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The list below provides a selection of resource material for those interested in further research into collaborative leadership. 

	
	SOURCE
	RESOURCE


	1) 
	A rough guide to working in partnership

An exploration of what it means to work in partnership, drawing lessons from AimHigher in Nottingham.


	
[image: image1.emf]B_A_Rough_Guide_t o_Working_in_Partnership_AimHigher_Nottingham.pdf



	2) 
	Collaborative leadership in extended schools

A National College publication that examines the issues of multi-agency working.


	
[image: image2.emf]C_Collaborative_Lea dership_in_extended_schools.pdf




	3) 
	Collaboration working paper, Hay Group, 2006

A short paper from the Hay Group identifying what makes effective collaboration and charting the rise of the ‘networked professional’.


	
[image: image3.emf]D_Hay_Group_Collab oration_Working_Paper_HayGroup_2006_5pgs.pdf



	4) 
	Building collaboration, Strauss and Harris, 2002

A one-page article outlining five principles for achieving a culture of collaboration.


	
[image: image4.emf]E_Building_Collabora tion-Strauss_and_Harris_2002_1pg.pdf



	5) 
	Enacting leadership for collaborative advantage, Huxham and Vengen, 2003

An article describing research into the issues of leadership within partnerships.


	
[image: image5.emf]F_Enacting_Leaders hip_for_Collaborative_Advantage-Huxham_and_V.pdf



	6) 
	Between trust and control, Das and Teng,1998

An article describing the operation and impact of trust and control within strategic alliances.


	
[image: image6.emf]G_Between_Trust_a nd_Control-Das_and_Teng_1998_22pgs.pdf



	7) 
	Leading partnerships for 14-19 education provision, Briggs, CEL 2007

A research report on issues of leadership within partnerships.
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Executive Summary

This report provides advice and guidance to
leaders in schools on addressing the issues
associated with multi-agency working. It draws
upon the experiences and perspectives of a
number of individuals in schools and their
partner organisations with an established track
record in collaboration, and also includes the
main findings from a review of literature in
this field.

Much of the current emphasis on multi-agency
working comes from the move towards a greater
focus on the needs of the whole child, outlined
within documents such as Every Child Matters
(DfES, 2003). It is also part of a broader ongoing
emphasis on “joined-up thinking” in the delivery
of support, which has been a hallmark of the
current government’s approach. Many schools
have a long-established record of collaboration,
often based around the need to support
vulnerable children or the broader community
they serve. In any case, multi-agency working

is generally driven by a desire to achieve
collaborative advantage, ie an end result which
is greater than the sum of the individual efforts.

Published literature on collaborative working
within schools identifies a number of advantages
associated with this approach. These involve
improved outcomes for children and families,
benefits for staff and services, and increased
efficiency in the delivery of services. Potential
disadvantages centre on the increase in human
resources required to support collaboration in the
short term, difficulties in establishing common
areas of interest, and the danger of collaborative
inertia, ie the collaboration resulting in a net
reduction in the collective output of the

partners involved.
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This study found many parallels between the
demands on leaders that stemmed from
collaborative working and those associated with
the broader leadership of change. Kotter’s change
model provides a particularly helpful mechanism
for considering these demands, by identifying
three broad stages which leaders needed to
address as part of the change process. These are:

e creating a climate for change
 engaging and enabling the whole organisation
e sustaining change

Creating a climate for change includes the
processes through which the sense of urgency for
collaboration is established and relationships with
partners brokered. The introduction of the Every
Child Matters agenda is important in the first of
the respects, while identifying “win-win” scenarios
where the aims of all partners are addressed has
been a particularly successful strategy for the latter.

Engaging and enabling the whole organisation
focuses on the ways in which leaders facilitate the
development of a culture for collaboration.

This includes promoting the culture of trust,
encouraging greater flexibility, and challenging
preconceived and long-established notions of
professional identity, with a view to promoting
the notion of a new professionalism that is more
sympathetic to multi-agency working.

The final stage considers the processes through
which leaders are able to sustain change.

The different demands associated with multi-
agency working mean that building leadership
capacity and the effective distribution of
leadership within the school are essential
strategies for the long-term viability of
collaborative working. Demonstrating impact
and addressing the issue of funding are further
essential steps in ensuring sustainability.
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The report identifies a number of specific
implications for leaders. Perhaps the most
obvious of these relates to the increased
complexity that multi-agency working brings to
leaders’ work. As significant, though, is the greater
emphasis it places on dealing with the political
dimension associated with any collaboration.
Possessing and articulating a clear moral purpose
is an important factor in successfully addressing
this challenge.

Developing the ability to effectively diagnose and
respond to the demands of the school at different
stages of the change process is also extremely
important. Elsewhere, promoting a culture of
entrepreneurship is essential in realising both the
anticipated and unforeseen advantages associated
with collaboration.

Finally, promoting an open culture which
embraces the ethos of partner organisations
rather than simply focusing on the priorities of
the school is critical to creating the environment
necessary for partnership working to flourish.

This report ends by outlining a range of
approaches which leaders may wish to adopt to
support increased collaboration within the school.
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Introduction and Context

Introduction

The move towards developing joined-up solutions
to the challenges faced by children in England is a
hallmark of the current government policy. At the
same time, many within schools view this move
as a validation of work they have undertaken for
some time, as they have sought to collaborate
with colleagues on the ground to support the
families and communities they serve.
Furthermore, while recognising the enormous
potential of such joined-up approaches to making
a difference to people’s lives, they are also only
too aware of the range of challenges and
obstacles that this new way of working presents.

Aims and background of the report

This report is intended to provide advice and
guidance to leaders in schools on how to address
the issues associated with multi-agency working.
In doing so, particular attention is given to the
implications of multi-agency working to
individuals in extended schools, who, almost

by definition, are particularly likely to face

many of the challenges associated with this
collaborative working.

This paper draws upon the experiences and
perspectives of a number of individuals in schools
and their partner organisations with an
established track record of working in this way.
Many of these were in schools which were
amongst the first to provide extended services.

This report also includes the main findings from a
review of the literature on multi-agency working.
The school-based research and the review of
literature were completed between November
2004 and January 2006. Further details of the
method used is included on page 18 of

this report.

Structure of the report

This report begins by providing an overview of the
main drivers behind the adoption of more
collaborative approaches to supporting children
and their families, and the advantages and
disadvantages associated with them.

It then turns its attention to a more detailed
consideration of the challenges faced by school
leaders in multi-agency working and the
approaches they adopt to addressing these.

This exploration is based upon the principle that
multi-agency collaborations represent a
fundamental change in working for many in
schools, and as such, school leaders perform a
critical role as change managers. While many
models for change management exist, this section
is structured in line with Kotter's model of change
management (Kotter, 1995), which is widely used
within public service reform generally. This model
is described in more depth in the overview section
of this report.

The third part of this report considers the
implications for leadership from the themes
which have emerged from this study, while the
fourth section provides a number of
recommendations which it is believed may
contribute to improvements in multi-agency
working more generally. The paper then offers a
number of practical approaches for applying the
main findings from this work to individuals’
own context.





1. Drivers of multi-agency working

Promoting the interests of children and related
legal imperatives

As noted above, many schools have well-
established collaborations which date back many
years. Staff in special schools are particularly likely
to have experience of working collaboratively with
colleagues from other services. This has often
been based around the assessment of the needs
of children with disabilities, promoted in the
Sheldon Report of 1968 (Hall, 1997:88) and
subsequently reinforced in the Court Report of
1976 (Yerbury, 1997:77). The requirement for a
needs assessment for children with disabilities
became legally binding as part of the 1981
Education Act (Cigno and Gore, 1999:325-6), while
the 1989 Children’s Act introduced a broader
requirements for agencies to collaborate in the
interests of all vulnerable children (Department of
Health, 1999:viiii).

Elsewhere, many community schools have a strong
track record of collaborative working. This has
generally involved both the community, voluntary
organisations and other agencies, and has focused
on raising social capital (see Text box 1 on pg 21)
and increasing access to services and resources.
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Promoting joined-up thinking and Every
Child Matters

Since its election in 1997, the current government
has demonstrated a strong commitment to
addressing the issue of social exclusion. At the
heart of this is the belief that in addition to its
material element, exclusion and disadvantage has
political and cultural aspects. Furthermore, all of
these aspects are intertwined, therefore meaning
that it is impossible to effectively deal with any
specific issue in isolation. In the case of schools,
factors relating to a child’s domestic situation and
their health inevitably have an impact of their
learning. While schools are therefore able to
adopt a range of strategies to address some
aspects of a child’s under-attainment, a more
holistic approach is required if real improvements
are to achieved over the longer term. As Tony
Blair argued at the launch of the Social Exclusion
Unit in 1997:

“Everyone knows that the problems of social
exclusion — of failure at school, joblessness, crime
— are woven together when you get down to the
level of the individual’s daily life, or the life of a
housing estate. Yet all too often governments in
the past have tried to slice problems up into
separate packages...and in many areas dozens of
agencies and professionals are working in
parallel, often doing good things but sometimes
working at cross purposes with far too little co-
ordination and co-operation. Joined-up problems
demand joined-up solutions.”

Blair, 1997
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This belief has underpinned a range of initiatives
which have sought to promote a more cohesive
and co-ordinated approach to tackling deprivation
and social exclusion. Examples of these include
the introduction of Education Action Zones,
Health Action Zones, Sure Start, New Deal for
Communities and targeted Single Regeneration
Budget funds (Power, 2001:18). Perhaps most
radically, these initiatives, and the drive to joined-
up thinking more broadly, have been viewed by
some commentators as an attempt to move
beyond multi-agency working to a wider
collaboration which goes some way to breaking
down conventional boundaries between the

state and society as a whole (Power, 2001:17).

This strategy is important in promoting ownership
of such interventions amongst those they

are intended to support, which is in turn an
important element in their longer-term success.

This focus on joined-up thinking is echoed in
Every Child Matters (DfES, 2003). This outlines a
vision for a system of child care in England that
supports the achievement of five outcomes which
matter most to children’s lives. These are (DfES,
2003:11-12):

e Dbeing healthy: enjoying good physical and
mental health and living a healthy lifestyle

e staying safe: being protected from harm
and neglect

 enjoying and achieving: getting the most out
of life and developing the skills for adulthood

* making a positive contribution: being involved
with the community and society and not
engaging in anti-social or offending behaviour

e economic well-being: not being prevented by
economic disadvantage from achieving their
full potential in life

The effective co-ordination of services is
fundamental to the achievement of each of these
and in turn, ensuring that children at risk of harm
or neglect are no longer able to “fall through the
cracks between different services” (DfES, 2003:5).
Every Child Matters is also concerned with a more
basis shift to placing children at the heart of
service provision, which should be reconfigured
around their needs rather than those of their
provider organisations. Measures to introduce a
lead professional for those most at risk, the
development of a common assessment
framework for reviewing service provision, and
the merging of children’s education and social
services are all examples of steps which are
intended to increase the overall cohesion of
children’s service delivery (DfES, 2003:8-9).

Collaborative advantage

Clearly the scale of ambition described in

Every Child Matters is such that its achievement

is not within the gift of one group of professionals,
but rather requires a range of skills and powers,
which have traditionally been dispersed over

a number of agencies, are brought together
(Tunstill et al., 2005:63). It is therefore envisaged
that this co-ordinated approach is able to deliver
results that represent more than simply the sum
of the individual parts. Indeed, this idea of added
value is core to any collaboration and can be
termed collaborative advantage, ie

“To gain real advantage from any collaboration,
something has to be achieved that could not
have been achieved by any one of the agencies
acting alone.”

Paton and Vangen, 2004:2





This drive to achieve collaborative advantage has
been seen as a hallmark of many of the current
government’s reform programmes. As noted,
school-based initiatives such as Education Action
Zones, Excellence in Cities, Beacon Schools and
Specialist Schools have all contained strong
elements of collaborative working within their
design. This philosophy has not been confined
to education, however. In health, the ethos of
partnership working has been adopted in an
effort to replace the pseudo-internal market
arrangements that the NHS had previously been

working under (Alexander and Macdonald, 2005:1).

In economic development, the introduction of
Regional Development Agencies is based upon the
principle of collaborative advantage, with their
existence posited on the benefits of adopting a
more co-ordinated approach:

The aim (is) to help to ensure that regional
opportunities are fully exploited, and that those
responsible for economic decision-taking are
working effectively together, with common goals
and accepted priorities for regional development.

Department of Trade and Industry, 2006

The focus on collaboration has also extended to
operations within government itself, with the
Office of Government Commerce established to
improve efficiency in internal administration and
procurement (HM Revenues and Customs, 2005).
This trend also extends beyond government and
the public sector. In recent years the voluntary
sector in particular has increasingly adopted
co-ordinated, collaborative approaches (McCurry,
2001). Elsewhere, trends in organisational
structures more broadly have been seen to drive
the collaborative agenda as organisations
promote greater adaptability and responsiveness
in order to achieve their greatest competitive
advantage (Paton and Vangen, 2004:6).
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2. Models of multi-agency working

It is perhaps inevitable that the models of multi-
agency working developed are as varied as the
challenges they seek to address. Indeed, a key
principle within successful approaches is that they
should contain sufficient flexibility to address the
specific contextual challenges they aim to tackle.

Nevertheless, in a review of multi-agency working,
DfES identified three broad models of operation
(DfES, 2005h:5-14). These are:

e the multi-agency panel
e the multi-agency team
 the integrated service

The key characteristics of these models, together
with the main benefits and challenges associated
with them, are summarised in Table 1.
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Table 1 Characteristics, benefits and challenges of identified models of multi-agency working

Key characteristics

Main benefits

Main challenges

The multi-agency panel

* Panel is co-ordinated by
a chair.

e There’s usually a good mix of
agencies represented.

e Members remain in
own organisation.

* The panel meets monthly/
quarterly etc to review work.

* Most meetings are arranged
by the panel manager.

* No recruitment or HR issues.

e Practitioners remain fully
involved in own agency’s work.

 Opportunities exist for
collaborative working.

* No need for a
permanent base .

* Where working effectively,
panels are supported by
structures and protocols.

e Lack of formal contact can
inhibit the development of
strong partnerships.

 Panel members tend to
identify more with their host
agency than the panel.

* Panel members may be given
insufficient time to carry out
their work.

« Case meetings can be lengthy.

school or early years centre.

* Service-level agreements are
usually present .

* A dedicated manager will
often be present.

« Services will usually include
health, specialist advice and
guidance, outreach and
adult learning.

* Collective training strategies
will often be present.

 Opportunities for joint
training.

* Shared base enhances
communication.

e Members remain linked to
their home agency.

* Members have access to
training and development in
their host agency.

§ e Dedicated team leader. * Good sense of team identity. e Recruitment and HR.
£ | * Good mix of staff from « Co-operation is core to * Needs time and resources to
E different disciplines. the approach. set up.
& | * There is a strong e Communication is * Not all teams are co-located.
; team identity. straightforward. * Good relationships are vital
E * Work is undertaken with a * Supports joint training. to success.
@ range of groups and at * Supports preventative and ¢ Time for meetings and contact
= different levels. intervention work in a range needs to be protected.
of settings.
8 | *Acts as hub for services, * The full range of issues can * Requires fresh thinking
5 usually on one site. be addressed. around the concept of the
= | * Partners share a common * Knock-on benefits exist for school/ early years centre.
% location, vision and principles. | education standards. * Requires engagement through
Eo e The management structure * Greater co-working and collaborative leadership.
E supports integrated working. cross-fertilisation of ideas * Needs a common sense
o |-t is usually delivered from a between agencies. of purpose.
==

* Time and pay issues can need
careful handling.

Source: Developed from ‘Multi-agency working, introduction and overview’ (DfES, 2005b) pp 5-12






Yerbury also identifies three structures which
dominate teamworking (Yerbury, 1997:81). The
key difference between each of his classifications
is the degree to which their management is based
upon formal structures:

e Managed — with a team leader and external
management group.

e (Co-ordinated — with a team manager but
considerable responsibility retained by
professional members.

* Joint accountability — without a clear leader
and ostensibly self-managed.

As such, Yerbury’s work can be seen as
complementary to the categories outlined above.

3. Advantages and disadvantages of
multi-agency working

Benefits

As already noted, multi-agency collaborations are
viewed as essential in addressing issues that
require a multi-dimension, holistic response.
Core to this is the notion of collaborative
advantage, through which the collective response
of a group of agencies is greater than the sum of
their individual contributions (Paton and
Vangen, 2004:2).

However, it is worth noting that the evidence

base on the impacts of multi-agency working

is somewhat patchy, partly because of the
methodological problems associated with
measuring the effectiveness of such approaches
and partly because of the relative newness of
many initiatives (DfES, 2005b:13). Some writers
have also noted how the impacts of multi-agency
working increase during the life of a project
(Harker et al., 2004:183), meaning that the true
impact and benefits of such work can only be
assessed once such programmes have become
well established. A further difficulty centres on the
scale of the endeavour the collaboration is
intended to pursue. For instance, the effectiveness
of partnership-based approaches to promoting
social capital and general social regeneration

are notoriously difficult to assess (Riddell and

Tett, 2001:7-8).
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Nevertheless, in its overview of multi-agency
working in response to the Every Child Matters
agenda, DfES identified benefits in three broad
areas (DfES, 2005b:13). These are:

* improved outcomes for children and families
* benefits for staff and services

* increased fit between the services offered and
those required by young people and families

Further details on each of these is provided below.
Improved outcomes for children and families

Central to this is more convenient access to
services for customers, including:

e improved co-ordination of services resulting in
better relationships

e improved quality of life

e Dbetter and quicker access to services
* reduced stress

e Dbetter support for parents

e more appropriate addressing of
children’s needs

e Dbetter quality services
» reduced need for specialist services
 increased accessing of services

Other benefits have related to the objectives of
specific programmes. For instance, evaluations of
On Track have highlighted the programme’s
success in terms of improved behaviour and
enhanced social well-being (Atkinson et al., 2003).
Similarly, the evaluation of Sure Start Plus found
that collaborative working improved the division
of labour, resulted in the sharing of expertise,
ideas and good practice; addressing joint targets;
sharing resources and improved referrals (Wiggins
et al., 2005:23).
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“We benefit from
having the experience of
working with people from other
backgrounds. We pick up other
perspectives and others’ ways of doing
things. We have skill-sharing workshops.
All of this enhances the CVs of those
involved and enables staff to give
real-life examples. We can also share

resources for training.”

Extended school co-ordinator,
secondary sector

Benefits for staff and services
These include:
* a higher level of satisfaction

e asense of liberation as organisations work
beyond traditional bureaucratic and
cultural constraints

« cross-fertilisation of ideas

 increased flexibility for staff and enhanced
career development opportunities

* improvements in staff retention, recruitment
and workload

» opportunities for enhanced partnership
working with other agencies and the
wider community

e reduced duplication

e improved links and communication,
resulting in enhanced understanding of
partners’ activities

Increased fit between the services offered and
those required by young people and families

Core to this is the greater likelihood that
individuals will be supported by a single point
of contact, thereby developing a deeper and
more mutually informed relationship. This is a
particular concern for families of children with
greater areas of need, who have in the past
been expected to deal with a wide range

of professionals.

Weaknesses

Many of the identified weaknesses of multi-
agency working centre upon the specific changes
in working arrangements that are needed to
support this change in approach. Yerbury provides
a useful summary of these (Yerbury, 1997:85),
some of which require considerable resources.
These include the need for:

the establishment of an inter-agency strategic
planning forum

* ateam leader to co-ordinate activities

e regular operational team meetings to review
policy and procedures

 parents to be fully involved in the partnership
to promote its success





In addition, Yerbury highlights how advantageous
the establishment of joint funding and budgetary
arrangements is, but recognises that this is often
problematic. Yerbury also notes that collaborative
working is greatly enhanced in instances when it
is co-located. However, this is not always practical
for a range of reasons, many of which may relate
to size and other factors. As a result of these, such
integrated centres are more likely to be located in
larger towns and cities rather than being in
smaller, rural areas, resulting in different levels of
access to services and concerns over equality of
opportunity (Cigno and Gore, 1999:333).

A number of other concerns have also been
identified. Firstly, Alexander and Macdonald have
reported high levels of staff turnover in less
successful health-based partnerships (Alexander
and Macdonald, 2005:6). While the direction of
any causal link related to this is not clear, it is
possible to infer that:

(a) the likely success of any multi-agency initiative
may be increased if staffing remains stable, and

(b) the additional stress resulting from
unsuccessful attempts at multi-agency working
may have an adverse affect on staff turnover.

Tett et al. also note that collaborative working
places additional demands on staff time (Tett et
al., 2001:109).

A further concern relates to the perception that
the current emphasis on multi-agency working
may even lead to a more dogmatic insistence on
the adoption of such approaches in instances
when they are not appropriate:

“There is a danger in the current climate that
everyone is commanded to work in the multi-
agency partnership groups, even when this level
of formalisation of routine inter-agency
communication is not necessary.”

Alexander and Macdonald, 2005:6
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Thirdly, difficulties can be encountered in a range
of areas in instances where the geographic unit of
decision-making differs between schools and
other organisations (Harker et al., 2004:182).

A final concern relates to the degree to which
agencies are perceived to be closely linked and
operating on a multi-agency basis, but in practice
remain relatively disparate. Here the concern is
that effective collaboration requires both formal
and informal structures of support, and the
absence of either can have a negative impact on
the overall effectiveness of the initiative (Cigno
and Gore, 1999:330).

