more effectively.” (p.4)  

4.24 Ideally, by the end of the first year, a CLSP would produce a strategic plan, which 
would enable it to “begin to address co-ordinated or even joint funding, which is a 
key aim of the CLS enterprise” (p.55).  

“In second and subsequent years, an effective CLSP will be one which has made the 
desired difference in its area: improving access to all to good quality advice which is 
suitable for purpose.” (p.59)  

4.25 The Guidance spells out the links between CLSPs and  
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• Local Strategic Partnerships 
• Consumer Support Networks 
• Best Value76 
• Beacon Council status 
• Government Offices 
• Regional Legal Services Committees (RLSCs).77   

4.26 The Guidance distinguishes between the initial tasks of CLSPs and their future roles: 

“In future years, the CLSP will become increasingly focused on making 
improvements to outcomes for users of services in its area. When organising the 
early work of the CLSP it is useful to have some key outcomes in mind. These are 
likely to include: 

(a) reducing ‘unmet need’ and gaps in provision 

(b) providing a ‘seamless’ service for the client 

(c) ensuring that the client is always able to access publicly funded services which 
are quality assured. 

Achieving these outcomes will take time. Therefore at its inception, the CLSP will be 
concerned with initiating various tasks which will prepare the ground for future 
achievement of its aims.” (p.16) 

4.27 Nine tasks are then listed:  

• assessing need for legal and advice services 
• mapping existing provision of local services 
• identifying gaps in provision where local needs are not being met 
• consulting users and potential users of local services concerning their advice                 

seeking behaviour and their preferences regarding service delivery  
• strategic planning of services  
• co-ordinating funding of services  
• establishment of a referral network  
• supplier development and promotion of the CLS Quality Mark  
• educating and informing the public on their rights and responsibilities and the  

availability of legal and advice services in their area (p.16).  

4.28 As far as the future is concerned, the Guidance states that, in subsequent years, it 
will be necessary to answer two questions:  

• Did demand reflect assessed need?   
• Did the action taken have the expected/intended effect? (p.57) 

4.29 This “variance analysis” should be carried out every year. However, no guidance is 
given as to how a CLSP is to perform this analysis. The Guidance also states that  

                                            
76 London Advice Services Alliance (LASA) have commented that the links to Best Value are 
particularly important since “for many authorities this is a higher priority than the CLS, being a 
statutory duty subject to rigorous scrutiny” (2000, p.6).  
77 The relationships between CLSPs, RLSCs and the LSC are set out in particular in a detailed chart 
in Annex G to the Guidance. For a commentary on the relationship between CLSPs and RLSCs see 
Legal Aid Practitioners Group (LAPG) (2000, pp.12-14).   
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