Success factors

In its toolkit for multi-agency working, DfES
identifies a number of factors important in the
success of multi-agency working. These build
upon the points raised by Yerbury, outlined in the
previous section of this paper (DfES, 2005b:18).
Other work describing factors important in
multi-agency working include those by Craig et al.
(Craig et al., 2004), Huxham and Vengen (2000),
Atkinson et al. (2002), Tett et al. (2001) and Harker
et al. (2004). Table 2 provide a summary of the
various factors identified by these writers, based
around a number of categories used by the DfES
in its publication ‘Multi-agency working
introduction and overview’. In doing so, it is
recognised that several of these items are
appropriate to more than one category, but have
been placed in the one which is arguably the

best fit.
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Table 2 Summary of factors influencing the success of collaborations

Strategic

e agenuine commitment to joint working at
the strategic level (including having shared
aims and objectives and firm backing from
elected members)

« effective strategic leadership

e ensuring democracy and equality
between groups

e the presence of shared goals and
common targets

* appropriate time frame

« effective governance arrangements

e existing partnership working

* coincidental administrative boundaries
 sufficient baseline and monitoring data

e processes for regularly monitoring and
reviewing these strategic drivers

Community and voluntary sector involvement

* mechanisms for consultation and feedback

* the removal of external and internal barriers
to third sector involvement

* gaining and demonstrating legitimacy

Operational

e strong operational leadership
e clarity of vision and purpose
e clearly-defined roles

« effective management of human resource
issues (incl. pay, joint training, line
management)

 actively recognising the existence of skills
for multi-agency working and supporting
their development

e building on existing relationships
and developing additional effective
working processes

 the presence of supporting structures (for
instance service-level agreements,
management boards etc)

* having adequate resources to support the
activities being delivered

e good communication mechanisms
e appropriate referral systems

* having appropriate structures for
managing risk
e systems for information exchange

e coherent exit strategies

Evaluation-related

e the completion of an effective evaluation of
the programme, using a range of appropriate
methods and with effective processes for
introducing change which is sufficiently
challenging to support future developments






4. Developing a model of leadership in
multi-agency environments

As noted in the introduction to this report, the key
driver behind the development of most multi-
agency collaborations is the desire to achieve
collaborative advantage, thereby realising more
significant results than would otherwise be
achieved. A key focus of multi-agency

leadership is therefore upon the process of
change management.

A number of different change management
models exist. Amongst the most popular of these
is work undertaken by Kotter, which has been
used widely in relation to public-sector reform and
is included within the literature on multi-agency
working produced by the DfES (DfES, 2005d:9).

Figure 1 Kotter’s change model (Kotter, 1995)
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In his work, Kotter identifies eight steps to
organisation transformation (Kotter, 1995:61).
These are summarised in Figure 1. The first three
of these are concerned with creating the climate
for change to occur, and include increasing the
urgency for change, building the right team, and
establishing the vision itself. Steps four to six focus
on increasing buy-in to the change process and
creating the momentum for change. This includes
achieving broad commitment to the vision, the
belief that people are empowered to act, and
securing short-term wins. The final phase raises
the importance of ensuring that change becomes
institutionalised while retaining the prospect of
further transformational action.

Implementing and
sustaining change

Engaging and enabling
the whole organisation

Creating a
climate for change
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Method

As noted above, this report is based upon the
findings from an exploration of multi-agency
working in schools that provided a range of
extended services. In particular this study sought
to explore the ways in which leaders managed the
process of change implicit within the move to
more collaborative working styles, by reviewing
the key facilitators and barriers associated with
successfully working in this way. Particular
attention was given to the role played by leaders
in maximising the potential opportunity for
collaborative advantage.

Data to support this work was obtained from two
main sources. Firstly, a review of literature on
multi-agency working was undertaken. This
included a review of relevant academic databases,
including the British Education Index and the
Education Resources Information Centre. A Google
search was also undertaken. In addition, key texts
were identified from a review of the main policy
documents in this field and through discussions
with officials from DfES, NCSL, Continyou and
other stakeholder groups. This review was
conducted between September 2005 and

January 2006.

Interviews were also undertaken with leaders in
schools with high levels of collaborative working.
This involved the production of six case studies of
schools that were seen as demonstrating good
practice in this respect. In each school the
headteacher was interviewed. In five of the six
schools, interviews were also conducted with
colleagues from supporting services and other
relevant school leaders (eg the extended schools
co-ordinator, community engagement worker etc).
Potential case study schools were identified
through discussions with officials from DfES, NCSL,
Continyou and other stakeholder groups, and
their most recent Ofsted report was reviewed to
confirm evidence of effective collaborative
working. Fieldwork to support the production of
these case studies was undertaken during the
period September 2005 to December 2005.

In addition to data obtained in production of
these case studies, the findings from a series of
interviews undertaken with leaders of extended
schools have also been drawn upon. These were
completed between November 2004 and

July 2005.
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Structure for the findings

In the next section of this report, the findings of
this study are considered in relation to the key
stages of change identified by Kotter in his model,
described in Figure 1. These are:

1. Creating the climate for change.
2. Engaging and enabling the whole organisation.

3. Implementing and sustaining change.

Section 1: Creating a climate
for change

In this first stage of Kotter's change management
model, the emphasis is placed on establishing the
sense of urgency, forming alliances and
developing a vision for change.

(a) Establishing the sense of urgency
and developing a vision for change

As noted above, Every Child Matters has been an
important factor in supporting the move towards
greater collaborative working between different
agencies. Core to this has been the role it has
played in establishing the common vision for
supporting the development of children in this
country, based upon the principle of supporting
the whole child (DfES, 2003).

The existence of a common vision is critical in
establishing the sense of joint purpose for the
partnership. Every Child Matters provides a basis
for this by firmly positioning the well-being of
children as the starting point for collaboration
(Craig, 2004, Department of Health, 1999).
Furthermore, it represents a vision which is
unquestionably moral in basis — an important fact
in gaining even greater commitment to the
overall mission (Huxham and Vangen, 2000,
Charlesworth et al., 2003).

Another common theme in the vision of those
involved in this study related to the wider efforts
needed to support their local communities more
generally. For some of those interviewed this

was the notion of community or social capital,

or the networks and common set of values and
aspirations that bind local people together

(Text box 1). Related themes concerned the need
to raise the aspirations of local people for
themselves and their children, promoting a greater
commitment to lifelong learning, and promoting
greater involvement in the school per se.

The principle underpinning all of this, though,
was that it was impossible to divorce the needs of
the child from those of the community they live in:

“ECM is not just about every child, but also about
every child within their community. It can forge
some of the nice things that adults can share
and that every child will appreciate.”

Headteacher





Text box 1 Background to social capital

The concept of social capital was introduced
early in the 20th-century by Lyda Judson
Hanifan in his examination of rural school
community centres. In this, he used the term
to describe “those tangible substances (that)
count for most in the daily lives of people”
(Hanifan, 1916:130).

The notion of social capital was refined and
developed subsequently by Bourdieu (1983)
and Coleman (1988). However, it was the work
of Putnam from the mid-1990s onwards that
really raised interest in this idea. Putnam
defines social capital thus:

“Social capital refers to connections among
individuals — social networks and the norms
of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise
from them. In that sense social capital is
closely related to what some have called ‘civic
virtue’. The difference is that ‘social capital’
calls attention to the fact that civic virtue is
most powerful when embedded in a sense
network of reciprocal social relations. A society
of many virtuous but isolated individuals is
not necessarily rich in social capital.”

Putnam, 2000:19

Recently, social capital has been used as an
organising principle by the World Bank, which
sees it as follows:

“Social capital refers to the norms and
networks that enable collective action. It
encompasses institutions, relationships and
customs that shape the quality and quantity
of a society’s social interactions.”

World Bank, 2005

For writers such as Putnam, there is an absolute
link between levels of social capital and success
in the education system
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However while Every Child Matters is helpful in
providing the general overarching view,
considerable work still needs to be undertaken to
develop a more specific and grounded version of
this overall aspiration, based upon what is needed
at the local level. This is critical in increasing the
overall sense of ownership individuals have for
the vision and in developing a clearer
understanding of how this broader aspiration
translates into specific measures and
developments at ground level. It also provides a
basis for incorporating more local priorities into
the mission.

In practice, a number of different tactics can be
adopted to achieving a shared vision for the
collaboration. One of the most important
considerations, though, centres on the degree to
which schools attempt to co-construct the vision
with their partners, or opt instead to secure
buy-in to ‘their’ vision from those they seek to
collaborate with. In reality this is seldom a
question of either/ or but rather a more iterative
process which, to work effectively, requires an
ongoing mutual informing of different
perspectives. Schools and collaborations will
seldom begin with a blank piece of paper upon
which partners seek to describe their collective
priorities and aspirations. However, neither will
the vision leave the head fully-formed and as a
fixed entity that partners are only able to put
their signatures to. Instead, the reality is often
that the headteacher will act as the initial
visionary for the extended activity and a driver for
its creation, seeking to engage others within and
without the school in this collective endeavour.
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One common and popular approach which
supports early efforts to develop the local vision
involves the facilitation of a “visioning day” for
members of the school and partner agencies
(Tunstill et al., 2002). This will typically involve
representatives from the school, its governing
body, the LEA, social services, health agencies, the
police, voluntary sector partners and members of
the local community coming together to discuss
and review their aims and aspirations for the
school and its local community. The intention is
that such an event can provide a means of
increasing awareness of each agency’s respective
mission and priorities, and of identifying common
ground that can serve as a basis for mutual
collaboration (the concept of “win-win” situations
is discussed elsewhere in this report). In most
instances the event will take place in a neutral
venue and have an independent facilitator.
Usually the detail of delivery will be considered
subsequently, and the day will represent an early
starting point for the collaboration to follow.
However, it should not be viewed as any less
helpful for this. Indeed, additional momentum
may come from repeating the event at a point in
the future, when it can provide a means for
celebrating the progress made and identifying
priorities for further attention.

The need to prioritise the main areas of activity
was consistently highlighted by those who
participated in the study, for two main reasons.
Firstly it provided the focus necessary to ensure
that initial resources (which may be limited) were
used to best effect and to tackle the areas that
gave greatest concern. It also raised the likelihood
that early interventions would be both successful
and meaningful, thereby increasing the chances
that these would provide additional momentum.

Moving forward, the need for focus and
prioritisation remained important. As one
respondent noted:

“Success breeds success. The challenge is finding a
way to prioritise what to do.”

Extended school co-ordinator

(b) Establishing relationships
with partners

Schools will often have existing and sometimes
long-standing relationships with partner agencies.
In such instances, these relationships can play an
important role in supporting increased
collaboration between partners (Tunstill et al.,
2005:114). The presence of an existing Sure Start
initiative can be particularly helpful in the
primary context, given the strong synergies
between this and the extended schools agenda
(Wiggins et al., 2005:82). The emergence of

Every Child Matters and the extended schools
agenda therefore provide additional impetus to
the development of these relationships.

In other cases, though, existing arrangements may
be weak or non-existent. Concerns over territory
and misunderstandings over the specific aims of
the extended activity can be particular concerns
which need to be overcome in developing
relationships with partner organisations
(Cummings et al., 2005).

In either case, increased collaboration between
partners is likely to result in a degree of
dissonance for staff as closer working relations
disrupt existing practices. This presents an urgent
need for leaders in schools and other agencies
involved to help colleagues make sense of the
changes being faced, not least by focusing on the
broader benefits of the collaboration and its
ability to impact on the lives of children

and families.

There was no consensus amongst those
interviewed as to “one best way” to approach
potential partners in collaborative working.
Instead, two broad strategies could be identified,
distinguishable as “top-down” and “bottom-up”.
In either instance the aim of identifying win-win
scenarios was an important guiding strategy.





Finding the win-wins

The idea that relationships should be founded
on areas of mutual interest is important for
several reasons.

Firstly this makes the initial engagement easier by
establishing a more equal footing to the prospect
of future work. The ‘win-win’ reduces the extent to
which partners are seen to act as a mechanism for
addressing the concerns of the school, establishing
instead a more egalitarian relationship in which
each party supports the work of the other. The basis
for the initial contact therefore moves away from
“Can you help us with this?” towards “How can

we help you achieve your aims?” or “How can we
help each other to achieve our aims?”

Establishing this principle at the outset helped the
schools in the study to reduce suspicion between
agencies and individuals by highlighting the areas
of mutual interest and reducing the extent to
which the school is seen to be empire-building.
The fact that the school is seen to offer a
mechanism for supporting such work is helpful in
providing a lever in additional expertise. Access to
students and parents is a particularly valuable
resource the school may be able to share:

“We help others to reach their targets. For instance,
the Scarman Trust does preventive health care.
Well, we have a captive audience of 800 children
they can work with to reach their targets.”

Extended school co-ordinator

Building work on areas of mutual interest also helps
promote the longer-term sustainability of the
collaboration and the extended activity, as agencies
are clearly more likely to continue to commit
resources to areas that contribute to their core activity
than those which are of more peripheral interest:

“A key driver for
our relationship is that
we’re able to offer them some
help in meeting their targets,
because it is a target-driven
world, unfortunately.”

Headteacher
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In some instances, schools have taken an even
more proactive approach, identifying potentially
important partners in addressing their own
objectives and then seeking to establish the
specific aspects in which the school can offer
support. For instance, one secondary school has
developed a directory which provides details of
the core aims and objectives of potential
partners and the support they are potentially
able to offer.

The notion of win-win is also important in
promoting the sense that schools and partners
have joint ownership of the issues being faced
(Craig, 2004).

Top-down vs bottom-up

As noted above, discussions with schools and
partners identified two broad strategies for
engaging partners in collaborative working.

The first of these, top-down, involved individuals
from the school making direct contact with senior
leaders from potential partner agencies, with a
view to establishing a strategic relationship for
collaboration. Such approaches are potentially
helpful in establishing the commitment of senior
leaders of partner organisations, which may

be essential in promoting longer-term and

more integrated approaches to collaboration.
This approach can be highly effective:

“I just called up the head of social services and
said ‘we’re going to be a full service extended
school’. And they were really good, really
considered. | had a meeting with their head of
services and discussed this. At the time social
services were fire-fighting like mad, and they
were brave enough to stop, step back and ask
what the possibilities were, if we're looking at
really trying to do some early intervention.”

Headteacher
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Without question the publication of Every Child
Matters has played an important part in
increasing the degree to which partners are open
to such approaches. However, cultural barriers
continue to exist and can influence the degree to
which such direct approaches are welcomed by
others. For instance, differences in the levels of
autonomy afforded to leaders in different
agencies can present some challenges:

“I went to a meeting with the PCT, and talking

to these managers | could feel the sense of
animosity — they saw this agenda as education
trying to take over the world. This was
articulated by a senior member of the PCT who
then said to me ‘You’re only a headteacher, who's
told you to be here at this meeting?’ So | said ‘No
one.” And they said ‘So how can you do it?’ And |
replied, ‘I've decided it’s the best thing to do, so
I'm doing it’. He just could not get his head
around the fact that | had the autonomy to
make those decisions.”

Headteacher

In other instances, school leaders have sought to
convene a broader dialogue with several partners
on approaches to addressing shared areas of
concern. These have often formed the basis for
collaborative “visioning days”, in which different
stakeholders will discuss the specific challenges
facing an area with a view to developing a
strategic, co-ordinated approach to

addressing them.

“Initially we set up an implementation group
and started to invite some local groups with a
view to build things up. But what | found was
there’s a whole number of strategic groups that
make decisions, some of which you just don’t
know about. And there’s so many of them.

So | started to work on the Michael Fullan basis —
let’s get people on the ground together and share
what we’re doing. And it’s interesting that that’s
had a major impact. So | got together with the
local youth service worker, and the local nurse
and the local social worker and in no time at all
this started to cause a bit of a stir — ‘Who are
these people? Who said they could get together?
What are they talking about?’ — which has been
good. | think sometimes you just have to drive it
from where you are. And what’s happened is this
group no longer meets, and instead we’ve been
invited on to a large number of key strategic
groups instead.”

Deputy head

While there are considerable merits to adopting
the bottom-up approach, it is important to
recognise that structural constraints will still need
to be addressed. As a Sure Start manager noted:

“It’s about challenging
different cultures and values that we

come across in our organisations. And | think

) ) that it is not just what we do at this level — it has
An alternative approach adopted by schools in

some instances is to develop existing
relationships or initiate new relationships with
individual professionals. The principle behind
this is the realisation that it is these

professionals who will ultimately have to make
sense of collaborative working and that they may
be best placed to identify the specific operational
priorities to be addressed. Often the development
of such relationships can provide the impetus for
discussion at a more strategic level:

to be done as well at a strategic level. Sometimes the
structures that are in place at a higher level make it
almost impossible... With the introduction of the
Children’s Act and ECM people have been motivated
to work together, but as far as service delivery is
concerned people have been working together
for quite a long time really.”

Sure Start project manager





The role of the local authority

A related aspect to consider in approaching
partners is the role that a local authority (LA) has
as a facilitator of multi-agency work. Indeed,
authorities potentially play a vital role in
supporting the development of relationships
between partners in a number of ways.

Firstly, the establishment of Children’s Service
Authorities provides a mechanism for them to
model the benefits of closer working relationships
and improved collaboration. In doing so, they
must be viewed as seamless, rather than being
two separate entities that continue to operate on
a largely independent basis despite the introduction
of a single Director of Children’s Services.

The LA can also play an important role in
promoting strategic collaboration between schools
and other partners (Cummings et al., 2004:v).

In some instances this has seen LAs play an
instrumental role in developing clusters and
networks of schools which collaborate with
partner agencies on a broader basis. In others, it
has required LAs to act as the driver or facilitator
of an area-wide strategy for extended schools. On
a more basic level, it can involve the authority
using its influence to encourage reluctant
partners, and those who have been slower to
engage, to collaborate with schools:

“I see LAs as the key driver because hopefully

they can crack a few heads together and force
schools and social services to work more closely
together, because they provide both of them,
don’t they? They can force closer work and make
strategic links with health, decide on clustering of
resources, and hopefully ensure that services
don’t become duplicated or stretched.”

Headteacher
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Local authorities can also play an important role
in promoting the development of working
relationships among professionals, between
professionals and political representatives, and
between professionals and the communities they
serve (Ofsted, 2005:9). In doing so they help
support the development of a joint agenda for
the provision of local services (Lownsbhorough and
O’Leary, 2000).

Schools face a particular challenge in instances
when their boundaries differ to those of other
potential partners (Craig et al., 2004:54). In these
cases the LA can play an important role in
facilitating collaborations between local schools to
help achieve the critical mass sometimes needed
to support partnership working with other
agencies (Huxham and Vangen, 2000:11,60).

Addressing external constraints

A further key role of the local authority involves
helping schools to tackle some of the external
constraints on extended activity. This can be
achieved in part through the provision of
pertinent guidance and also by proactively
lobbying other agencies to make changes in policy
where necessary. Examples of such external
factors include funding, inspection and
accountability (Craig et al., 2004, Charlesworth et
al., 2003, Cummings et al., 2004, Morton, 2004).
Data sharing is another area of particular
sensitivity (Kronick, 2002).
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Section 2: Engaging and
enabling the whole organisation

In the second stage of Kotter's model, leadership
is concerned with engaging and enabling the
whole organisation, seeking to translate the initial
enthusiasm and shared understanding into
tangible outcomes. This involves exploring the
ways in which individuals will work with
colleagues from outside their normal professional
sphere as part of the broader collaboration.

This section therefore starts by exploring the
implications of multi-agency collaboration on the
internal and external organisational cultures.

(@) Understanding “professionalism”
and creating trust

As already noted, establishing trust between
agencies is a critical element of developing
collaborative working. However, while increasing
the commitment to trusting and working with
partner organisations may be achieved relatively
easily at an organisational level, mistrust between
professionals from different organisations is often
harder to address. Therefore effective engagement
and multi-agency working cannot be achieved
without developing a sense of trust between
individuals on a personal basis. As one head noted:

“At the end of
the day you can put all
the structures in, but if the
relationships aren’t there they
don’t mean a thing. It’s how it’s
done on a one-to-one basis
that is absolutely

paramount.”

Headteacher

At the heart of this challenge are traditional and
well-established conceptions of what it means to
be the member of a professional group. At the
same time, misconceptions over the culture, ethos
and values of other professions are often just as
deeply engrained. In most instances such
misconceptions will be rooted in our earliest
assessments of what it means to be a teacher, a
nurse or a social worker, before being shaped and
refined in initial professional training and then
subsequently reinforced through professional
socialisation. The fact that many professionals will
have had little exposure to alternative
professional cultures means that these
perceptions will also often have been further
reinforced through interactions with peers (NB the
issue of organisational socialisation is covered
later in this report).

Much of this suspicion and mistrust is based upon
a lack of awareness of the environment and
constraints individuals work in:

“There’s often misunderstanding of people’s roles.
For instance a lot of heads complain that when
social workers call a case conference, they’re
expected to up sticks and go. But it’s not always
that easy, because they perform a range of roles,
and therefore if there’s a case conference it’s not
Just a case of leaving your desk and going, you've
maybe got a class of 30 children you've got to
leave with a colleague, and you’ve got to leave
work for them and pick up with them again
when you come back. Or they’ll call something
and you make all these complicated
arrangements and get there and they say ‘Oh, it
was cancelled’. The number of year heads I've
heard complain about that. Very often people
forget that. It’s not just teachers being precious,
it’s the hard reality.”

Deputy head

Similarly, reflecting upon the differences
between the culture within school and that within
the police service, one head commented:





“The education culture is that you're working for
the kids and whatever it takes, you do. If it
means you stay here until 7 o’clock at night you
do it — in most cases. It means if you're a bit
under the weather you come in because, if you
don’t one of your colleagues has got to do your
work for you. Police culture is completely
different. If you’ve got a cold you stay off. If you
work past four o’clock it’s overtime. And if you
don’t feel like coming in, then basically

you won't.”

Headteacher

A Sure Start manager provided an alternative
perspective on this:

“If you are trying to do a multi-agency approach
there are practical issues. For instance, the
availability of teaching staff is often different to
the availability of social services staff, which is
often different to the availability of health staff
etc because of the demands that those
professions have at different times of the day. It’s
about breaking down the behaviours that we
have known for a long time.”

Sure Start project manager

A particularly challenging aspect of this whole
area is that such cultural differences are often
extremely subtle and remain uncodified.
Providing opportunities for dialogue and sharing
experiences is critical in overcoming this issue:

“If they don’t tell us and we don’t tell them
about cultural differences, how are we ever going
to learn? It would have been nice if someone had
given me a book which said ‘this is the way social
services work, these are their protocols, this is its
culture’, so | could see where we meet. But we're
having to do that ourselves.”

Headteacher
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A further consideration is the fact that the roles of
teachers, social workers and health professionals
share many similarities and are on one level so
close, but differ so markedly in other regards.
Misunderstandings over language are a
particularly good example of this:

“What schools call a code of conduct or a set of
rules, youth workers would run a mile from. But
they always have ground rules. So long as you
can say the code of conduct is, in a way, an
agreed set of ground rules which parent voice
and pupil voice have already been heavily
involved in, they’ll say, ‘ah lovely ok we can work
with that’. Similarly, if you use the term
‘confidentiality’ across different groups of
teachers, health workers, youth workers and
social services, it means hugely different things.”

Headteacher

Establishing a shared language and common
conception of each other’s role is therefore a
critical factor in achieving successful collaborative
working (Children’s Aid Society, 2001:72) (Tunstill
et al., 2005). Core to this is establishing agreement
over issues of confidentiality, codes and protocols
(Tunstill et al., 2005, Dryfoos and Maguire, 2002,
Calfee et al., 1998, Ofsted, 2005).

As noted, increased dialogue is a key aspect in
promoting greater understanding of different
professional roles (Dryfoos and Maguire, 2002,
Calfee et al., 1998) and the use of multi-agency
away-days is a popular strategy for addressing
this. These are often hosted in a local hotel or
conference centre and facilitated by an individual
unconnected with any of the agencies concerned,
thereby providing space for individuals to develop
connections with partners on neutral ground.
Ongoing shared professional development, for
instance on Every Child Matters or on specific
aspects of work, can also support this improved
dialogue (Department of Health, 1999, Harker et
al., 2004). Some schools have hosted joint
learning sessions on a non-work-specific subject
with broader appeal to increase take-up. In some
instances participation in such sessions has been
opened up to members of the broader
community, which brings the added benefit that it
can help break down barriers between these
groups too.
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A further strategy in promoting trust with (b) Developing a common culture for

|n.d|y|duals from other agencies mvoIvgs leaders working — the emergence of a new
within the school modelling the behaviour they . .
professionalism

want to encourage (Craig et al., 2004). Modelling
the desired approaches to information-sharing,
avoiding hierarchy, networking, openness and
sharing of resources is particularly important
(Craig et al., 2004). A related and perhaps more
tangible approach sees the clear articulation of
expectations in instances where professionals
from different agencies work within the school.

As noted, many of those involved in this study
highlighted the importance of establishing clear
protocols and understandings of how individuals
should work with and within other organisations.
Part of this therefore involved establishing a core
set of principles as a basis for a common culture
of work.

Recognising that mistakes and misunderstandings
are inevitable and that these should not get in the
way of collaborations is also hugely important:

The importance of a common culture is
highlighted within the Every Child Matters and
developed further in ‘The common core of skills
and knowledge for the children’s workforce’ (HM
Government, 2005). This paper also highlights a
number of common values for practitioners which

“We came to a very clear may form the basis for broader collaboration
mutual understanding that we were around the development and delivery of
children’s services. These centre on promoting
equality, respecting diversity, challenging
stereotypes, helping to improve the life chances of
all children and young people, and providing
what we were trying to achieve. It was just different more effective and integrated services

ways of going about it, and different management (HM Government, 2005:4).

structures. All that nonsense can get in the way, so

going to misunderstand each other, we were
going to speak different languages, but we had
very similar philosophies of what we wanted and

The common core also highlights a range of

we made a promise that our dialogue was specific skills and knowledge that are particularly
going to be very open and very honest — important within the context of multi-agency
non-blaming but very honest.” working. These are summarised in Text box 2.
Headteacher

Similarly, acknowledging that improved relations
won’t come overnight and being patient over the
length of time it will take for them to be developed
is also important (Smith, 2004). A related theme
centres on the need to create realistic expectations
of what the initiative will be able to achieve early
in its development (Cummings et al., 2005).





Text box 2 Common core of skills and
knowledge for multi-agency working

* communication and teamwork skills
* assertiveness
* knowledge of own role and remit

understanding of the value you bring to a
team as an individual

« the skills and expertise needed to minimise
the need for referral to specialist services

* general knowledge of the different
organisations and individuals working
with children

» knowledge or relevant procedures and
working methods

* knowledge of relevant law, policies and
procedures

HM Government, 2005:18-19

In establishing this set of principles and skills, the
individuals interviewed in the study were quick to
point out that their aim was not to turn
professionals from other organisations into
pseudo-educationalists, “training” them in the
ways of the school, but rather to head off
potential clashes of culture that could have an
adverse impact on the smooth running of the
school. In some instances these protocols related
to areas where there was potential confusion over
the jurisdiction of agencies, for instance in
relation to discipline between the school and

the police:

“There’s a potential problem with the police
which we spotted early on. If for example a
student pushes a teacher, that is in principle an
assault and a criminal offence. However, we had
to agree that the school’s procedures override the
police in that instance, unless it’s not resolved
satisfactorily and then it steps up a gear, much
the same as if the police weren’t here.”

Headteacher
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In others they were concerned with processes
for working:

“It’s not conforming to the culture of the school,
but rather understanding the reasons why we do
certain things and reinforcing their importance.
So for instance, if a group of students are
working with a youth worker for two hours, that
session is actually two lesson periods. So while
the atmosphere in the room may be different, it’s
still part of the school day and students can’t
Just wander off or go outside for a cigarette.”

Headteacher

In both these instances, schools worked effectively
with partners and were quick to respect the

value other agencies brought and the benefits
that could come from their different approaches
to working:

“It’s a balancing act
between how many of the
processes and protocols of the
school a partner has to embrace

and how much they can actually
deviate from this. If we turn
them into the same animals,
they’re neutered.”

Headteacher

The importance of respecting the relative
strengths of different partners is also a well-
established theme in the literature. For instance,
as Cigno and Gore note:

“Diversity and choice should be respected and
even deemed an essential part of a service which
attempts to meet all the varying needs of the
family...each team could present periodic
seminars aimed at enhancing mutual
understanding among agencies and providing

a basis on which creative solutions could

be established.”

Cigno and Gore, 1999:333-334
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Individuals who were working within schools
found their roles changed in other ways too.
Foremost amongst these was a general sense that,
as an adult working within a school, it was only
proper that they subsume certain conventions in
the ways they dealt with children. For instance,
reflecting on the approach that made one social
worker integrate so successfully into her school,
one head commented:

“She’s taken a role almost like mine on occasions.
There was one awful time when she heard a
parent screaming and swearing at her little girl,
and off she went and said ‘I want you to come
into my office, | am a social worker and | need to
talk to you now’. And she sat her down and said
‘You cannot talk to your child like that’. If Id
have been there Id have dealt with it, but she
Just saw it as part of her remit and did it.”

Headteacher

As noted elsewhere in this paper, the most
effective multi-agency working was built upon a
culture of genuine collaboration and a willingness
to work together to increase effectiveness. Implicit
within this is a common understanding of the
issues to be addressed and the overall aims of the
collaboration (Ofsted, 2005:17). This culture of
collaboration also involves schools adopting more
flexible approaches to meeting the needs of the
individuals concerned. There is a caveat with this
— clearly a major benefit of extended schools is
the principle that improved referral processes and
multi-agency working can reduce the burden on
teachers and school leaders to perform non-
school tasks, acting as social workers, health
workers etc. Indeed, for some this was a
fundamental driver behind the desire to
collaborate more fully with others:

“I was a headless chicken really. | was doing
LPSH and taking some time out to reflect and
looked at one week — any old week — and 60 per
cent of my time was spent dealing directly with
social services issues. | thought, this is crazy.

We had bright intelligent kids who weren’t
attaining at the levels they should be and |
thought, we’ve got to do something.”

Headteacher

However, it is also crucial to recognise that there
are instance when individuals from other agencies
require immediate support, and in the absence of
peers and other team members, this may place
additional demands on individuals within the
school. As one head noted:

“Flexibility is needed from both sides. There were
times when our social worker needed help.
There was one night she had to remove this
family, there was no support, but she had to do
it. She didn’t have a car but | did so | ended up
doing it with her.”

Headteacher

More broadly, increased multi-agency
collaboration forces school leaders to take a wider
view and consider the relative demands, issues
and priorities of partner organisations:

“I've changed
the way | see things
through working with
others. I’'m much less
dogmatic now.”

Headteacher

While this is to be encouraged, it can present the
danger of role strain for individuals as they seek
to reconcile conflicting demands and
responsibilities between the school and their own
organisation (Atkinson et al., 2002:iii). Retaining
strong links with colleagues is important in
mediating these concerns (Cummings et al.,
2005:67). However, there is some evidence in the
literature that the overriding loyalty for many in
extended schools is in relation to the children and
community they serve rather than to one
institution or another (Craig et al., 2004:21).





(c) Creating the internal culture
for collaboration

One challenge in creating the culture for
collaboration is preparing other staff within the
school for the presence of external professionals.
As noted above, traditional conceptualisations
of professional roles frequently need to be
challenged as part of this process. Failure to do
so can result in attempts at changes to
organisational culture and working practices being
undermined and ultimately neutralised by
behavioural norms and professional identities
(Lownsborough and O’Leary, 2006:13).

A further aspect relates to practical elements of
sharing resources. One well-documented concern
centres on the reluctance of some teachers to
share “their classrooms” with colleagues from
other organisations. In the past this has generally
centred on the delivery of adult learning in
schools by local FE providers. However, in
extended schools the demands will almost
certainly be wider.

The main strategy for addressing this involves
clearly establishing the principle that all resources
are corporately owned. At the same time, though,
the expectation has to be introduced that
individuals who share these resources will respect
the conventions of the school. As one head noted:

“The key thing is that people understand the
school is corporately owned. Then the next thing
is that the people who come in to use the
territory understand the philosophy and what
the rules and regulations are about the use of
resources and respect for children, child
protection and so on. So it’s about ensuring that
everyone knows the territory is owned by
everyone and shared by everyone. It comes from
communications and trust — we invite staff from
other agencies to come to our staff meetings.

It’s being clear about those expectations.”

Headteacher
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(d) Mutual support and respect

A common theme running through the published
literature on multi-agency working centres around
the issue of isolation and the extent to which
individuals from a different discipline feel
removed from the main body of the school
(Cummings et al., 2005, Craig et al., 2004). This is
a particular challenge for those who are used to
working within professional teams, such as social
workers.

Strategies for addressing this often centre on two
main areas. Firstly, ways in which individuals can
be made to feel a greater part of the school and
secondly, approaches which ensure that they
continue to receive the vocational-specific support
that they require.

Line management

In terms of the appointment of professionals from
other organisations, the schools concerned were
clear that it was essential that such individuals were
sympathetic to the ethos of the school and willing
to work in partnership with different providers.
The idea that schools would adopt a more formal
selection process was seen as unnecessary.

Heads were equally clear, though, that they had
the authority to ask for individuals to be replaced
in instances where they did not appear to display
a sufficiently sympathetic outlook:

“If you've got the wrong person in post they will
play one off against another. I've seen that in
different organisations where they say ‘I'm going
to...” and been in neither place. And that
happened with our first policeman, and he didn’t
last very long.”

Headteacher
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Similarly, most recognised the advantages of staff
continuing to be line-managed by their own
agencies rather than seeking to integrate them
more heavily into the school’s staffing structure.
The underlying consideration that drove this was
the need for these individuals to receive the
support and development appropriate to their
profession — something that heads were often
quick to acknowledge they were not best placed
to provide:

‘A key principle was | don’t know anything about
social workers — they had to be managed by their
head office, with all the backup and services they
could offer.”

Headteacher

This approach was seen as more effective in
reducing the extent to which professionals felt
isolated in the school, as it protected their
relationship with their peers and their own
employing organisation. This was important in
promoting their ongoing development and
careers, but also significant in protecting their
professional identity. For instance, one head
noted how a social worker at her school had
suffered a degree of rejection from her peers,
who saw her professional status as compromised
by her work in the school. Retaining line
management responsibilities within the host
agency was important in addressing

such misconceptions.

While formal line management most commonly
remained with an individual’s own agency, there
was nevertheless a need for day-to-day
supervision of staff. A key aspect of this centred
on supporting the process of organisational
socialisation, required when staff from other
agencies begin work within a school. This process
centres on increasing understanding of the

different professional cultures and language (more

is written elsewhere in this paper). Additional
issues relate to practical concerns that may arise
and areas where there are potentially conflicting
priorities. Supervision is undertaken by a member
of the senior leadership team, in some instances
the headteachers themselves, but more
commonly a deputy or assistant head or the
extended school manager.

Importance of induction

Professional development is therefore a
potentially invaluable approach to increasing
understanding between professionals and
supporting the emergence of a shared culture.
Shared opportunities focused on specific issues
are often used to great effect to encourage
dialogue, understanding and the development of
a common culture. A particularly important
element of professional development centres on
the means by which staff from other agencies are
inducted into the school.

The nature and structure of induction varied
between the schools involved in the study, and
many recognised that this was an area where they
were continuing to learn and develop better
practice. Induction and professional development
are not areas which are governed by employment
law (ACAS, 2005), and as such considerable
variation will inevitably exist in organisations’
commitment to and use of them. However, some
areas of good practice could be clearly identified
in the schools that participated in this work.
Considerable guidance is also available from a
range of organisations on designing effective
induction programmes.

Induction provides the basis for introducing new
staff to an organisation and the colleagues they
will work with. Advice on induction programmes
therefore recommends that it covers four elements
(Social Care Institute for Excellence, 2006):

* Legal, which relates to specific information
that all new employees must know such as the
health and safety arrangements

 Organisational, which relates to generic
information about the organisation, such as
the organisation structure, team structure, ID
protocol, dress code policies etc

e Vocational, which relates to specific
information about the job and may be role-
related, such as manual handling and lifting,
risk assessing and accident reporting

e Occupational, which relates to specific
information about the sector eg social care





Information on all of these aspects will have been
covered by individuals’ employing agencies.
However, as noted already, a fundamental
principle within effective multi-agency working is
increased flexibility amongst the professionals
involved. This represents a key distinction
between professional and organisational
socialisation, best conceived as the difference
between “this is how we do things” and the more
specific “this is how we do things here”. Induction
within the context of the extended school will
therefore focus upon developing a clearer mutual
understanding of the above elements in relation
to each professional’s role. It will also cover the
customs, practices and conventions that exist
within the school, thereby increasing the extent to
which individuals are effectively assimilated into
the organisation and their overall sense

of belonging.

One example of a particularly good induction
programme included provision for new staff to:

* spend one-to-one time with the headteacher
and other senior leaders to get a clearer sense
of the issues facing the school, the vision for
the future etc

e meet colleagues from the teaching staff,
shadowing a teacher for a full day in the
classroom, to improve their understanding of
the specifics of teaching

* meet colleagues from other partner agencies
working in the school, also shadowing key
professionals for a day

* meet community members informally at
coffee mornings etc to increase awareness of
their role in the school and their own
understanding about the needs of parents

« spend time with colleagues from their own
agency, to discuss issues arising, identify
additional support that may be required etc
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This was scheduled over a two-week period at the
start of an individual’s attachment to the school.

While it may not always be possible to facilitate
such a comprehensive programme at the outset of
an individual’s attachment, the broad principles
of building mutual awareness and understanding
are clearly critical and need to be addressed as
quickly as possible once new members of staff are
in place. Work shadowing in particular has been
found to be a beneficial approach to increasing
understanding of others’ work roles and
responsibilities (Harker et al., 2004:187).

Increased integration

One commonly adopted approach involved
establishing the principle that the staff room is a
shared resource, to be used by all individuals
within the school. This has been found to provide
a safe environment where colleagues from
different agencies could come together and
discuss a range of issues in an informal way. Part
of this contributes towards the development of
improved personal relationships and enhanced
professional understanding.

“It can be very daunting for someone who's not a
teacher to come into a school — very daunting,
almost frightening. But in our staff room we
have a policeman, a fireman, a youth worker,
learning mentors, a learning support assistant,
an attendance officer, an ex-social worker,
Connexions staff, health professionals. The staff
are used to, and welcoming to, other agencies. It
is a staff room, not a teaching staff room but a
staff room.”

Headteacher
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Section 3: Sustaining change

The third stage of Kotter's model relates to the
process of implementing and sustaining change.
Central to this is establishing the structures and
culture needed to ensure that the changes
introduced to the organisation are

sufficiently embedded.

In his model, Kotter identifies two key errors that
leaders may make in their efforts at transforming
the organisation (Kotter, 1995:66-67). The first of
these sees leaders declaring victory too soon.
According to Kotter, this often happens after the
first clear signs of performance improvement,
when in reality the cultural change process can
take 5 to 10 years to complete (Kotter, 1995:66).
Instead, premature declaration of victory can
result in the improvements secured unravelling
within as little as two years as the organisation
returns to its starting position. This comes from
the fact that declaring victory reduces the sense of
urgency that exists and provides an opportunity
for change resisters to highlight any remaining
difficulties, thereby undermining the entire
endeavour. Instead, then, a preferred approach
sees achievement celebrated as early wins which
provide a platform from which further efforts can
be built.

The second error sees leaders failing to anchor
changes in the organisation’s culture (Kotter,
1995:67). Kotter notes that change sticks “when it
seeps into the bloodstream of the corporate norm
(becoming) rooted in social norms and shared
values” (Kotter, 1995:67). Many estimate that this
takes at least a decade to achieve (Lownshorough
and O’Leary, 2006:12). Kotter identifies two
specific aspects which support this. The first of
these involves leaders demonstrating to followers
the ways in which changes made have improved
conditions and overall organisational
performance. The second centres on taking
sufficient time to ensure that the next generation
of top management has truly embraced the new
approaches (Kotter, 1995:67).

In reflection of this, this final section focuses on
the approaches leaders in the schools studied
adopted to develop the leadership capacity
needed to promote the longer-term sustainability
of the vision across the organisation. This section
also addresses the importance of demonstrating
impact and the ways in which this supports the
longer-term change process. Finally, two other
issues of sustainability are considered. These
relate to embedding multi-agency working
through improved connections with the local
community, and the ongoing funding of
collaborations.

(a) Building leadership capacity

As noted elsewhere, in many instances the head
plays a fundamental role in promoting the move
to becoming an extended school. The vision will
often initially have been theirs. In all instances,
the restructuring and organisational changes
needed for the vision to come to fruition will not
have been possible without the proactive support
of the head.

However, it is equally true that the scale of the
endeavour is such that it is impossible for one
individual to carry it forward on their own.
Rather, then, it is critical that the head quickly
develops a team of like-minded individuals who
can also drive the pursuit of this vision:

“You need somebody who feels passionately
enough to drive it and then to get a team around
you that feels equally passionate to continue it.”

Deputy head





Each of the schools studied had taken steps to
promote the distribution of leadership of
extended activity. In all instances the head
provided a strong strategic and symbolic lead for
this area, but the day-to-day operational
management was dealt with by another member
of staff. In bigger schools there was often a
dedicated extended schools co-ordinator or
equivalent. However, in some instances it formed
part of the bursar’s broader responsibilities or was
spread more evenly across a number of
individuals. By adopting strategies inspired by the
broader workforce reform process, the impact on
the workload of teaching staff was largely kept to
a minimum, although more broadly, teachers
often played an invaluable role by supporting a
range of different clubs before and after school.

Evidence of the benefits of adopting this approach
comes from Ofsted research on the early
developments of extended schools. This found the
combination of strong leadership from the head
and effective management from an extended
schools co-ordinator was invaluable:

“The leadership
of the headteacher is
crucial to the success of the
extended provision...when

such leadership is supported
by very good strategic
management, it leads to
effective practice.”
Ofsted, 2005:3

However, for the extended school to really
become truly embedded, leadership needs to be
distributed far more broadly than simply across
the organisation (see Text box 3). Instead, the aim
is to create a wider, more empowered community
of individuals who are able to initiate and
develop activities that address the common aim.
Such individuals will be from the school, partner
organisations and the broader local community.
Indeed, many heads were quick to note the
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considerable capacity that existed in the local area
and the role they could play in providing services.
Encouraging and collaborating with partners to
release this potential is critical in the longer-term
sustainability of the extended school from a
workload and funding view. As one head noted:

“When DFES first put forward the pilot they said
we couldn’t spend any money on buying the
service...and | kicked up a stink about that.

But it did us a real favour, because we had to go
out there and look at what was about, and
there’s loads, people are falling over themselves
to offer support, and it’s just making those
relationships and building bridges to host them —
we don’t do all this, it’s done by others, we just
host what goes on. There’s lots of heads that are
very anti , who say ‘Well, | haven’t got the time to
do all that’. It’s because we haven't got the time
that we did it...We've got people spilling out all
over the place. What we’re doing is now we've got
a little centre of expertise we can offer advice on
governing boards and stuff like that, but it’s
about getting rid. All I've had to do as a head is
really look at my site management.”

Headteacher

This greater distribution of leadership presents a
number of challenges for the headteacher. Not least
amongst these are developing mechanisms for
ensuring the strategic development of extended
activity and, where necessary, addressing issues of
accountability, and managing risk.

A particularly important factor, though, in the
distribution of leadership is identifying an
individual who is able to really drive the extended
school forward. In some instances, such
individuals have been employed to support this
work on a full-time basis; in others it represented
one aspect of their role. However, in either case
the extended school co-ordinator was viewed as
critical by the heads and partner agencies
involved in the work. Critical to this was the
practical role they took in promoting the
development of links between collaborators, and
maintaining momentum in the development of
the extended school.
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A further consideration in this relates to the degree
to which the head feels “naturally” inclined to
share the leadership of this work. For some, the
amount of personal investment in the issues being
addressed can make letting go a real challenge:

“I struggled big-time with delegation in the early
days, and would see someone doing something
and think ‘Hmm, | wouldn’t do it like that’ but you
have to think ‘OK, just let it happen’, and I'll pick
the pieces up at the end if | have to. But hopefully
I’'m a lot better than | used to be. There’s people
who now work at the school who | hadn’t met but
who had contracts with my name at the bottom
and who are having an impact and making a
difference, and the only input | had was approving
the finances. And some of the finances are self-
managing and | have no involvement in that
now. | couldn’t have done that two years ago.”

Headteacher

The potential benefits of doing so made this
worthwhile, however:

“Give most people the
space and support and they will
perform much better than you may
think. Letting things go is quite difficult
sometimes but it’s absolutely critical
because you can’t do it all.”

Deputy head

Governance, accountability and risk management

The Audit Commission describes corporate
governance as:

“..the framework of accountability to users,
stakeholders and the wider community, within
which organisations take decisions, and lead
and control their functions, to achieve their
objectives. The quality of corporate governance
arrangements is a key determinant of the quality
of services provided by organisations.”

Audit Commission, 2005

Text box 3 Distributed leadership

Distributed leadership considers leadership as
a pluralist rather than individual activity
(Southworth, 2004:3). Within this, authority to
lead comes not from the occupancy of a
designated organisational role, but is rather
based on one’s knowledge, understanding and
ability to lead within a specific context.
Leadership is therefore a form of behaviour
and not a position. As a result, all members of
the organisation are likely to perform as
leaders and followers at different times
(Gastil, 1997:158).

The main advantage of distributed leadership
is that it increases the level of skills and
expertise available (Harris, 2002). It is
particularly desirable in large organisations
where the scale of activity is so broad it is
difficult for any single individual to retain an
overarching view of the big picture, and is seen
as particularly effective in promoting
organisational change (HayGroup, 2004:5).
Positive effects have also been identified in
terms of employee motivation and job
satisfaction (Daft, 2002:44).

Despite this emphasis on openness and the
ability of all being able to lead, the formally
designated leader remains key to the
development of this culture of shared
authority and responsibility. The formal leader
also plays a critical role in ensuring that, as
leadership becomes ever more shared, the
group stays on-task, all members of the group
are able to contribute to its progress, and that
the agreed cultural norms are respected
(Gastil, 1997:162).

Terms closely related with distributed include:
delegated leadership, democratic leadership
and dispersed leadership (Bennett et al.,
2002:4). These alternative models can be
differentiated in the extent to which they place
different degrees of emphasis on consultation,
delegation and empowerment.





Effective governance involves a mix of hard and
soft measures. Core to these within schools is the
governing body, which fulfils a number of specific
roles and responsibilities. Together with the head
and the senior management team, the governing
body is an equal partner in the school’s
leadership, and its endorsement of extended
school activities is essential before such
approaches can be introduced (DfES, 2005a). More
specifically, section 27 of the Education Act 2002
cedes governing bodies the power to provide or
enter into contract to provide facilities and
services that “further any charitable purpose for
the benefit of pupils at the school, their families
or people who live or work in the locality in which
the school is situated”. Governing bodies are also
required to consult prior to establishing extended
services and support (DfES, 2005a:3).

Extending schools increases the demand on the
knowledge of governing bodies, requiring them to
make strategic decisions on a broader range of
areas than in more “traditional” school models. It
also introduces additional pressures in terms of
the sheer scale of areas which call for their
attention and consideration. In response to this,
many extended schools decide to introduce sub-
committees and associate members to support
this broader work.

In ‘Governor’s Roles and Governance’, DfES
outlines four main models for arranging the
governance of extended schools (DfES, 2005a:4-6).
While these differ in many ways, they are
consistent in their inclusion of a sub-committee
or governors and partners from other agencies
who act as a management group, tasked with
supporting the strategic direction of the

extended school.
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In terms of “soft” structures, a number of factors
can be summarised as key in developing effective
governance. These include (DfES, 2005¢:24):

 leadership that establishes a vision, generates
clarity and fosters professional relationships

e an open and honest culture in which decisions
and behaviours can be challenged and
accountability is clear

e supporting accountability through systems and
processes, such as financial management,
performance management and internal
controls

* an external focus on the needs of service users
and the public

More generally, there are indications that
collaborative working is enhanced by the presence
of a management board whose membership is
drawn from across partner agencies. Management
boards and steering groups are important in
helping to develop and maintain strong and
effective inter-agency child protection procedures
and protocols, and in ensuring that local child
protection services are adequately resourced
(Department of Health, 1999:35). While their
membership should be determined locally, there
is broad consensus that it should include
representation from all key strategic partners and
where possible, the local community (Cummings
et al., 2004:27). In this way the board is able to
raise awareness and increase the broad ownership
of the collaboration amongst partners and local
people alike. They also provide a mechanism for
increasing ongoing dialogue between partners, a
particularly important factor in instances when
channels for communication are not already

in place:
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“Crucially, we set up a management committee
outside of the school governors. The headteacher
was on it, | (the extended school co-ordinator)
was on it, representatives from other funders
were on it. But most crucially the Borough
Council had a representative sitting on a
committee that decides on pricing and the access
policy of a county council school facility. That
had never happened before and it brought the
council on board. And it helped us to quickly
access other important opportunities.”

School business manager

Management boards provide a basis for the
ongoing development of a shared strategic vision
for the extended school. They also offer a forum
for reviewing day-to-day operational issues.
Evidence from the Sure Start experience has also
highlighted the important role that management
boards play in offering support to leaders of multi-
agency collaborations (Tunstill et al., 2005:67).

In many instances collaborations are further
supported by the presence of formal agreements
and Service Level Agreements (SLAs) which outline
in more detail the specific focus for collaborative
working and the respective commitments made
by each side.

SLAs play a major role in the delivery of
commissioned support. Their function is to
regulate the provision of a specific intervention or
service, usually — but not always — provided in
return for financial support. SLAs should show
how resources can best be used to deliver
improvements in performance, and will usually
contain a series of specific targets and measures
against which the effectiveness of the intervention
can be judged. They should detail what is
required rather than how it is delivered. They
should therefore be comprehensive enough to
meet the needs of the commissioning
organisation, but flexible enough to allow for
innovation (National Treatment Agency for
Substance Misuse, 2002).

The recent emergence of Community Service
Agreements is an acknowledgement of the greater
role communities are playing as partners in the
delivery of public-sector support. Community
Service Agreements differ from SLAs in the fact
that they are potentially more reciprocal in nature
and highlight the assistance public organisations
will provide (Strickland and Knight, 2005).

(b) Demonstrating impact

Discussions with individuals involved in the
development of extended schools highlighted a
number of issues concerning the demonstration
of impact.

Firstly the scale of ambition behind the
development of the extended school is such that
it will often take considerable time before many
of the impacts desired are realised:

“We can see differences now but | think it’s going
to be five to ten years before you can see the real
differences, and people don’t like that because
they’re putting money in and want results quick,
quick, quick.”

Headteacher

For some this raised a concern over the extent
to which this agenda may be affected by changes
in political priorities that may occur during

that time:

“I think there’s an acknowledgement that any
shift will take five to ten years, but politically,
nothing works on that sort of time scale.
Politically we don’t give things that sort of time
to happen. By the time the initial funding stops
we’ll have only just started our job.”

Extended school co-ordinator





Furthermore, in some instances the challenges
were seen to be so great that even the
introduction of the extended school was
insufficient to support children with the most
complex problems. In these cases school leaders
were keen to establish more realistic expectations
of what the extended school could achieve and to
highlight the importance of other support.
Implicit within this was the ongoing tension
between the need to focus on raising standards
and providing intensive, individualised support
for children.

A related point centres on the ways in which the
impacts of extended schools can be measured.
Indeed, there was an almost universal recognition
that current approaches that centre upon
academic attainment were, on their own,
inappropriate for judging the effectiveness of the
extended school. Instead, the added value of
extended schools was generally seen as more
likely to come from their ability to help address
issues of deprivation and in relation to caring for
the child as a whole. Given that extended schools
are one of a number of initiatives aimed at
supporting families and children, this presents a
philosophical challenge to the desire for
attribution — ie determining which intervention
resulted in which impact. Instead it was generally
felt more appropriate to consider the effect of
extended school activity as part of the “sum of the
whole” rather than as an individual element:

“The only organisation that’s said ‘Are they
impacting on your 5 A—Cs?” was the local
government office. No one else expected any
impact in that time frame. | think the
government office also know how it is, but they
Just hope they can quote that the school has
moved 20%. But if we did, some of it would be
due to healthy schools, some due to GNVQs, some
gifted and talented, some nothing to do with
extended schools. So how can you unpick what it
relates to?”

Extended school co-ordinator
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While recognising these difficulties, demonstrating
impact was nevertheless highlighted as important
in promoting the development of the extended
school. Celebrating success was seen as a helpful
strategy for maintaining interest and promoting
buy-in to the broader initiative. It also offered an
opportunity to reflect on what had already been
achieved, something which is often lost as focus is
placed on tasks in hand and the challenges yet to
be overcome:

“What | say to colleagues is that we’re often only
looking at our present situation and thinking
there’s a million things going on. But if we look
back, we can see the advances we’ve made.

And then we look forward and think if we can
ever get there, that will be brilliant. But your
head is often only in today. The danger is you
forget where you’ve come from and reflecting on
that. And | think we’ve already made major
differences to young people.”

Deputy head

Several heads and extended school co-ordinators
noted the importance of being able to
demonstrate the contribution that interventions
by partners make as a strategy for promoting the
provision of these resources subsequently:

“When you get someone, you really have to use
them and demonstrate what a difference it
makes. And hopefully they’ll continue to

fund them.”

Extended school co-ordinator

While highlighting the need to celebrate success,
it is important to ensure that this is done in a
measured way. As Kotter notes, declaring the
victory too soon is a major danger in the change
management process, and one which may
potentially undermine the considerable
achievements secured to that point. Instead, such
early successes and victories should be promoted
as positive staging points on the journey towards
a longer-term destination.
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() Increasing understanding
of professional roles amongst
the community

In addition to improving understanding of the
role of other professionals amongst the school
staff, schools where multi-agency working is seen
to be most successful will also have undertaken a
proactive approach to raising awareness amongst
the community they serve. This is particularly
important in the case of those professional groups
whose roles are more likely to bring them into
conflict with parents, such as police officers and
social workers.

As with broader community engagement per se,
many schools highlight the advantages of
adopting a range of strategies to tackle this.

For instance, formal structures such as newsletters
provide a mechanism for announcing the
appointment of such workers and disseminating
the “official” message concerning their function,
focus etc quickly and easily. However, the greater
challenge of establishing personal trust on an
individual basis will take more time and effort.
This often centres on taking advantage of
openings for personal engagement, for instance
using coffee mornings or informal drop-in
sessions as opportunities to discuss their work and
to reassure parents and community members that
they are there to help and have the interests of
children and families at heart. In doing so, this is
not meant to “soften” their role, but rather to
provide a clearer understanding of what they
hope to achieve:

‘A part of our social worker’s induction was in
the school going to the coffee mornings. It was
absolutely key that parents knew she was a social
worker from day one. There would be no hiding
this. They knew what she was. Yeah, she can
remove your children if they’re at risk, but that’s
not what it’s about. It’s about offering you
support, helping you make the best job you can
of a very difficult job. And people believed her.

It changed perceptions. They didn’t used to let
social workers through the doors — theyd think
‘they’re gonna take me babbies off me’, that’s
what theyd say. And that’s changed, even though
she has removed four families since she

was here.”

Headteacher
(d) Funding

The issue of funding is clearly central to the
longer-term sustainability of extended services.

Several of the schools that participated in this
research were designated full-service extended
schools that had attracted funding to support the
development of services. In most instances,
leaders of such schools reflected that they had
initially been frustrated by restrictions on the use
of this funding which prevented them from using
it to directly fund services. However, on reflection
they had often come to realise that these
restrictions had been beneficial, as they had
forced them to consider the longer-term
sustainability of the support from the outset.
Furthermore, they had forced them to take a
more inclusive approach to the provision of
support than may otherwise have been the case.
For these leaders, the development and
maintenance of such partnerships were central to
their longer-term sustainability.





Furthermore, by adopting such a collaborative
approach, the onus for resourcing services and
support is positioned within the partner agency,
rather than within the school itself. As an
extended school co-ordinator observed:

“We’re trying to put the ownership of activity
within another agency or organisation. So for
instance, it’s not about us getting money and
employing a youth worker, but rather us talking
to the youth service and having a youth worker
seconded across service areas.”

Extended school co-ordinator

As noted above, demonstrating the benefits
accrued from having such support in school is an
important factor in encouraging partners to fund
this activity on an ongoing basis.

A more pressing concern for many schools is the
way in which they are able to build capacity to
manage the development of the extended school
over the longer term. Indeed, a relatively common
practice amongst full-service schools has been to
use the initial pump-priming funding to resource
a dedicated extended school manager. As already
noted, such individuals are often instrumental in
the successful development of the extended
school, and maintaining their ongoing presence
has frequently been a high priority. In some
instances, schools have identified alternative
external sources of funding to support their work.
However, more commonly schools have used
workforce remodelling as a means of maintaining
this role over the longer term.
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In addition to partnership working, maintaining
an entrepreneurial approach is important in
securing extra funds, as the school may need to
develop additional complementary services. Such
an entrepreneurial ethos is also important in
promoting an openness to partnership activity
and a willingness to engage in unexpected and
opportunistic openings. One school described the
importance of developing a culture of
“magnificent failure”, whereby staff were
encouraged to pursue stretching targets for
potentially valuable ideas they may have, with the
implicit understanding that they may not be able
to fully achieve these. In this school, the belief
was that even limited success justified taking the
risk, as unexpected benefits may subsequently
be realised. For instance, this school’s Director of
Community Sports had sought to develop
relationships with local sports clubs to gain
support for a bid which was ultimately
unsuccessful. However, in doing so he had forged
strong links with a club whose membership was
drawn predominantly from members of minority
ethnic groups, which in turn opened the door to
alternative sources of funding centred on
tackling racism.

Co-ordinators are often pivotal in identifying and
securing such discretionary funding — a process
which can require considerable time, expertise
and effort. Moving forward, as more schools
develop extended services, gaining discretionary
funding is likely to become ever harder as schools
find themselves fishing in an increasingly crowded
pond. In such a scenario the importance of strong
partnership working becomes greater than ever.





Implications
for leadership






Implications for leadership

In describing the main findings from the
fieldwork supporting this work and the review of
published literature on multi-agency working, this
report has identified a number of recurring
leadership themes and issues. In this section, the
implications of these themes are explored further.
In this discussion, the primary focus is on the role
of the headteacher, although attention is also
given to the work of extended school co-ordinator
and others in similar roles who play a major part
in the overall development and sustainability of
such schools.

Complexity and creativity

Perhaps the most obvious starting point for this
discussion is to recognise the additional
complexity multi-agency working brings to the life
of a school leader. While headship per se has
increased in scale and become more complicated
(a trend, incidentally, observed in other
comparable roles outside of education too), the
additional scope of the extended school means
that leadership in such schools is particularly
multi-faceted.

That there is no template for the development of
an extended school is at once both attractive and
daunting. Much of its appeal centres on the fact
that schools are free(r) to develop a model of
extended provision that meets the needs of their
children and local families. In doing so, school
leaders have a greater opportunity to develop and
realise their own vision for their school and its
study as part of a broader community of support.
Many of those interviewed in this work clearly
relished the opportunity that the work gave them
to move beyond the traditional confines of the
school and to address instead many of the
broader issues which impact so greatly on the
ability of their pupils to learn. In many instances,
steps had already been taken to begin to address
some of these concerns. In these instances the
extended schools initiative now played an
important part in legitimising these efforts.
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The lack of a prescribed model for extended
schools requires schools to effectively create their
own reality for their extended provision.

As indicated above, this presents a major
challenge for individuals in schools to work in
ways which are markedly different to those that
have dominated in the past. It also calls for
considerable flexibility, as school leaders must
quickly develop an understanding of a range of
areas which will usually have been previously
unfamiliar to them. These include the
professional cultures of partner agencies, closer
working with community groups, parents and
families, legal issues concerning the provision of
additional services, and the wide variety of
funding sources and models. This theme is
returned to later in this section.

The literature also identifies a number of other
demands on leadership stemming from the
greater focus on multi-agency working. These
include the increasingly complex management of
health and safety, VAT, insurance and security
(Cummings et al., 2005:67-68) and the greater
restrictions that involvement with other agencies
places on the autonomy of leaders to lead
(Huxham and Vangen, 2000:1167). More broadly,
in the evaluation of Sure Start, Tunstill notes a
high turnover of managers which is felt likely to
be a reflection of the challenging nature of the
job (Tunstill et al., 2005:64). Similarities between
Sure Start and extended schools mean that this is
a potential concern in extended schools also.
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Political and moral leadership

A particular demand within multi-agency
leadership centres on the increased political
dimension of this activity. Within this context, the
notion of politics is concerned with the ways in
which decisions are made within groups
(Wikipeadia, 2006). As already noted, multi-agency
working creates a number of particular demands
for leaders in relation to the approaches they use
to establish and develop relationships with
partner agencies. These include developing an
effective understanding of different professional
cultures and stimulating a collective
understanding of the priorities to be addressed.

Of course, in most instances this will not be the
sole responsibility of the headteacher, and a
number of factors have helped to create a broad
appreciation of the need for wider, more tightly
co-ordinated support to improve outcomes for
children and families. Included amongst these is
the publication of Every Child Matters. However,
multi-agency working increases the demands on
headteachers in particular as their involvement is
critical in providing the status needed to help
secure the overall success of such collaborations.
This is especially true in the early stages of multi-
agency working, when heads are often more able
to secure access to leaders in partner
organisations, which may not be afforded to less
senior colleagues in the school. Elsewhere the
head plays a major role in supporting others in
understanding the necessity of extended schools
and recognising the benefits that moving to more
complex ways of working will bring. More is
written on this later in this section.

Political leadership forms an important element
of Paton and Vangen’s notion of collaborative
thuggery (Paton and Vangen, 2004:3-4), which
they view as an important element in the
leadership of effective partnership working.
According to Paton and Vangen, collaborative
thuggery is concerned with the pragmatic actions
that, on the face on it, appear to be anti-
collaborative but which are nevertheless essential
to the overall health of the partnership. Examples
of these included holding individuals to account,
manipulating agendas, and playing the politics
game. Vangen and Paten highlight the
importance of this type of “tough love” in
gardening, noting that sometimes weeding rather
than nurturing is the only way to protect the
health of the garden as a whole. In describing this
concept, Vangen and Paten are quick to highlight
the importance of being able to identify which
approach is appropriate in any given situation,
and change behaviour accordingly. Therefore the
development of strong diagnostic skills is
important to effective leadership in a climate

of collaboration.

In reflecting on the political aspect of leadership,
it is important to give some consideration to the
basis for leaders’ power and authority in this
context. Many discussions on power centre on its
three faces, ie the degree to which individuals or
groups possess power in relation to decision-
making, agenda-setting and preference-shaping
(Wikipeadia, 2006) (Bratton et al., 2005:133-134).
In terms of extended schools and multi-agency
working, the political dimension of leadership is
primarily concerned with the first two of these
three areas, ie the development of the actual
services themselves, and informing the broader
discourse within which decisions on extended
services are made. As noted above, the overtly
moral dimension to the Every Child Matters
agenda underpinning much of this is an
important source of power and authority in
multi-agency working.





In his work on change, Fullan highlights the
significance of morality in school leaders’
attempts to increase the extent to which schools
support broader change to families and
communities (Fullan, 2001a:30). The sense that
leadership of extended schools is implicitly moral
in nature therefore helps to increase its legitimacy
within this context and extend the degree of
influence its leaders enjoy with

collaborating agencies.
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Sergiovanni provides further insight into the
importance of moral leadership (Sergiovanni,
1992) His work starts by identifying the five main
sources of authority for leadership, summarised in
figure 2. He notes that more ‘traditional’
hierarchical models of leadership draw authority
from bureaucratic and psychological sources
which emphasise the transactional nature of the
leader/led relationship. In this traditional
arrangement, subordinates are primarily
motivated to follow leaders’ requests by a desire
to receive rewards and avoid sanctions, which the
leader is authorised to apply through recourse to
their formal status.

Figure 2 Sergiovanni’s sources of leadership authority

Bureaucratic
Hierarchy, rules
and regulations

Moral

Felt obligation and duties

derived from widely shared

community values and
personal expertise

Professional
Informed craft knowledge
and personal expertise

Psychological
Motivation technology,
interpersonal skills, human

relations leadership

Technical-rationale
Evidence defined by

logic and scientific research
ie. what is defined as the “truth”
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Sergiovanni states that more recent changes in
organisational type and structure, coupled with a
greater focus on collaboration, have resulted in
leadership becoming increasingly stretched across
organisations and the broader community. As a
result, leaders are less able to resort to
bureaucratic sources of authority and the
impositions of sanctions and rewards. Instead,
authority is more likely to come from appealing
directly to a strong sense of moral purpose and a
core set of values and principles held by
individuals (these are also encompassed to some
degree within the notion of professionalism).

This focus on moral leadership is further
reinforced through a range of behaviours and
actions. For instance, the emphasis on developing
win-win relationships is important in placing
attention on the ways in which partners
collaborate in order to achieve a common,
moralistic goal. Similarly, the broader modelling
by leaders of behaviours which support
partnership working is also important, for
instance valuing partners, promoting open
communications etc.

Figure 3 Weber’s typology of authority

Weber’s tripartite classification of authority offers
an alternative approach for considering the basis
for a leader’s authority. It is particularly helpful in
focusing attention on the ways in which leaders
can ensure the sustainability of their services over
the longer term. According to Weber, authority is
based on three different sources: these are
tradition, charisma and legality/rationality
(Bratton et al., 2005:132). These are summarised
in Figure 3. At any one time, a leader will draw his
or her authority from a combination of these
sources. In the case of a school leader working
across organisational boundaries, greater
emphasis will be placed on the first of these two
sources, ie tradition and charisma, than
rationale-legal.

Traditional
Followers accede to leader’s
commands because they have
always done so

Rationale-legal
Leader’s legitimacy derives
from his or her position within
the formal structure

Charismatic
Followers obey leaders
who have or appear to have
extraordinary power or skills





Weber’s model is helpful in highlighting the
important role that individual characteristics can
play in securing buy-in to a vision. Certainly all of
those individuals included in this study
demonstrated a strong and passionate belief in
the importance of the extended schools, and in
several instances colleagues in their schools
described these heads as charismatic.

However, while charisma can be important in
initially gaining support and trust by encouraging
personal commitment in the short term, any
reliance upon the personality of a single
individual over the longer term presents issues for
the initiative’s sustainability. In such instances a
key challenge for headteachers is to quickly move
from a position where the initial momentum and
impetus for extended activity comes from the
head to one of a broader collective moral
endeavour, in order to promote the longer-term
viability of the work.

Transformational leadership

Bass’s study of transformational leadership
(Bass, 1998, Bass and Avolio, 1994) provides a
mechanism for considering some of the ways
leaders included in this research addressed the
need for this shift.

In his work, Bass differentiates between two broad
types of leadership, these being transactional and
transformational. While transactional leadership
operates on broadly economic principles,
transformational leadership draws its authority
from a strongly held moral, ethical and even
spiritual conviction (Bryman, 1996:280).
Transformational leadership is particularly
significant in the study of extended schools as it is
concerned with a fundamental reconsideration of
the relationships, behaviours and attitudes which
underpin an organisation. Within this context,
therefore, it provides a means of understanding
the reasons why individuals would be willing to
support what may represent a radical reappraisal
of what the function of the school is and their
purpose within it.
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In his work, Bass identified four key aspects which
supported transformational leadership.
Collectively these are known as the “Four I's”
(Bryman, 1996:281). These are:

e Idealised influence (the presence of
charismatic leadership and the modelling of
desired “citizenship” behaviours).

* Inspirational motivation (the communication
of high expectations and development of a
shared vision achieved through the alignment
of personal and organisational values).

 Intellectual stimulation (challenging followers
to review their motivation and beliefs).

* Individualised consideration (supporting and
developing followers according to their
specific needs).

Evidence within this study is consistent with many
of Bass’s ideas. For instance, the importance of
modelling in developing the culture necessary for
collaboration has been highlighted elsewhere in
this report. Examples of this include promoting
openness and valuing the contribution of

other partners.

A commitment to high expectations is central to
many leaders’ belief in the importance of raising
social and community capital. This was
epitomised in the notion that the communities
served should expect more for themselves and
their children, and work together to create the
future they wanted to see.

The development of the extended school saw
many leaders challenge their staff to reflect on
their beliefs on a range of different things. In the
context of multi-agency working, though, the
main challenge came through a fundamental
reconsideration of what the school stood for and
who it was intended to serve. By seeking to
extend the degree of multi-agency working, many
of these leaders also challenged their staff to
reconsider their understanding of different
professional groups and agencies.
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“In

Bass’s fourth “I” concerns the delivery of
individualised consideration and support to
followers to meet their needs during the
transformation process. Some evidence of this was
found during the study, although in truth it did
not form a central focus of the research and
therefore would require further investigation at
some stage.

Leading change

The significance of being able to lead in a climate
of change has been a recurring theme throughout
this report.

In his work, Fullan highlights the relentless focus
on change as a major reason for the complex
nature of leadership in schools. The need to
achieve a fundamental “re-culturing” of the
school to support lasting change is a key part of
this, while the lack of hard and fast models (an
issue covered elsewhere in this paper) also adds to

Both Fullan and Goleman stress the importance of
being able to vary the style of leadership used to
reflect the challenges the school faces during
different stages of change (Fullan, 2001b:148)
(Goleman, 2000). The need for strong diagnostic
skills has already been highlighted in Paton and
Vangen’s work on collaborative thuggery, and
clearly connects again here.

Goleman’s description of the six main leadership
styles is summarised in Figure 4.

Goleman stated that four of these — Authoritative,
Affiliate, Democratic and Coaching — had positive
impacts on climate. The remaining two influences,
Coercive and Pacesetting, were negative influences.
The latter of these is particularly noteworthy for,
as indicated already, many of the heads interviewed
in this work had effectively driven the development
of collaborative working in the early days, partly
through modelling. There appears to be a need,
then, to ensure that pacesetting is undertaken

this complexity (Fullan, 2001b:147).

in a way which is seen as positive to the overall
organisational culture rather than becoming a
negative drain.

Figure 4 Summary of Goleman’s six leadership styles

Coercive Authoritative | Affiliative Democratic Pacesetting Coaching
The leader’s Demands Mobilises Creates Forges Sets high Develops
modus immediate people toward | harmony and consensus standards for people for the
operandi compliance a vision builds through performance future

emotional participation
bonds

The style ina | “Do what | tell | “Come with “People come | “What do you “Do as | do “Try this”
phase you” me” first” think?” now”
Underlying Drives to Self-confidence, | Empathy, Collaboration, | Conscientious, | Developing
emotional achieve, empathy, building team drive to others,
intelligence initiative, self- | change catalyst | relationships, leadership, achieve, empathy, self-
competencies | control communication | communication | initiative awareness
When the style | In a crisis, to When changes | To heal rifts in | To build -buy in | To get quick To help an
works best kick-start a require a new | a team or to or consensus or | results froma | employee

turnaround or | vision, or when | motivate to get input highly improve

with problem | a clear people during | from valuable | motivated and | performance or

employees direction is stressful employees competent develop long-

needed circumstances team term strategies

Overall impact | Negative Most strongly Positive Positive Negative Positive
on climate positive






The school leaders included in this study
repeatedly highlighted approaches and strategies
consistent with the authoritative and affiliative
leadership styles. Core to these were establishing
broad sign-in and ownership of a people-centred
vision and relationship building. The democratic
style was also evidently important in creating
consensus over the focus for the collaboration.

Although not observed directly within this study,
the potential danger of adopting the coercive and
pacesetting approaches is nevertheless worth
highlighting. In their way both are appealing, as
in the extended schools context they potentially
provide a mechanism for short-cutting processes
that may be viewed as cumbersome and time-
consuming, and as such delaying the move
directly into action. The danger of excessively
using the pacesetting approach is particularly
great as, on the face of it, the characteristics
associated with this are admirable. However,
excessive use of this strategy encourages an over-
dependence upon the leader, and over the longer
term can prove demotivating and unsustainable.

Bonding and bridging

One of the most consistent themes running
through the fieldwork undertaken in this project
centred on the importance of an open and
inclusive approach to leadership. This principle is
central to the notion of “bridging” rather than
“pbonding” relationships, processes and actions
(Farrar and Bond, 2005:6). In essence, bonding is
concerned with developing highly coherent
organisational structures with a strong sense of
shared purpose and mutual dependency.

While such a model is highly attractive in many
circumstances, it can lead to a degree of
introspection and a sense of exclusivity.

In contrast, bridging focuses more on connecting
with other agencies and networks who are able to
support the achievement of the shared aims and
vision. Both kinds of activity are important, but
bridging is particularly important for reconciling
democracy and diversity (Putnam, 2003:279-280).
Within the context of extended schools, bridging
activities are essential for increasing a genuine

commitment to address areas of common concern.
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Putman notes that bridging is implicitly more
challenging than bonding because it demands an
openness to alternative cultures and perspectives
which may challenge the accepted wisdoms and
givens of a particular group. Indeed he is quick to
emphasise that bridging is “not about Kumbaya
cuddling” (Putnam, 2003:278) but rather is a
process concerned with uniting groups with
alternative perspectives in a full and genuine
debate, focused upon addressing a common
concern. Much is written elsewhere in this paper
on the different professional cultures of teachers,
social workers and others, and the ways in which
these often lead to conflicts between groups.

For leaders, bridging requires confidence and
expertise in dealing with interdependence and
meaning-making as increased demands are
placed on them to help colleagues understand the
necessity for collaboration and the alternative
perspectives offered by different groups. As already
noted, the strong moral purpose for extended
schools provides an important source of authority
for leaders in this context. Modelling an openness
to collaboration and valuing all partners is

also extremely valuable. Communication skills are
clearly at a premium in this context.

In terms of the leaders included in this study,
practical steps in moving from bonding to
bridging included the development of shared
management boards, visioning days, shared
training, the establishment of a shared staff
room, and the introduction of induction
programmes that included all partners. More
broadly, leaders sought to establish a common
will to work together, with the implicit
expectation that individuals would collaborate
and operate flexibly to meet the needs of the
children and families they served. Explicitly
adopting the common values outlined in “The
common core of skills and knowledge for the
children’s workforce” is one potential way of
increasing this sense of collective purpose and
supporting the induction of staff from other
agencies into the school.
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Distributed leadership

Openness to collaboration is also implicit within a
leader’s willingness to promote the ethos of
distributed leadership within the school, an
imperative described elsewhere in this paper. In
the extended school, a commitment to shared
leadership is fundamental to dealing with the
increased demands the extension places on the
head, and also in protecting the longer-term
sustainability of the school per se. As noted
elsewhere, the contribution of individuals such as
community engagement workers and extended
school co-ordinators is particularly important in
this. However, within the extended school the
distribution of leadership moves further, beyond
the confines of the school itself to individuals in
partner agencies and the wider community as

a whole.

Many of the leaders included in this study
adopted a strategy of distributed leadership not
just in response to increased workload but also
out of a deep-seated commitment to building
leadership capacity and developing individuals.
Often this was viewed as part of the broader
desire to raise social capital.

As noted elsewhere in this paper, adopting
distributed leadership approaches can be
challenging for leaders, and necessitates a high
degree of trust. Gronn identifies a number of
other demands relating to distributed leadership,
including (Gronn, 2003:71):

* the ability to make explicit previously implicit
elements of individuals’ roles

* a greater openness to reciprocity and
interdependence

* a higher tolerance of impermanence

e openness to change and different ways of
working

 tolerance of ambiguity and uncertainty
e strong negotiation skills

Each of these is covered in some form or other
elsewhere in this section of this report.

The need for reciprocity is particularly great, as
any leader’s attempts to increase the degree to
which others are empowered to lead is doomed
to failure if attention is not given to creating a
climate in which others are inspired to seek out
opportunities for leadership themselves
(HayGroup, 2004). Indeed, Bush has written of
instances in which teachers and others have shied
away from increased leadership opportunities for
a range of reasons (Bush, 1995). Furthermore the
distribution of leadership can call into question
traditional notions of professionalism (Gronn,
2003:69) and the nature of the leader/led
relationship. In times of broader change, such as
the move towards extended schooling, concerns
relating to areas such as these can require
sensitive handling. They also demand that the
leader gives considerable attention to creating a
culture in which individuals embrace
opportunities to lead.





Entrepreneurialism

Entrepreneurship is the final essential ingredient
within the overall success of extended schools.
Indeed, behaviouralist studies of
entrepreneurship highlight a range of
characteristics, many of which can be readily
identified within leaders of extended schools.
Blawatt for instance highlights the significance of
risk-taking and independent and innovative
thinking in entrepreneurialism (Blawatt, 1998), all
factors which are important in developing new
relationships and services. In contrast,
Lownsbrough notes that many professionals
involved in the broader provision of children’s
services are inherently risk-averse, as the
predominant culture is one centred on the
prevention of harm rather than on maximising
the potential for enrichment. The fact that part of
the current impetus for change and closer
collaboration comes from high-profile failures
within the provision of care to children is likely to
further reinforce a risk-averse culture
(Lownsborough and O’Leary, 2006:17-23).

Fillion (Fillion, 1997) provides a useful summary
of characteristics associated with
entrepreneurship which are shown in the table
below. Only one of these behaviours —
aggressiveness — was not readily identified within
the leaders included in this study. In contrast,
several behaviours were seen to have been
exemplified particularly strongly by those
interviewed. These are highlighted in bold in
Table 2, and include resourcefulness, tenacity,
high levels of energy, and a tendency to

trust people.
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Table 2 Summary of entrepreneurial behaviours

Innovators Leaders
Moderate risk-takers Independent
Creators Energetic
Tenacious Original
Optimistic Results-oriented
Flexible Resourceful

Need for achievement Self-awareness

Self-confidence
Tolerance of

ambiguity
and uncertainty

Learning
Initiative
Use Of resources SenS|t|V|ty to OtherS

Aggressive

Money as a measure
of performance

Long-term involvement

Tendency to trust people

Source: (Fillion, 1997)

Blawatt and Filion both highlight the desire for
wealth creation as an integral part of the
entrepreneurial spirit. However, within the context
of extended schools and multi-agency working this
is more likely to relate to the desire to build social,
rather than financial, capital — an ethos consistent
with the notion of social entrepreneurship
(Community Action Network, 2003).

Specific examples of entrepreneurial behaviour in
the schools included in the study included
identifying alternative sources of funding,
establishing areas of need, developing service
provision and building relationships with

partner agencies.










Application

This final section is intended to help school
leaders further their thinking on the leadership
issues covered in this report. In doing so it describes
a number of tools and approaches that leaders
may find it helpful to use with colleagues in their
school and other organisations involved in the
development of their extended school. In each
instance a protocol is described which may provide
a basis for reflecting on the issue under review
and to support further discussion and planning.

Further information on the tools outlined can be
obtained from NCSL’s ‘Self-evaluation: a guide for
school leaders’ (NCSL, 2005) and ‘The Self-
evaluation File’ by John MacBeath (MacBeath,
2005b), each of which has been drawn upon in
developing this section.

Example approaches are provided for considering
the following key issues outlined in the report:

 developing relationships with other agencies
* assessing priorities for collaboration

* encouraging entrepreneurship

» considering the head’s leadership style

+ assessing the extent of distributed leadership

* moving to a culture of bridging rather
than bonding
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Considerations in using the protocols

As noted, each of the protocols outlined is
intended to provide a basis for reflection and
further discussion. A critical first step in their use
is for leaders to consider what they hope to
achieve through this dialogue, and who needs to
be involved in order for this to be possible. For
instance, assessing the priorities for collaboration
will certainly involve drawing upon the opinions
of colleagues from other organisations, parents,
students and the wider community. In contrast,
considering the head’s leadership style may be a
more solitary activity, or involve reflective
conversations with peers and colleagues. Similarly,
the anticipated outcomes from these activities are
also likely to vary. While the former may focus on
developing a list of specific actions to address, the
latter may be more concerned with encouraging
deeper reflection and self-awareness.

The use of these tools and any subsequent

discussions will also be helped by ground rules
being explicitly established at the start of the
process and the assurance of confidentiality. One
potential way of doing this is to position the
related discussion as dialogue rather than debate,
by highlighting the characteristics of this

approach as described in Table 3.
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Table 3 Debate vs. dialogue

Debate

arguing to win a point

assuming that there is one right answer
(and that you have it)

combative: attempting to prove the other side
wrong about winning

listening to find flaws

defending your assumptions

criticising the other side’s point of view
defending one’s views against those of others

searching for weaknesses and flaws in the
other person

seeking an outcome that agrees with
your position

Dialogue
aiming for consensus
assuming that others have pieces of the answer

collaborative: attempting to find common
understanding; about finding common ground

listening to understand

bringing up your assumptions for inspection
and discussion

re-examining all points of view

admitting that others’ thinking can improve
one’s own

searching for strengths and value in the
other’s position

discovering new possibilities and opportunities
Source: (Creasy and Paterson, 2006:30)

Ground rules are particularly important in
instances when those present may feel especially
vulnerable or uneasy, for instance parents, or
colleagues from other organisations. Therefore
posting ground rules in a visible location,

modelling the desired behaviour, and challenging

any breach of these rules early are all important
strategies. In addition to this, school leaders may

wish to give consideration to the benefits of using
a neutral facilitator and venue for the discussions,

which may put participants further at ease. This
strategy has often been used to good effect by
many schools in their “visioning” days, as noted
elsewhere in this paper.

An example set of ground rules, based upon those

used by the Mental Health Foundation, is shown
in Figure 5.

Figure 5 Example ground rules (Mental Health
Foundation Conference Centre, 2006)

Please
* Listen to what other people are saying

* Respect the views of other people, even if
you disagree with them

* Tell us what you think — your views are as
valuable as anyone elses’s

* Use plain English
* Keep your contribution to the point

* Be positive and concentrate on what can be
done rather than what can’t

Please do not
* Feel you have to say something
 Breach others’ confidences

» Criticise individuals, organisations or seek to
disparage them

* Use abusive or offensive language
* Concentrate on past failures

Adapted from Mental Health Foundation
Conference Centre “Ground Rules” at
www.mentalhealth.org.uk/conferences/
main.asp?showitemID=169%codeitem|D=






(1) Developing collaborative
relationships with others —
using force field analysis

Background

The importance of developing strong relationships
at all levels with partner organisations has been
highlighted throughout this paper. A number of
issues are barriers to these, including differences
in language, suspicions between different
professionals, variations in the aims and
objectives of organisations, and problems in
establishing initial contact.

At the same time a number of factors can act as
effective facilitators and a basis for building
relationships between agencies. Examples of these
include the contribution Every Child Matters has
made to setting the broader policy agenda for
collaboration, the role of Sure Start in promoting
collaboration, and the establishment of Children’s
Trusts to support collaboration at the

strategic level.

A key step for leaders in extended schools is to
review these relative strengths and weaknesses
and develop a strategy for addressing them or
building on them as they look to move the
collaboration forward.
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How does it work?

Force field analysis is used to examine the
conditions which inhibit or facilitate development
of a culture, approach or behaviour. Its main
advantages centre on its simplicity and speed of
completion. It provides a means for considering
the challenges that need to be overcome, and
works well as a basis for further discussion over
the priorities for subsequent action. On the
flipside it can be perceived as threatening if
insufficient context is established for its use, and
can potentially over-simplify the issue under
consideration.

The force field consists of one sheet with two sets
of three arrows pointing in opposite directions.
These arrows represent the different
counterforces, ie factors which act as brakes or
serve as accelerators. Individuals are given a short
period of time to summarise the three key
accelerators and brakes in their context. This can
be done either individually or as part of a
collective task. Responses are then collected and
shared more broadly as a basis for further
discussion and action planning.
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An example of how a completed force field
analysis may look when used to explore the
potential for collaboration with another agency is
provided in Figure 6.

What are the factors which help us work
with partners?

How can these be developed further?
What are the main barriers we face?

How can these be removed or their
significance reduced?

Figure 6 Example force field analysis of multi-agency working

Things that help Things that hinder
(Accelerators) (Brakes)
Common ownership of the problem Inter-agency rivalries
Bulding on existing relationships Lack of understanding of each others’ priorities
Commitment amongst senior leaders Poor communications

e





(2) Assessing priorities for collaboration
— using the Extended School
Evaluation Profile

Background

The issue of establishing shared priorities for

the extended school is critical to promoting its
longer-term sustainability and ensuring a genuine
sense of collaboration. As noted elsewhere in

this paper, accusations of empire-building and
using other agencies to address their priorities
have been thrown at schools in the past and the
development of a shared vision is vital in
addressing these.

How does it work?

The Extended School Evaluation Profile is a
modified version of the School Evaluation Profile,
originally used in the European Project on Quality
in Education. It provides a means of considering
the relative strengths for the school and whether
or not it is felt to be improving each area.

The main advantage of this approach is that it
provides a basis for broader involvement across
different agencies. The use of a quantitative-based
questionnaire ensures consistency in the
collection of data across different groups, thereby
supporting subsequent analysis. Its structured
nature can be inhibiting for some individuals
however. Finally, some consideration needs to be
given to the process by which the items listed in
the left-hand column are identified, to ensure
that they are not viewed as simply representing
the school’s agenda.

In this approach, a number of small groups are
established, each of which consists exclusively of
members of a specific stakeholder group. Within
the context of school improvement, stakeholder
groups will typically comprise teachers, parents,
pupils and governors. However, for the purposes
of developing extended school provision and
multi-agency collaboration, alternative groupings
may be more appropriate, for instance school
staff, social services staff, PCT staff, youth workers,
voluntary groups etc.
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Groups work collaboratively to complete the
Extended School Evaluation profile, aiming to
reach a consensus on the relative strengths

and weaknesses of the extended school in a range
of areas. This can be done through discussion.

The responses from different stakeholder groups
are then collated for consideration, usually by a
single, smaller sub-group of approximately 8 to 12
individuals from different agencies charged with
progressing this area of work. This group will then
review the answers given and seek to establish a
small number of agreed priorities which will then
be taken further over the short term.

An example of how an Extended School
Evaluation Profile may look is provided in
Figure 7.
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Figure 7 Example of an Extended School Evaluation Profile

The extended school’s
aims are clearly expressed

These aims are shared by
all staff

The aims have been
developed in partnership

Aims are owned by
partner staff

Aims are clearly
understood by key
target groups

Staff appreciate the
demands of partner
agencies

Staff have a good
understanding of
partners’ language
and culture

Staff understand the need
for collaboration and are
committed to it

Colleagues from other
organisations are valued

Environment

The environmental needs
of staff from other
agencies working in
school are understood

Adequate resources are
provided to enable
colleagues to work
effectively

Environmental
constraints to
collaboration have
been addressed






(3) Encouraging a culture of
entrepreneurship — using Ethos in
a Word

Background

The spirit of entrepreneurship is a key ingredient
in ensuring that extended schools take advantage
of the range of opportunities open to them.
Examples of these include accessing alternative
sources of funding and developing mutually
beneficial partnerships to promote the longer-
term sustainability of initiatives.

As noted elsewhere, a number of behaviours are
synonymous with entrepreneurship. These include
risk-taking, trustfulness, resourcefulness and
flexibility. While heads may be able to embody
these personally, the demand for increased
leadership capacity means a broader of culture of
entrepreneurship is needed for the overall success
of the school. Therefore, important actions for
school leaders include reviewing the extent to
which the culture within the school can be seen
to support entrepreneurship, and identifying
those areas which need to be addressed to
promote this further.
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How does it work?

Ethos in a Word is used to establish an
understanding of the school culture, based upon
the views of different stakeholder groups.

Under this approach, a series of descriptors are
listed alongside their polar opposite. Respondents
are required to consider each aspect in turn,
indicating on the numerical scale the degree to
which they feel each description applies. To avoid
bias, the columns of descriptors should not
consistently be arranged as either “good” or “bad”
but rather should be a combination of both.

The instrument can be completed individually or
by groups of professionals from a similar
background.

Ethos in a Word supports the completion of a
statistical analysis and can provide a clear
indication of the areas of culture that require
further attention. However, its closed format can
be inhibiting to some respondents, and as such a
further open discussion will usually be desirable,
rather than using the instrument on its own.

A generic example of the Ethos in a Word
instrument can be found in NCSL’s self-evaluation
materials (MacBeath, 2005a:24). An example of a
modified instrument, focusing more specifically
on entrepreneurship, is provided in Figure 8. In
this instance, the characteristics in the left-hand
column are closely associated with an
entrepreneurial culture.
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Figure 8 Example “Ethos in a Word” modified to focus on entrepreneurship

1 P 3 4 5
Innovative Constraining
Risk-taking Risk-averse
Creative Unimaginative
Optimistic Negative
Flexible Inflexible
Aspirational Unaspirational

Self-confidence

Nervousness

Encourages independence

Culture of despondency

Energetic

Energy-sapping

Original

Unoriginal

Results-oriented

Process-focused

Sensitivity to others’ needs

Insensitive to others’ needs

Trusting Suspicious
Liberating Based on fear
Imaginative Unimaginative
Empowering Restrictive
Reflective Unreflective

Clear aims and objectives

Imprecise aims and objectives

Responds well to conflict

Avoids conflict

Long-term perspective

Short-term perspective

Democratic

Authoritarian

Questions for reflection
e In what ways is the school’s ethos seen to be entrepreneurial?
*What potential exists to develop these areas further?

»What aspects of culture discourage entrepreneurship?

» What steps can be taken to reduce their influence?






(4) Considering the head’s leadership
style to change — using Pi chart

Background

It is difficult to overstate the importance of
effectively leading change to the overall success of
the extended school, particularly in its early stages
of development. Goleman and Fullan have both
written of the importance of adopting alternative
leadership styles, while Paton and Vangen have
highlighted the importance of different leadership
styles to the overall success of collaboration.

Heads and other leaders therefore need to
develop a clear understanding of different
leadership strategies and better awareness of the
extent to which they adopt these various
approaches in alternative contexts. Self-awareness
and the ability to adopt alternative strategies are
especially important in addressing the increased
political and outward-facing dimension to
leadership in the extended schools context.
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How does it work?

The Pi chart stimulates a potentially very quick
assessment but one that can generate an
extremely powerful discussion. The aim of the Pi
is to get a broad understanding of the relative
emphasis given to different leadership styles.
Often this has centred on a broad three-way split
between consensus, command and consultation,
and research into the effectiveness of leadership
styles recommends a 20/10/60 per cent split along
these lines. However, within the context of the
extended school, it may be more helpful to use an
alternative classification, based upon the styles
Goleman identified, outlined on page 48 of this
paper. To simplify this process, it is suggested that
four categories be used:

1. Coercive
2. Pacesetting
3. Authoritative/affiliative/ democratic

4. Coaching

A example of how this may appear is provided
in Figure 9. The completed Pi chart can form a
useful basis for personal reflection on one’s own
approach. Generally, the leader him- or herself
completes the analysis. However, further benefit
may come from asking their colleagues to also
produce an analysis of the leader’s style.

Where possible a more powerful use of the tool
may involve a comparison of the findings with
other leaders in extended schools, thereby
providing a means of comparing and contrasting
one’s own experiences. A comparison over time
may also prove illuminating, particularly during
the early stages of collaborative working.
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Figure 9 Example of completed leadership styles
Pi chart assessment tool

Coercive

5% Pacesetting
10%

Coaching
19%

Authoritative / Affiliative / Democratic
66%

Questions for reflection

What is the leadership style most often used?
Is this the right one for the stage of the
school’s extended development?

What opportunities are there to model

alternative, more positive approaches to
collaboration more consistently?

If you completed this again in a year’s time,
what difference would you expect to see
and why?

(5) Assessing the extent of distributed
leadership — using the distributed
leadership matrix

Background

Developing additional leadership capacity is
critical in addressing the increased demands
which result from extended schools and a greater
focus on collaborative working. This is for several
reasons. Firstly, the greater scale of activity may
often be simply too much for one person or a
small team to handle, and as a result a greater
distribution of responsibility is required to ensure
workloads remain manageable. Secondly,
developing a greater sense of shared leadership
and empowerment is an important ingredient in
establishing the culture of entrepreneurship
described above. Elsewhere, longer-term
sustainability requires a collective commitment to
the vision of collaborative working. Increasing
leadership capacity is therefore an important step
in promoting this greater sense of ownership and
protecting the commitment to collaboration
against changes in leadership.





How does it work?

The formal and informal leadership matrix
provides a simple way of focusing on the location
of leadership within an organisation. It does this
by encouraging individuals to consider more
closely and more critically the ways in which
leadership of activities is realised on a day-to-day
basis. At its simplest this can just be a broad list of
individuals who demonstrate formal and informal
leadership of specific areas of activity within

the school.

One approach to its use is for the head to invite a
number of colleagues to complete this matrix
within the context of extended school activity.
Ideally, these individuals will come from a range
of levels and, potentially, organisational
backgrounds. Subsequent discussion may centre
upon differences and similarities in who is
recognised as a leader, with the aim that the
overall level of informal leadership may increase
and be valued more. Again, repeating this exercise
after a set period of time (eg 12 months) may
provide a basis for reflecting upon the ways in
which this aspect of organisational culture
changes as the school develops.

An example of a completed distributed leadership
matrix is provided in Figure 10.

Figure 10 Formal and informal leadership matrix
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(6) Moving to a culture of “bridging”
rather than “bonding” — using the
organisational priorities triangle tool

Background

The move to a culture of bridging rather than
bonding involves a greater openness to alternative
perspectives and cultures (a fuller discussion on
the notions of bridging and bonding social capital
can be found on page 49 of this report). Indeed,
this is essential in developing a sense of shared
purpose and common values, and fundamental to
the longer-term success of any collaborative
endeavour. Without this change in culture,
organisations may work in tandem but not
necessarily develop the genuine synergy needed
to achieve the maximum collaborative advantage
required to address the complex challenges at the
heart of ECM.

A key step in moving towards bonding is making
explicit one’s core priorities and aspirations, and
gaining a meaningful understanding of those held
by partner organisations.

Figure 11 Organisational priorities triangle

How does it work?

The triangle provides a basis for individuals to
reflect on the core values of their different
organisations. Individuals are asked to position
themselves at the place in the triangle that best
reflects the relative emphasis given to each of the
three priorities. Only in extreme instances will an
individual place themselves on the actual point of
the triangle, although the differences between
organisations will often still be clearly evident.
This instrument can be used as a paper-based
exercise or, preferably, involve the identification of
a triangle in the room within which individuals
will be asked to physically move. This has the
advantage of introducing a more physical aspect
to any discussion, which can increase energy
levels and provide a break from seated discussion
debate. As with the other instruments described,
this tool is most effective when used as an
introduction to further debate.

Questions for reflection

How consistent is the emphasis that different
organisations place on social justice, well-
being and standards?

What are the reasons for these differences?
How widely are these differences
understood?

What common ground exists which can be
built upon further?

Social justice

Wellbeing

Standards
in schools /
achievement





Conclusions
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Conclusions

This work represents an initial exploration of the
complexities of multi-agency working within extended
schools. Despite its relatively small scale, a number
of clear findings can be identified which are
summarised in this, the final section of the report.

The first of these is that, if leading a conventional
school is complex, leading an extended school
working with different agencies is even more
complicated. A number of factors contribute to
this, but it is arguably the “soft” issues of culture
and interpersonal relationships that are the most
demanding. Further challenge and complexity
comes from the degree to which the move to
extended schools working in a multi-agency
context calls into question core understandings
and assumptions as to what the school is for and
the nature of professional roles. Indeed, a
significant finding from the work is that multi-
agency working requires individuals to work more
flexibly, developing skills and approaches which
meet the specific demands of the school.

Almost by definition, extended schools are
organisations in a permanent state of flux.

The absence of a prescribed model for their
development is at once both a blessing and a
curse. It means such schools must reconcile
themselves to a perpetual state of evolution as
the needs and demands of the local communities
change. Arguably it is through the use of change
leadership models that we are best able to
consider the nature of leadership needed for the
collaborative working intended to meet

these demands.

The scale of this change and the different
demands on leadership in this context require
new and exciting ways of thinking and working.
At the same time, a genuine commitment to the
distribution of leadership is fundamental to the
sustainability of the extended school. Sharing
leadership and empowering others to act is also
one way in which the head can model approaches
which build capacity. The fact that, within this
context, leadership is distributed not just within
the school but more broadly across partner
organisations and the wider community means
that it also makes an important contribution to
the development of social capital.

A further key element to leadership in this context
is the importance of morality. Indeed, reflections
on the work of Sergiovani and others highlights
the importance of a clear moral purpose in
building authority, given the absence of other
more traditional sources. The contribution of
Every Child Matters to this should not be
underestimated, as it provides a strong drive
towards collaboration in all key areas of child
welfare provision. Similarly, local authorities often
play a major role in facilitating relationships
between schools and other partners locally.
Within the context of these schools, a strong
commitment to the development of social capital
is also significant.

A range of different leadership qualities and
attributes can be seen as essential in this
collaborative environment. The ability to deal
with the political dimension is particularly key.
Many of the attributes associated with
entrepreneurship are also essential. Similarly, a
general commitment to move towards an ethos of
bridging rather than bonding is important in
establishing a more open organisational climate
conducive to collaboration. Professional
development for collaboration is more likely to be
effective if it focuses on nurturing and developing
these and other key attributes than if emphasis is
placed on skill-specific training.

In conclusion, the demands multi-agency working
places on school leaders are great. However, as
highlighted at the start of this report, the scale of
ambition set out in Every Child Matters and
elsewhere is such that no single organisation or
individual leader is able to realise it on their own.
Moreover, such approaches are not entirely new
to schools, many of which have accumulated
considerable expertise in collaborative working,
often over many years. Building commitment to
this partnership activity and sufficient leadership
capacity to support its delivery is essential if the
full potential of extended schools is to be realised.
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Further NCSL Resources

Reports
NCSL has produced several other reports in relation to collaborative leadership. These include:
Working together: helping community leadership work in practice (2006)

This publication aims to support school leaders in engaging more effectively and authentically with
their communities, and with other agencies and organisations. It examines why this approach is
important for schools and what this means for future practice.

Lessons from extended schools (2006)

Extended schools are intended to ensure improved access to a range of services for children and their
families, moving towards a focus on the needs of the whole child. This document explores in more
detail the implications of extended schools for their leaders, drawing upon a Leading Practice seminar
undertaken in 2005.

ECM: why it matters to leaders (2006)

This publication outlines the importance of the ECM agenda for all school leaders, and shares
opportunities for your leadership development in this area. In it, school leaders talk about their direct
experience of leading schools offering access to extended services as part of their commitment to Every
Child Matters.

Taking the wide view — the new leadership of extended schools (2005)
This report outlines the challenges faced by headteachers in building an extended school culture.

Copies of these publications can be downloaded free from the publications section of the NCSL website:
www.ncsl.org.uk/publications.

Programmes and seminars

NCSL also offers several programmes to support leaders involved in collaboration. Further details can be
obtained from the Community Leadership section of the College’s website
www.ncsl.org.uk/communityleadership/index.cfm.
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Foreword & acknowledgements

Aimhigher is the national campaign to increase the participation of young people in higher
education, particularly those from disadvantaged backgrounds. This guide was funded by
Aimhigher East Midlands which, in its strategic plan, recognised the critical importance of working
in partnership with others.

The contributors are committed to making an impact on the prospects of young people in the East
Midlands. Their tasks include finding ways of ensuring that alternative talents are acknowledged,
encouraging work-based apprentices to progress, enhancing the achievements of borderline pupils
and addressing the challenges faced by young people in inner city and isolated rural areas. Their
success depends on working in partnership with others. The factors that influence the achievement
and progression of young people are many and interconnected. In addressing them, those working
for Aimhigher require not only considerable commitment but also ingenuity, innovation and a range
of practical and political skills.

The guide was compiled through a series of meetings of the Aimhigher East Midlands area co-
ordinators and interviews with other contributors. The aim was to facilitate full and open reflection
on the challenges of working in partnership, and an important pre-requisite was the assurance of
confidentiality. For this reason, in most cases the quotations used have not been attributed.
Furthermore, it is important to emphasise that none of the contributors are presenting themselves
as ‘experts.” Through four years of making partnerships to improve the prospects of young people,
Aimhigher has tested approaches and honed collaborative skills that may prove invaluable for
individuals and organisations to thrive in the future. However, all involved stressed that with
political context, funding, organisations and personalities continually evolving and interrelating in
dynamic and complex ways, there can only ever be a ‘rough guide’ to working in partnership.’
Nevertheless our contributors have told their stories so that others may benefit from their
experiences, and all deserve warm thanks for their generous contributions.

Special mention is due to the following organisations and individuals:

Aimhigher East Midlands for supporting production through the Regional Themes funding.

East Midlands’ Aimhigher area co-ordinators - Mary Brittain, Nottinghamshire, Philip Burch,
Northamptonshire, Neil Stock, Leicestershire, Kryssy Hartley, Derbyshire, Sue Kbnight,
Lincolnshire and Rutland.

and many others whose reflections contributed to the case studies and enriched the guide
Lisa Mcque & Dean Penford, Aimhigher Nottinghamshire; Chris Allwright, Aimhigher Derbyshire;
Lee Jones, University of Northampton; Jackie Jackson & Gail East, Aimhigher Lincolnshire &
Rutland; Janet Graham, UCAS; Ray Flude, Leicestershire and Leicester City Learning Partnership;
Alex MacManus, Leicestershire VESA 13-19 Support Agency; Sue Phillips, Bilborough College;
Sue Ward, New College Nottingham; Adelle Cavanagh, Peter Needham & Adrienne Bett,
Derbyshire LA; Gordon Lammie, Open University; Jo Wiggans, Aimhigher Greater Manchester;
Bob Little, Chair of Aimhigher Nottinghamshire, Chris Stephenson, South Nottinghamshire College;
Amo Sahota, Derby City LA; Peter Wilson, NIACE; Emily Chapman, Creative Partnerships; Neil
Horsley, Nottingham Development Enterprises; Paulette Francique, Kafele; David Coppock,
Aimhigher East Midlands Regional Manager ... and participants in the workshop held at Aimhigher
Regional Conference, May 2006.
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A rough guide to working in parlnership

‘Aimhigher needs to make a distinctive
contribution...... Effective partnership working will,
we believe, be an essential precondition to added
value because effective co-ordination fosters
important synergies, and because a collaborative
forum such as Aimhigher can play a strategic role

in bringing separate streams of activity together.’
(HEFCE Aimhigher: funding for 2006-08 and future of the
programme)

The publication of HEFCE's guidance on the future
of Aimhigher, made clear that aiding collaboration
and partnership was seen as its primary role. This
perception was underlined in March 2006 by release
of HEFCE's strategic plan 2006-11 which renewed
commitment to Aimhigher stating:

‘We will continue to provide funding to
Aimhigher........ Aimhigher partnerships build
cross-sector relationships which break down the
barriers which institutions and systems can
unwittingly create for learners’.

But what is ‘effective partnership working’? What
approaches and skills are required for Aimhigher
people to ‘play a strategic role in bringing separate
streams of activity together'? Some might argue that
raising attainment and increasing progression to
higher education is challenging enough without
playing the role of ‘honest broker’ or ‘professional
lubricant’ to a host of individuals, organisations and
agencies.

The compilation of a rough guide was suggested by
Mary Brittain, Director of Aimhigher Nottinghamshire.
The idea was for the five East Midlands area co-
ordinators to share experiences, to identify some
common themes, and to begin to frame some ‘rough
guidance’ that might be helpful to others. This
approach acknowledged that no two situations are
the same. Nothing is fixed. The political context,
funding, organisations, personalities — all are
dynamic and continually evolving. There can be no
single ‘right way’ to approach working in partnership.

Despite this, the co-ordinators were able to
provide each other with suggestions,
thoughts, ideas, materials and resources and,
at times, the simple reassurance of shared
experience was enough.

The co-ordinators suggested the case
studies, one from each area, and guided the
writer to research materials to illustrate
common themes. Additional individual
interviews were conducted with other
experienced partnership managers, including
some from outside higher education. None of
those involved were presenting themselves as
experts, but they hoped that reflecting on their
experiences might suggest some useful ways
forward for others. The intention therefore is
for the ‘rough guide’ to complement more
detailed guides and research into partnership
working; to signpost to useful resources, and
to provide the sort of information usually
gleaned from colleagues outside formal
sessions at conferences. Hopefully anyone
involved in developing partnerships will find
something helpful, interesting or thought-
provoking — whether they are responsible for
underpinning administrative systems or long-
term strategy.

Finally it is hoped that the guide will highlight
the complex skills required to develop, foster
and maintain partnership working and
promote recognition of the need to develop,
nurture, and reward, those people that can
make things happen in this way.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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‘A history of working together is critical but it is the
future that matters now — everything is uncertain’

The Aimhigher environment is in flux and even
longstanding and successful partnerships are feeling
the effects. New relationships with schools, the
changing role of Area Steering Groups, the
introduction of top-up fees and Access Agreements
in higher education institutions, the emergence of the
Lifelong Learning Networks, the 14-19 reform
programme - all are affecting Aimhigher's
relationships with others. Some traditional partners
are uncertain of their future, and new policies, such
as Every Child Matters and School Improvement
Partnerships, are altering the balance of power
between partners.

Nevertheless HEFCE confirmed the position of
Aimhigher in its strategic plan 2006-11,

‘Aimhigher remains our primary vehicle for
collaborative work across the schools, further
education and HE sectors. We will work with the
Department for Education and Skills and the
Learning and Skills Council to develop this
programme over the longer term. Continuity is vital,
as the Aimhigher programme works in the medium
to long term,’

Aimhigher’s underpinning principles of ‘putting the
learner first’, impartiality, and enhancing information,
advice and guidance, have helped it to operate as
the ‘honest broker’ and bring different organisations
together. However the dynamic environment and
uncertain future of some key partners is generating
tensions and, as one of our contributors remarked,

‘a great weight of policy is intended to be
delivered through partnerships (sic) the essential
sub-structure is still competitive. The incentives in
the system are still essentially those designed in

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

the 1990s to promote competitive activity
between independent autonomous
institutions.’

Negotiating partnership agreements in this
challenging arena will require considerable
skill on the part of Aimhigher people to:

Avoid overlap and duplication
Address lack of trust and concern for
territory

Minimise undermining influences and
factors '
Keep increasingly anxious people and
organisations on side

Identify the most effective leverage factors

c

Furthermore, to date Aimhigher’s unique
selling point has been that most of its
activities have been provided free of any
charges, a position which may not be
sustainable in the future. Ever more
imaginative ways of working in partnership
with others will be required to fulfil '
Aimhigher’s mission to increase and widen

participation in Higher Education.

1X9831U0D

Significant research has been undertaken, or
is underway, to identify those of Aimhigher’s
activities and strategies that promise greatest
impact and value for money. The Department
for Education and Skills (DfES) published the
experiences of ten partnerships in an
evaluation of Aimhigher Excellence Challenge
and Partnerships for Progression prior to their
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integration. Chief amongst its conclusions, the
research suggests,

‘effective partnerships are comprised of effective
individuals. Whilst central co-ordination was
generally regarded as making a significant
contribution to the partnership’s success, in turn
this was dependent on the central co-ordinator’s
enthusiasm, skills and experience. (p.93)

The forthcoming Aimhigher Area Studies Final
Report (2007) also addresses effectiveness, and
considers different models of partnership-working to
identify those more likely to support effective
interventions. The researchers discovered that
Aimhigher included a range of partnership structures
but no clear candidate for the most effective. Each
approach had strengths and weaknesses. For
example, significant economies of scale could be
achieved by those partnerships providing a central
unit to co-ordinate a range of generic services and
activities. On the other hand, approaches that
involved greater devolution of funding and
responsibility helped to secure buy-in from partners,
ensured more cash was spent directly on
beneficiaries, and made it more likely that activity
was sustained in the longer term. This suggests the
‘challenge for partnerships may be to blend the
benefits of both approaches to ensure high quality,
targeted experiences which become embedded in
mainstream activity.’ The report highlights lessons
and good practice that emphasise not so much the
influence of the structures, but of the people involved
and their ability to engage partners.

This guide addresses ‘working in partnership’ by
starting with the experiences of the people involved,
although exploring their experiences has brought
about reflection on different kinds of structures and
how they may help or hinder. Increasingly the
contributions of the area co-ordinators, and others,
suggested similarities with experiences of those
working in other sectors and across sectors. Highly
skilled partnership-makers, able to build and nurture
relationships, have become vital to problem-solving

in business, not-for-profit and the public
sector. It seemed important therefore to
consider Aimhigher experience in the broader
context of how new approaches to complex
challenges are developing in the 21% century.
Reflection on these may suggest areas for
debate by Aimhigher and those concerned
with maximising its impact.

A key area is increasing acknowledgement of
the critical nature of the ‘soft stuff’ in building
and nurturing partnerships. By its nature this
may be impossible to measure and hence
most attempts to identify effective partnership
approaches tend to focus on the hard
structures. Peter Senge et al (2004, p.192),
comment on the ‘familiar dichotomy of the
“hard stuff” (what can be measured) versus
the “soft stuff’ (what can’t be measured).’

‘If what's measurable is “more real” it's easy
to relegate the soft stuff, such as the quality
of interpersonal relationships and people’s
sense of purpose in their work, to a
secondary status. This is ironic because the
soft stuff is often the hardest to do well and
the primary determinant of success and
failure. ....... The problem is not
measurement per se. The problem is the loss
of balance between valuing what can be
measured and what cannot, ....when this
happens, you see managers “driving“
organisations to meet quantitative goals set at
the top, with little serious effort to build the
capacities required to achieve sustainable
levels of improved performance.’

Aimhigher area co-ordinators all have
strategic plans with detailed quantifiable
targets, but their reflections strongly suggest
that the principal focus of their work was
developing capacities among diverse
organisations to collaborate. In this way they
could accomplish changes it would be
impossible for organisations to achieve
individually.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Creativity at the ‘edge of chaos’?

It may be that the Aimhigher approach is about to
come into its own. Stephen Hawking famously
predicted that the 21st century would be “the century
of complexity” and many scientists argue that the
greatest creative leaps are made at the ‘edge of
chaos’ when small movements can bring about
radical change. Our contributors heralded change as
a constant, and it seems that organisations and
individuals everywhere are trying to make sense of
both the present and predictions for the future. Old
systems of management and control seem to be
breaking down and whereas organisational change
has hitherto been characterised as ‘top-down’ or
‘bottom-up,” management writers are arguing that
the 21% century approach has to be middle-out with
everyone involved.

‘Managers need to move from playing a god-like
role above the process and descend into it with
litle more authority than anyone else. For the
‘edge of chaos’ to be effective, managers need to
participate in and facilitate free-flowing
conversations which are absolutely critical to
success. They need to encourage diversity of
thinking and of interactions, and break down
hierarchical organisational and contractual
structures. Managerial focus should be on
constraining group dynamics to keep the project’s
broad objectives in mind, rather than on
controlling the work’ (PA Consulting Group, 2006)

Constant change, fluctuations, disturbances and
imbalances need not be signs of impending disorder
but could be the primary source of creativity. There
is a growing body of literature applying complexity
and edge of chaos theory to organisations, business
and management. What was particularly striking
talking to our contributors was how often their way of
working demonstrated the 21 century skills much of
this literature describes. The Newtonian model of the
world focuses on things rather than relationships,
whereas the ‘new’ science gives primary value to the
relationships that connect discrete parts. Donella
Meadows, uses an ancient Sufi teaching to describe
this shift,

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

‘You think because you understand one
you must understand two, because one
and one makes two. But you must also
understand and.’ (Cited in Wheatley,1994)

Our Aimhigher co-ordinators and other
partnership-makers focus their work on the
‘and’. It is tempting to conclude that, whether
intentional or not, HEFCE's decision to
continue to fund Aimhigher is, in part,
recognition of those things that the Aimhigher
approach can achieve, and old-style
‘command and control’ funding systems may
not.

Co-opetition — combining
competition and co-operation

An essential 21% century skill is an ability to
fuse competitive and co-operative
imperatives. Some of the more broadly
experienced contributors reflected on this as a
deliberate approach — appealing to ‘mutual
enlightened self-interest’ - but others had also
done this instinctively. It is undeniable that
many colleagues round the table share the
desire to ‘make a difference’ to individual lives
and support progression to HE, and so do the
organisations they represent. However,
incentives in the system continue to promote
competitive activity between institutions and
all agencies have to compete for funding and
meet their own carefully constructed targets.
‘Co-opetition,” heralded as a new mindset for
business in the late 1990’s, (Nalebuff &
Brandenburger) describes a way of
deliberately combining the particular strengths
of competitors to provide a more attractive
service or product. Contributors highlighted
the need for an increasingly more
sophisticated approach to working in
partnership, one that could acknowledge
competitive pressures and design a win-win
situation for all participants.

N

1 X91luo)D





A rough guide to working in parlnership

Partnership ‘producers’?

A number of contributors reflected that the uncertain
context, the complexity of the challenges they faced
and the need for sophisticated approaches may
require deliberate development of some different
skills. One likened the role of ‘partnership broker’ in
this context to that of a film producer, combining
financial, organisational and business skills to
manage the process of bringing together different
organisations from the initial idea through to the
‘post-production reviews’ or final evaluation. The
uncertainty of our contributors’ own situation was not
lost on them, and the ability to deal with (even enjoy)
uncertainty on an organisational and a personal level
was highlighted as an essential attribute.

Servant-leaders?

Our contributors seemed uncomfortable thinking of
themselves as ‘leaders’, preferring to use other
words or analogies to describe their roles. Arguably
the cutting edge of current leadership thinking is the
concept of the ‘servant-leader’ first outlined by
Robert K. Greenleaf in the 1970’s. Continuing to
create a quiet revolution in workplaces ever since, a
number of commentators argue this approach may
be the best hope for thriving in the new century.

‘The only way to lead when you don’t have
control is you lead through the power of your
relationships. You can only deal with the
unknown if you have enormous levels of trust,
and if you are working together to bring out
the best in people. | don’'t know of any other
model that can truly work in the world right

now except servant-leadership.’ (Wheatley
cited by the Greenleaf Centre)

True leadership, Greenleaf argued, emerges
from those whose primary motivation is a
deep desire to help others. Although not
often spoken about aloud, this intrinsic
motivation was clearly the driving force for our
contributors. Servant-leadership emphasizes
service to others, a holistic approach to work,
promoting a sense of community, and the
sharing of power in decision making. At its
core, it is a long-term, transformational
approach to life and work - a way of being that
has the potential for creating broader positive
change.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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The phrase ‘working in partnership’ has become
ubiquitous, a stock phrase in the opening paragraph
of many bids and project reports. Used in this way, it
embraces those partners you have a long-standing
and fruitful relationship with, and those you asked for
support the day before putting a bid in. Whilst most
would acknowledge that partnerships are first and
foremost about people and building relationships
takes time, the government imperatives for
Aimhigher have been to present ‘oven-ready’
partnerships with strategic and operating plans every
two years. Nevertheless, Aimhigher has brought
people and organisations together successfully and
the need to build on these achievements for the
medium to longer-term, is acknowledged in HEFCE'’s
current strategic plan.

In practice ‘working in partnership’ was expressed in
a variety of ways by our contributors,

nership

‘Partners can work as individual institutions
on activities and add the results to the
partnership 'pot’ of outcomes. This is not the
same as collaboration where partners have to
plan and deliver together and take a holistic
view of provision. This can mean some
institutions having to forsake some potentially
advantageous activities because they would
simply duplicate what is already being
delivered by others in the collaborative
venture.’

‘A spectrum of activity in which people and
institutions work together towards a common
goal.’

‘A state of mind.’
‘We identify the gaps between what different

organisations do and work in partnership on
those things that will benefit us all.’

The Ladder of Partnership
Exchanging Altering | Sharing Enhancing For mutual
Collaboration information activities | resources | the capacity | benefit & to
of another achieve a
agency common purpose
Co-operation Exchanging Altering | Sharing For mutual
information activities | resources benefit & to
achieve a
common purpose
Co-ordination Exchanging Altering For mutual
information activities benefit & to
achieve a
common purpose
Networking Exchanging For mutual
information benefit
Go-it-alone

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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A rough guide

In her work on multi-agency groups Wendy Ranade
(1998) described a ‘ladder of partnership’ (see
above). The concept suggests not that the higher on
the ladder you are, the better the partnership, but
that there can be different kinds of relationships
between partners.

What can happen when you work in
partnership?

Contributors suggested that their partnerships with
other organisations often started simply by
exchanging information. As they got to know more
about each other, what each did and how each
worked, there was greater potential for developing
innovative approaches combining their knowledge
and resources.

to working in parlnership

‘Tacit’ knowledge is personal, context-
specific and hard to formalise and
communicate — it is usually embedded in the
stories people tell you about their work
experiences, rather than in the monitoring
reports! The case studies in this guide and
many of the quotes are an attempt to capture
some of the tacit knowledge of our
contributors. The simple exchange of
information may not be enough to cause
people to try to articulate their tacit
knowledge, it becomes more apparent if
people have to explain why they approach
challenges in certain ways. If partners are
open to it, this process can offer fresh
perspectives and opportunities to create
innovative approaches to new and familiar

challenges.
Nonaka and Takeuchi, (1995) suggested that the
process of working together creates the potential for
developing new and innovative approaches,
products and services. Central to this is the process
of transforming ‘tacit’ knowledge into ‘explicit’
knowledge.
Tacit2tacit Tacit2explicit
DIALOGUE
Sharing experiences — Telling - Dialogue — Beginning to put into
each other stories of working with words what thc.)se e.zxpc.ariences
particular cohorts or schools mean and the implications for
/ future activity
BUILDING 1 17y ! LINKING WITH
UNDERSTANDING oL/ l EXPLICIT
KNOWLEDGE
T

\ -

Learning by doing
— Taking action

/

Combination — crystallising existing
and new knowledge into new things
that could be done together or along

Explicit2tacit

LEARNING BY DOING

Explicit2explicit
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Partnership structures

Contributors frequently referred to ways in which
informal and formal ways of working in partnership
need to complement each other. For instance,
flexible, friendly ways of working needed to be
underpinned by robust, efficient systems (see case
study 3).

The area co-ordinators suggested that a way of
addressing the uncertain future was to consider
appropriate formal structures. This might mean
working towards a formal strategic alliance or setting
up an organisation of partners to bid together for
sources of funding.

Joint projects

Collaborating

Exchanging information

Amongst our five areas, there were examples of
larger Aimhigher organisations delivering an
extensive range of activities themselves, and others
with much smaller centres reliant on their partners
for front-line delivery. Their structures might owe as
much to history as to deliberate design. The
forthcoming Aimhigher Area Studies Report (2006)
considered different models of partnership-working
to identify those more likely to support effective
interventions. The researchers found that despite a
range of partnership structures, there was great
similarity in Aimhigher activity. Furthermore each
structure had strengths and weaknesses and there

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

was no obvious candidate for the most
effective. For example, significant economies
of scale could be achieved by those
partnerships providing a central unit to co-
ordinate a range of generic services and
activities. On the other hand, approaches that
involved greater devolution of funding and
responsibility helped to secure buy-in from
partners, ensured more cash was spent
directly on beneficiaries and activity was more
likely to be sustained in the longer term.

Unification — becoming
one organisation

Strategic alliance

Co-operative structure

The overwhelming message seems to be that
there can be no ‘one size fits all’ definition of
working in partnership but that part of the skill
required by partnership-makers is the ability
to design and nurture structures that enable
partners to connect in ways that are
meaningful to them.
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A rough guide to working in parlnership

These might include:

Federalism

‘Federalism is both centralist and decentralist at the
same time, keeping to the centre those functions and
decisions that can be most usefully done there but
allowing everything else to be carried out by the
parts. The trick is to work out which is which.’
(Handy, 2002 )

Federalism allows independent units to collaborate
together without losing their own identity and allows
some central functions to be carried out by the parts.

Aimhigher has a number of examples of making use
of quasi-federalist structures to support working in
partnership. Some of the Aimhigher regional
operations provide central services such as
marketing and staff development for a number of
Aimhigher areas operating independently. Similarly
some of the Aimhigher areas work with schools by
providing some central co-ordination of activities and
services and simultaneously supporting schools to
provide their own activities.

Federalism has two key principles. Firstly, power is
divided; each partner has their own specific roles to
perform and the power that matters should reside as
close to the action as possible. Secondly, power at
the local level is not subject to alteration. Trust, as in
so many of our contributors’ observations, is key.

If partners are to trust each other to perform specific
roles, there should be no fear of interference.

Co-opetition

Co-opetition describes a way of connecting
partners which maintains their autonomy, but
enables them to combine specific strengths to
target goals that are important to them
individually. One way of looking at this
possibility is to consider the processes
involved in an activity that will benefit a
number of partners. The example below is of
a partnership producing an area-wide Higher
Education in Further Education Colleges
prospectus and uses a business model,
Porter’s Value Chain (Porter, 1985) to think
about the processes involved. Individual
partners may have particular strengths to
contribute — such as information
management, marketing or guidance, and
recruitment is likely to be important to them
all. Each partner is motivated to contribute to
the whole because they believe they will
benefit from the sum of the parts.

Contributors to this guide shared the idea of
co-opetition as a means of appealing to
‘mutual enlightened self-interest’ to build
partnerships. It was outlined as a business
concept over a decade ago (Nalebuff &
Brandenburger, 1996) and in its fuller form
suggests a creative approach to developing
partnerships using ‘complements’.

Information from Collating
each FE College information in
consistent format

preparing collated
information for
distribution

Collecting, storing & Informing Recruiting the
potential learners learner &
about what is on preparing them

offer to succeed
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‘A complement to one product or service is any other
product or service that makes the first one more
attractive....it's about finding ways to make the pie
bigger rather than fighting with competitors over a
fixed pie.’

Thinking about possible ‘complements’ to higher
education suggests a diverse range of potential
partners such as employers, private training
providers, child-care providers, financial
organisations, even bus companies.

Sharing platforms

What do Volvo, Volkswagen and Skoda have in
common? Whilst they are distinctive brands targeting
different sections of the car buying public - they
share common components. It is possible for
partners to work very closely together, have Steering
Group members in common, share vital components
and deliver different messages to distinctive sections
of the community.

Information and communications technology is
supporting a number of examples of shared
platforms. In particular work is well underway in
many Aimhigher areas and regions to map
progression routes. Aimhigher Nottinghamshire has
developed a website providing a single source of
information on all post-16 qualifications in
Nottinghamshire, the Progression Routes resource
can be accessed in two ways: practitioners enter at
Www.progressionroutes.co.uk, while students have
their own site at www.whatnextnotts.co.uk. Both

areas look radically different and have been
designed with their target audiences in mind.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

Users can explore routes from entry through
to degree level and also the qualifications
available through every school, further
education college, university and training
provider in Nottinghamshire. The huge
database can be searched by subject area,
course title, provider, or course duration and
there are links to providers' websites and to
information on specific careers. This database
could easily, as currently being explored,
provide a platform for emerging 14-19
partnerships, young apprenticeship schemes
and lifelong learning networks with each
adding components to make it their own.

Network organisations

Some of our contributors reflected on the
growth of networks and the potential of these
to link together a diverse range of partners
using a few key governing principles.
However fears were expressed about being
reliant on loose network connections to
deliver required outcomes particularly
concerning quality control and accountability.
One contributor, more confident of the
potential of networks to address the dynamic
environment cited the example of Visa
International. Arguably the largest business
in the world, Visa emerged from the chaos of
the early days of the credit card industry
amidst massive financial collapse brought
about by overexpansion. Itis organised as a
self-governing network of more than twenty
thousand institutions that are also its owners.
Each signs up to Visa’s purpose and
principles and is governed by a constitution
that stipulates how governing boards are
elected, the rights and obligations of
members, how new members are admitted
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and how members can be disqualified. In this way,
one of the world’s largest corporations operates as a
self-governing democracy.

Numerous networks exist and are forming around
education and skills agendas but perhaps, as
implied, it may be possible to trust them to evolve
innovative solutions to the complex challenges; each
member contributing in their own way to
achievement of the overall goals but with no one
organisation in control.

Weighing up benefits, costs and
risks of working in partnership

The discussions of our contributors strongly
suggested that while partnership structures are
influential, the critical success factor was that those
working together share an understanding of the kind
of relationship they have and what they can expect
from each other. Many contributors made the point
that the term ‘working in partnership’ can be emotive
and a minefield for misunderstanding unless its
meanings are made explicit.

nership

Generally they agreed that whether a
potential partner will engage with Aimhigher
and the degree to which they do so, will
always be determined by three
considerations.

Benefits

What will their organisation (or sometimes
themselves as an individual) get out of the
relationship?

Costs

Working with others takes time and effort.
What will the ‘transaction costs’ of the process
be?

Risks
Will working with you present new risks or
reduce existing ones?

If organisations don’t weigh these up in the
beginning and join a project simply because
they share a common goal, they will,
eventually be confronted with them.

Possible benefits include:

Possible costs include:

Possible risks include:

Access to funding or other resources
including — expertise, data, equipment,
buildings, routes to learners etc.

Meetings, administration, decision-
making processes

The level of commitment may not be clear
at the outset

Improving ability to identify
learner/employer/provider needs and plan
for the future

Organisation’s time, resources and
people taken up with projects

Could lose some autonomy

Developing the organisation’s capabilities

Having to consult with others on things
that it would be quicker to do on one’s
own.

Some of the partners may not deliver

Expanding the scale of capacity to
deliver

Supporting others to deliver to consistent
quality standards

Involvement might cause other
organisations to view partners differently

Joining up things up for learners

Learners select options offered by others

Might pull the organisation in new policy
directions

Creating new ideas and services

Research and development

Loss of focus

Improving long term sustainability of
services

Funding opportunities tend to focus on
short-medium term outcomes

Tied in with the fate of others

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Addressing them directly can help to bring people on
board at the start, and continuing to check them and
recognising that they will change over time, can help
maintain the partnership. Knowing how your partners
feel about these things (and not assuming you
know), was, our contributors highlighted, one of the
most important tools of a partnership-maker (see
case study 5). The chart opposite suggests some of
the factors potential partners may consider. The
benefits must outweigh the estimated potential costs
to make partnership seem worthwhile.

This is not to suggest that a common goal is
insufficient foundation for an effective partnership.
Organisations and individuals can, and will, sacrifice
their own interests. However, it seems critical that
this is a conscious decision based on an accurate
mutual understanding of the shared goal and
absolute conviction that each of the partners is
committed to working towards it. Notwithstanding,
each partner must perceive ‘collaborative advantage
(Huxham, 1996) - either outputs can be achieved
which no partner could achieve on their own or
collaboration with others will enable a partner to
achieve some of its individual objectives.

)
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A rough guide to working in parlnership

All of our contributors agreed that it helps to start
with people you know and that those Aimhigher
partnerships with a previous history of working
together have an advantage,

‘ ...the advantage was that integration built on the
existing strong Excellence Challenge structures,
management and governance, dispelling suspicion
and enabling trust to form quickly and thus activities
to get off the ground rapidly. There was little if any
feeling of coercion or being rail-roaded.’

‘Personal relationships were really important. There
was a small group of us who had worked together
previously and we all got on and looked after each
other.’

However, one area started from scratch and with the
opportunity to build new structures, has been equally
successful building partnerships. Indeed, the
dynamic context may be a challenge to even the
most established and co-operative of partnerships.
Several contributors described situations where
organisations they thought they knew very well
responded to an approach in an unexpected
manner. They stressed that every organisation has
to consider its own targets and ensure its own
survival amidst rapid change and short-term funding
scenarios. Common advice for approaching forming
partnerships included:

Be clear about what you want

Speak to the right people — those who can
make the decisions you need

Try to understand what they want and
don’t assume you know

Check that the group of people you need
are not already meeting as an existing
partnership for other purposes — if they
are, see if you can fit into their agenda
Be prepared to work in different ways for
different partners (see case study 2)
Partnerships are about people, trust and
respect, and take time and effort

The last point was emphasised time and
again with the additional advice that
partnership-makers must consider, at the
start, how the time and effort is going to be
sustained throughout the different stages of
the partnership.

‘Start with co-operation around the fringes
where there is obvious benefit to everyone
and gradually work to a position where
everyone is contributing to increase the
capacity of the partnership as a whole —
producing something greater than the sum of
the parts — it's hard then for partners to give
up the benefits. Takes time though and this
is hard for the planners and strategists.’

As one co-ordinator commented, you have to
appeal to ‘mutual enlightened self-interest’.
So whilst knowing each other provides a good
starting point, sustaining partnership meant
ensuring partners could derive specific
benefits of particular value to their
organisations (or possibly to individuals).

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire





A rough guide to working in parlnership

These might include:

Having a greater impact upon their target groups

Attracting more resources to their organisation
Strengthening their negotiating power with key
people/organisations/funders

Learning new and more effective ways of doing
things

Obtaining information and knowledge that has
wider value to their organisation

Spreading the risk of trying new activities that
may help them to secure resources in the future

Reducing the cost of something they are already

doing/want to do by sharing costs amongst
partners

Tools for forming partnerships

Contributors suggested the following tools they had
found valuable in helping them to work out how to
prioritise their efforts.

Power-Interest matrix

This is a way of looking at the stakeholders
involved in a particular initiative and
assessing who you need to spend the most
time and effort with. It is a useful tool for
thinking about the various members of the
Area Steering Group as well as partners in
individual projects and activities.

Power relates to how much influence an
organisation has over whether the partnership
will achieve its objectives. Their influence
might arise out of being an avenue to funding,
or having particular skills, knowledge or
expertise, or it might be political influence with
other organisations or regulators that you
need to keep on board.

Interest relates to how much of a stake or
concern they have in the outcomes you are
working towards.

First you need to identify your stakeholders.
You may need to look beyond your named
partners; there may be others who an interest
in your activity and power you need to bring
on board. Map out your stakeholders using
the Power-Interest Matrix below.

Manage closely

Keep informed

v

High A
Keep satisfied
Power
Monitor
(minimum effort)
Low
Low

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Key interests & issues | What are the drivers for them to get involved? What are the
constraints?

An organisation’s position on the grid suggests the This takes a bit of effort but can save time and
actions you need to take with them: trouble later on. You might also do this
together with members of your ASG,
High power - interested people — these are the Executive Group or group of potential
ones you must fully engage and make the greatest partners as a means of building trust and
efforts to satisfy. understanding between partners.
High power - less interested people — putin
enough work with these to keep them satisfied but Partnership P|anning Sheet
not so much that they become bored with your
Complete the columns for each partner
. message.
' Low power - interested people — keep these ‘
' people adequately informed and talk to them to You need to know what the key issues are
~ check there are no major issues arising. They can for individuals and be aware of what might
often be very helpful with the detail in a project. be happening for them personally — things
M Low power - less interested people — monitor but that might affect their buy-in to decisions
o don’t bore them with excessive communication. the group might make. Otherwise it can
B seem like people are going along with
3 The next stage is to think through what you want things, or you've got collective agreement
;- from each of your stakeholders or partners and what but things fall apart later. You need to
«Q messages you will need to convey to persuade them keep checking understanding and if you
to support Aimhigher (and you) and engage in the can take action to address any specific
© ways you need them to. A suggested way of individual concerns, do so. *
2 approaching this is to complete a Partnership
—- Planning Sheet.
=
(]
= Position on the matrix
« Power-Interest
f. Name & organisation Think about whether you are focussing on the right person/people — you
© may need to work with several different departments in a university or
‘f’ school for instance

Desired Support What level of support do you need — high, medium, low?

Desired Project Role What role do you want them to play?

Actions desired What do you want them to do — specifically?

Messages Needed What messages do you need to convey to persuade them to engage in

the ways you need them to? Focus on the benefits but address costs
and risks. Being open about potential problems from the outset helps
to build trust and confidence in your reliability.

Actions and List the actions you need to take to bring this partner on board and
communications secure their full engagement. Think about how they operate,
communicate and reach decisions and whether you need to adapt your
style to theirs.
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Powell (cited in Ranade,1998) suggests the kind of
things you need to understand about your partners
are:

The structure of the organisation

How decisions are taken and by whom
Financial and planning processes
What constraints partners face

What partners are capable of doing

What they find difficulty in doing

Partnership agreements

A recurring problem discussed by our co-ordinators
was making sure that partners delivered what was
needed (and what Aimhigher thought had been
agreed) and ensuring the quality of that delivery.

‘ Key lesson is ...the importance of recording
agreements between partners and not just relying
on verbal statements and everybody’s memory.

It should help everyone to have their roles and
the responsibilities clearly laid out.’

One solution under consideration was developing
‘Service Level Agreements’ with partners to closely
define what was expected from an individual partner
in return for receiving Aimhigher funding. Such
agreements are generally most appropriate where
the relationship can be best described as that
between a customer and supplier — with Aimhigher
contracting with a supplier to purchase specific
products or services — and perhaps prescribing
penalties where these are not provided satisfactorily.
However this may be a limited approach to
partnership, usually ending the relationship when the
money runs out.

Nevertheless documenting the arrangement
between partners in a ‘Partnership Agreement’ is a
good way of working through, together, the main
elements you need to get right, clarifying roles and
responsibilities and the necessary timetable. Whilst

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

not calling it a ‘partnership agreement’
Leicestershire Progression Accord developed
a crucial partnership tool,

‘The timetable showing what needed to be
done by whom and by when was invaluable.
It was a great aide memoire for busy people
but also meant that the co-ordinator could
refer to it if something wasn't delivered.’ (see
case study 1)

In addition to the timetable, which was laid out
on an easy reference two-page spreadsheet,
they developed a handbook describing
individual partners’ roles and responsibilities
for making the processes work.

Elements of ‘partnership
agreements’

Common elements to think about, discuss,
agree and document with your partners
include:

Aims and objectives

What is the purpose of the partnership?
What are you trying to achieve and how
will you know when you have succeeded?

Strategy and activities

What are you each going to do and
when? This is a good place to insert a
timetable of activity from start to close.

Membership and decision-making

What should be the basis for membership
of the partnership? How will you take
decisions?

Management and Operation

Will you have a Steering Group and/or
Operational Group? Who will be
responsible for day to day management?
Where this is shared — who is responsible
for what? What principles or ground rules
will govern the partnership? How and
when will performance be reviewed?
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Resources
How is the partnership to be resourced? This
may cover cash and in-kind contributions.

Conflict avoidance/dispute resolution
How will you deal with disputes, disagreement or
non-delivery issues if and when they arise.

Information

What information do you need to share? Be
aware that in this ‘knowledge age’ some
information such as mailing lists are not easy to
share and may be commercially sensitive.

Evaluation

How will you evaluate the success of the
partnership overall and for individual partners?
How can you each ensure you learn something
of value for the future.

Ending the partnership

Item 2 above should detail the period of
commitment from each partner. What will each
be expected to do as you approach the end of
this period. Are there circumstances which
might force any partners to withdraw earlier.
How will you deal with this?

Risk assessment

It is worth thinking through with your partners
what might go wrong (a funding application
might require this) — and what actions you will
take to keep the partnership on course.

Some additional pearls .....

‘It can take time to understand what your
role is within a partnership — what you can
best contribute. You've got to hang on in
there, take responsibility & not leave it to
the chair.’

‘Write on the top of your agenda — What
am | doing here? — how am | going to do
it? — Have | done it? We don’t evaluate
ourselves — we get everybody else to fill in
a feedback form after every event but we
don't do it ourselves. Be a reflective
practitioner.’

‘Don’t be too quick to judge existing
partnerships. They might not have exactly
your agenda in mind but they often have
the benefit of history and knowing each
other. It might not take too much to bring
them on board and could be a lot quicker
than starting from scratch.’
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*You have to keep nurturing, checking, looking back, managing the

current and thinking ahead ...’

5. Maintaining
partnerships

The trouble with ‘working in partnership’ is that the
‘working’ never stops. You can set up a partnership
and document your partnership agreement but
maintenance is continual. You have to keep
‘nurturing’, ‘checking’, ‘looking back, managing the
current situation and thinking ahead'. If you've
worked through the Power-Interest Matrix this should
help to identify those partners who need the most
attention. However, our contributors advised you've
always got to keep an eye on the effect the changing
environment is having on your partners.

The co-ordinators were asked ‘What advice might
you give somebody new coming into your job?’
Their response was unanimous — in this order -

1. The history — background — to prevent them
‘putting their foot in it’

2. Guidance on personalities and personal
agendas

3. Politics — local and national

All of the above emphasises that partnerships
are about people and take time. While it may
years to win the confidence, trust and respect
of a partner, it can take moments to destroy it.
Furthermore much of the knowledge that
would prevent someone new from unwittingly
‘putting their foot in it’ is tacit: unwritten and
couched in nuances, possibly even folklore.

In addition, partnerships naturally go through
a series of stages. These can be scary or
misleading while they are happening but once

you are aware of them, they can be managed.

Even in the best partnerships there is a
tendency to falter unless there is conscious
management of progress through the critical
stages.

The Partnership Life Cycle

PRODUCTIVITY

Form

Frustrate ...

PARTNERSHIPS ....

Fail!

Fail!

Function Fly?

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Working through the ‘F Words’

If your partnership
is at this stage ...

Characteristics include...

Possible actions

1. Forming

=  Exploring what's needed and what'’s
possible

=  Sharing common cause, arising from
shared interests, opportunities or
threats

=  Early enthusiasm

= Nature of commitments hazy

=  Create opportunities for people to get to
know each other

= Meet on neutral ground

=  Encourage focus on common vision

=  Appeal to ‘mutual enlightened self-
interest’

=  Work through Power-Interest Matrix

=  Focus on benefits to individuals and
address costs and potential risks

= Start exploring parameters of possible
partnership agreement

2. Frustration

= Hidden agendas

= Individuals questioning the purpose
of the partnership & reasons for
being there

=  Doubting each other

=  Competing for credit and control

= Bitof ‘afog’

= Revisit common ground & allow time to
redefine issues, purpose etc

=  Plan a few quick wins

=  Create the climate for open expression
and constructive disagreement

=  Clarify and emphasise benefits to
individual partners

=  Promote mutual appreciation of what
each other can contribute

= Don't get caught up in blaming any
particular party — fix the problem not the

responsibilities

=  Progress through joint project teams

= Feeling accountability to each other
for actions

=  Partners talking in terms of ‘we’ not
‘you

1

blame
3. Functioning = Feeling renewed vision & focus = Start implementing partnership
= Established clear roles and agreement

=  Agree clear objectives, milestones,
responsibilities, success measures

= Establish ground rules & principles for
collaboration

= Develop common methods & quality
standards

= Encourage joint learning through training
& review activities

= Disengagement

= Lack of commitment

=  Breakdown or frittering away of
relationships

4. Flying =  Achievement of partnership goals =  Keep working at communications
=  Partners altering what they do & = Anticipate future challenges & build
how they do it to achieve partnership capacity to respond
objectives =  Ensure all the partners are getting the
=  Partnership priorities central to benefits they expect
partners’ activities =  Celebrate success
=  Shared leadership = Reflect on whether the partnership still
=  Trust and mutual respect serves its purpose
5. Failing = Recurrent tensions = Reuvisit stage 1

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Systems

The need for excellent administrative support
systems was emphasised by all of our contributors
and is a major theme throughout the case studies.
Examples included explicit terms of reference, prior
circulation of agendas, accurate minutes, schedules
detailing partners’ responsibilities and formal
partnership agreements. Such systems underpinned
good communication between partners but they are
not all that was needed. Some contributors talked
about partnerships needing to have a ‘runner’;
someone to pick up the practical tasks that ensure
activities gel.

‘Aimhigher always had more action points than
anyone else at the end of our planning meetings!’

Equality of respect and worth of
contribution

The operational systems need to be built upon a first
principle that everybody’s contribution is respected
and valued. Clearly not all the partners will be equal
in terms of power or resources (and may not always
like each other) but it is critical that respect, courtesy
and consideration underpins working together. After
all, the uncertain environment can bring about
radical change in the relative position of partners.

Being a good partner

Contributors suggested that a good partner is
someone with the following qualities:

Wants the partnership to succeed

Seeks win-win solutions rather than suggesting
compromise

Is open, clear and honest about their own goals
Listens well, acknowledges and responds to other
views

Is prepared to trust

Has integrity and acts consistently

Attends meetings regularly, participates and
leads their colleagues/management in support of
collaboration

Delivers on their own tasks and responsibilities
on time

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

nership

Respects others and their contributions
Doesn't shelve difficulties but is prepared
to discuss and deal with them openly
Can be flexible but retains focus
Understands how partners depend on
each other

Achieving milestones

Several contributors emphasised the value of
generating a collective sense of achievement,
‘all working groups must have practical
activity not just exchange information’. While
milestones are often written into funding
documents, their importance in helping to
maintain (indeed, sustain) a partnership can
be underestimated. Taking time to
acknowledge when a milestone has been
reached, to celebrate achievement and
ensure it is visible to all the partners, and if
possible, to their stakeholders, all help to
cement relationships and inject new
enthusiasm. People need to be able to see
results, to show them to others and feel a
pride in their achievements.
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‘I wonder if partnerships have a shelf-life?’ asked
one of our contributors. In part this was a reflection
on how new, exciting and important Aimhigher
appeared three years previously and how, over time,
some of the passion of the campaign had seemed to
fade and become more commonplace. Whilst it
might not feel like it, this phenomenon is probably a
sign of success. Most public ventures subject to
short-term funding aim for ‘embedding’ or
‘mainstreaming.’ Injections of cash encourage and
support imaginative approaches to complex
challenges and hopefully those that show signs of
success secure longer term, more stable funding,
often from within the partnership or partners’
stakeholders.

Our contributors offered a range of advice on ending
partnerships,

Celebrate — if you've done what you said you would
— or almost — celebrate. As publicly as possible —
that way you get to celebrate success and your
target audience benefits from the last drop of
publicity from your campaign.

Don’t end it — reinvigorate it! Never underestimate
the value of distance travelled together. If you've got
history and these organisations can help you
address the challenges, work on exciting them
again; go back to assessing costs, benefits and
risks, and find a new angle that will get them
interested again.

If you’ve done what you need to do for
now — remember it is just for now — tomorrow
you may need them again. Acknowledge
everybody that has worked with you and
thank them. Keep the lines open —in the not
too distant future you may be hoping they will
call on you.

There is another aspect, suggested by our
first contributor’s reflections. At the beginning
of a new project or campaign like Aimhigher,
many vacancies are often advertised. Those
recruited have usually had to demonstrate
enthusiasm, initiative, ability to initiate and to
nurture new partnerships to address the
complex challenges. Interview panels will
often focus, at this point, on those able to
persuade others to come on board. In the
writing of this guide it was striking that whilst
all five of the Aimhigher co-ordinators were
highly experienced in starting, maintaining
and finishing campaigns successfully, many
of those who worked for them were talented
campaign initiators and nurturers who might
need reassurance to see the end of a
partnership as a successful outcome.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire
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Area co-ordinators were asked what they might put
into the ‘Essential Skills’ section of their job
description. Common responses were:

Emotional intelligence — ability to empathise, feel
and understand the undercurrents
Communication skills — ability to explain,
persuade and negotiate

Lateral thinking — ability to inhabit different worlds
and to make connections between them
Understanding of context — the ‘ability to
simultaneously look back, cope with the everyday
and think ahead’

Excellent project management skills

Ability to manage uncertainty and change

Consider the skill-set described below,

‘leadership with “a light touch”; co-ordination;
collaboration; information and communication;
project management skills; spotting skill gaps and
packaging together different expertise; creativity;
cultural awareness; comfortable with ambiguity;
flexibility; strong communication skills; creative ideas
generation and problem-solving.’
(www.oncourse-innovation.com)

This list was used to outline the skills required by
Innovation Leaders — highly prized individuals who,
in the private sector, are considered essential to
bridge the gap between thinkers and operators; to
turn ideas into reality. More often than not they
operate without formal power, only their credibility.
This kind of leadership requires entrepreneurial
personalities and the ability to bring diverse parties
together to identify common ground and initiate
action. They lead multi-disciplinary groups of people
working for different employers, often in different
locations. Rosabeth Moss Kanter (1985) described
change-masters with ‘kaleidoscope thinking’.
Change-masters need political skills to build
coalitions with shared vision of what they are trying
to achieve. They take ideas from outside usual

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

sources and put them together in a new way,
challenging the orthodox approach, the ‘not-
invented-here’ syndrome, and actively
seeking new ideas from outside.

All of our contributors were uncomfortable
using the term ‘leader’ in relation to
themselves. One likened the role to that of a
film or theatre producer, combining financial,
organisational and business skills to manage
the process of bringing together different
independent organisations, from the initial
idea through to the ‘post-production reviews
or final evaluation. (they also added,
‘partnership-broking is the closest you can
get to running your own business without the
risk.’) The Aimhigher co-ordinators’ reflections
strongly suggested that the principal focus of
their work was developing capacities among
diverse organisations to collaborate, and in
this way to accomplish changes it would be
impossible for those organisations to achieve
individually
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Everybody emphasised the need to be able to take
on different roles, ‘you will have different status
within different partnerships’, and sometimes need
to consciously consider, as an actor might, ‘how
shall | play this?’ The ability to ‘bridge strategic vision
and the reality of implementation .... to merge the
bottom-up and the top-down’ implies not only
operational ability to work across all levels of
organisations but knowledge of the types of dialogue
and performance likely to bring about successful
partnerships.

Enhancing the performance of the
lonely ‘boundary-spanner’

A small but increasing body of research examines
the role of those who work across organisations to
form interorganisational ventures (Ranade 1998,
Williams 2002, Sullivan & Skelcher 2002). Ranade
noted that ‘the skills, strategies and tactics of
‘boundary—spanners’ need to be more widely
understood, to underpin programmes of training,
capacity building and development work.” Some of
our contributors talked about not really belonging but
sitting outside usual support and management
structures. This might be perceived negatively as ‘on
the margins’, or positively as ‘on the frontiers’, or
both simultaneously.

‘No-one owns you, and to be trusted as an ‘honest
broker’ it's important not to be associated with any
one role. But that also makes you vulnerable.’

‘You need the right people with an outward facing
role, but these are often people living a kind of
hinterland existence, working externally, outside the
structures and the first to go when the money dries

up.’

Some highlighted an urgent need to recognise that
‘partnership requires a professional lubricant that
needs paying for’ and to provide support, training,
career development and deliberate succession

planning. Their concern went further; that as
funding gets tighter, the ability of institutions
and individuals to sustain collaborative
structures may well diminish.

‘On the one hand there is an assumption that
collaboration is the natural order of things and
therefore there is little need to invest in
developing the skills and knowledge needed
for successful collaborative working. On the
other hand, there is the fact that the
collaborative structures, largely voluntary, are
standing on a sub-structure which is still, at
heart, competitive and based around
autonomous institutions.”’

Discussion of the skills and roles required in
Aimhigher hinted at some possible tensions.
The HEFCE Strategic Plan 2006-11 stated:
‘We will continue to provide funding to
Aimhigher........ Aimhigher partnerships build
cross-sector relationships which break down
the barriers which institutions and systems
can unwittingly create for learners’. Does the
primary value of Aimhigher derive from its
impact on widening participation or its ability
to develop partnerships that bring about
innovation and change? If the latter is most
important, why, one contributor asked, are
there no indicators to suggest as much in the
taxonomy provided for the 2006-8 Aimhigher
Strategic Plans? One suggested that as a
partnership maker you need to:

‘frame your objectives as a facilitator, not in
terms of targets — you're there to help others
achieve their targets. Your role is picking off
the gaps. The collaborative approach is often
to divide the targets between partners but an
alternative approach is to identify those things
that will help everybody to achieve more.’

Resources for professional
development

De Montfort University has been piloting a
postgraduate programme in collaborative
working initiated by National Institute of Adult
Continuing Education (NIACE) and
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Leicestershire and Leicester City Partnership.
Underpinned by recent research, this programme
helps participants to reflect on the complexity of their
professional practice, and has brought unexpected
outcomes in the form of new relationships and
creative collaborations.

The Open University will launch a new postgraduate
module in May 2007. Current Issues in Public
Management and Social Enterprise is likely to
include such topics as partnership and multi-agency
working, evidence-based management, stakeholder
engagement and governance.

The Centre for Excellence in Leadership and the
National College for School Leadership are
developing opportunities for new learning about
collaborative leadership. Commissioned by the DfES
to support 14-19 reform, the programme will include
modules on collaborative leadership, coaching and
mentoring, leadership exchange and organisational
development for leadership teams.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

The Higher Education Academy is concerned
about the professional development and
career progression opportunities of a broad
range of staff involved in widening
participation activities and have
commissioned Continuum, the Centre for
Widening Participation Policy Studies, to
undertake a scoping study between June
2006 and September 2007.

Some publications and online resources are
contained in the section on Resources and
further reading.
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1. Challenging entry requirements - Leicestershire Progression Accord
Not a case study of Aimhigher work, but an important one suggested by Leicestershire Aimhigher Co-
ordinator, Neil Stock, with interesting resonances for current developments. It suggests ways to get
schools, colleges and universities (including over 300 admissions tutors) in a geographical area to
agree to a common progression agreement carrying UCAS points.

2. Targeting work-based learners - Aimhigher Northamptonshire's 'Apprentice' Factor
Advancing the progression of work-based learners is acknowledged as a major challenge for all
involved in widening participation. Lee Jones, of Aimhigher Northamptonshire, reflects upon the early
stages of this pioneering project working with less familiar partners.

8 - - -
w

Engaging schools in Lincolnshire and Rutland: developing essential systems to support
partnership-working

Working with schools is fundamental to Aimhigher’s work but most areas have small teams and many
schools to work with. Jackie Johnson and Gail Pooley describe the systems they have put in place to
enable them to focus on building relationships - the most important element of the work.

asen

4. Focus on maths: Derbyshire partners working together to raise the grade
Getting more than 500 borderline GCSE students to focus on maths for a day is a major achievement.
Aimhigher Derbyshire and the local authority Maths Strategy Consultants reflect on how pooling their
respective strengths, and that of other partners, led to a conference that enthused and motivated all
involved.

5. Competition or collaboration: Nottinghamshire’s Progression Working group
How do you reconcile the funding imperative of learning providers to recruit successfully to themselves
with ensuring that learners are aware of the broadest range of opportunities available to them?
Aimhigher Nottinghamshire’s creative approach to this challenge has led to collaborative working on
publications, web resources and an annual ‘What Next’ conference.

---salpnis
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1. Challenging entry requirements -
Leicestershire Progression Accord

How do you get the schools, colleges and
universities (including over 300 admissions tutors) in
a geographical area, to agree to a common
progression agreement, that carries 30 UCAS
points?

This is a key question for the emerging Lifelong
Learning Networks; yet Leicestershire achieved it
several years ago. Those involved in developing the
partnership here share some of the lessons that can
help others to build upon their achievements.

Partners

Leicester City Cluster (now the VESA 13-19 Support
Agency), the Open College Network, Leicestershire
Aimhigher Partnerships for Progression and
Aimhigher Excellence Challenge, schools and
colleges, Connexions, Leicester University, De
Montfort University, Loughborough University.

Brief details of the Progression
Accord

The Leicestershire Progression Accord (LPA)
became the central feature of a 14-19 framework
developed by Leicester City Cluster with its partners
in response to the introduction of Curriculum 2000
into schools. The roots of the City Cluster lie in the
Technical and Vocational Education Initiative (TVEI)
in the mid-1980s, and it plays an important role as a
curriculum and staff development agency working
with schools and colleges across the city and county.
True to its roots, the Cluster developed the 14-19
framework to reflect a commitment to work-related
learning and the accreditation of ‘non-subject’
elements of Key stage 4 and post-16 curriculum.

Essentially, the LPA constituted a series of
agreements which the colleges and the three local
universities, Loughborough, Leicester and De
Montfort University signed up to, agreeing to give
GCSE or A-level equivalence to those successfully
completing the appropriate level. The LPA was multi-

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

levelled, enabling learners to achieve from
Entry Level up to Level 3, and originally
comprised units externally accredited through
the Open College Network (OCN). The units
were written by a consortium of local
practitioners and now feature as part of an
extensive OCN bank available to institutions
across the country.

Leicestershire Aimhigher P4P and Aimhigher
Excellence Challenge initiatives built upon the
original LPA to introduce the New Progression
Accord in 2003. This focussed upon the three
elements of Curriculum 2000 concerned with
careers education, tutorial work and
curriculum enrichment, and was designed to
articulate with the (then) anticipated elements
of the Tomlinson review of 14-19
qualifications.

At Intermediate Level the agreement was
based on the Accord programme and two
other local credit based programmes,
Leicestershire Vocational Framework (LVF)
and the Work-related Achievement
Programme (WrAP), to enable learners of any
age to use the Accord for progression to
Advanced courses. At Advanced Level, it
was agreed that the Admissions Tutors (of
over 300 courses) would grant an enhanced
offer of 30 UCAS points for Accord applicants.
In addition, where an HE department also
specified particular grades, successful Accord
students would be granted a one-grade
enhancement.

What helped the partnership to
develop?

There was something in it for everyone. We
didn’t start off thinking about developing the
Progression Accord. It arose out of teachers
in schools, colleges and universities
exchanging information. Each needed
information from the other about what
learners should know or be able to do to be
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able to progress - generically and within their
discipline. We held cheap half-day conferences
bringing teachers and lecturers together and they
built personal friendships around their common
interest in their discipline. They got to know who to
call for help. Working together to further the interests
of their learners fell out of this naturally.

There was also something in it for the different
institutions. Leicester and Loughborough universities
got students with broader key skills — essentially,
bright kids got even better grades and were better
prepared for university. For De Montfort University
recruitment was more of an issue and the Accord
made it possible to accept some students with lower
grades, knowing they were better prepared. The FE
colleges got Level 3 units and were able to get
funding for teaching them. The schools had a way of
knitting together disparate elements of learning such
as PHSE and Careers Education and encouraging
learners to think about what they should do early on.
The students could use other things they were doing
such as Duke of Edinburgh, Young Enterprise etc to
achieve the transferable OCN units. It encouraged
them to think outside their subjects and tried to
bridge the gap between academic and vocational.

Personal relationships were really important. There
was a small group of us who had worked together
previously (the main person from Leicester
University had previously worked at Leicester
Polytechnic, now De Montfort University) and we all
got on and looked after each other. Ideologically we
were all on the same side of the fence in that we
shared a sincere belief in the need to recognise and
validate other forms of substantive learning than the
traditional academic.

Having key people with energy and commitment was
critical but also, as individuals we were all sufficiently
senior enough to influence key decision makers and
had credibility with those who would have to
implement the Accord — the teachers, admissions
tutors etc.

Neither of the leading organisations, the City Cluster
or the Open College Network, could have achieved
the Accord on their own — OCN provided validation,

City Cluster was the mediator between
schools, FE Colleges and universities. In
addition to having common goals and values,
they could see individual organisational
benefits. The OCN had an opportunity to
develop an income stream through validation
services, and the City Cluster obtained a
reduced price for its member schools and
colleges because of the volume of students
going through the scheme.

The City Cluster was the mediator, perceived
as the ‘honest broker’ — independent of LEA,
schools, colleges or the universities — but with
credibility because teachers were seconded
to it. The Cluster also co-ordinated a pool of
moderators drawn from schools, colleges and
universities. Having the Cluster meant only
one organisation to call rather than
universities or schools trying to liaise directly
with lots of the other. It also meant that the
Cluster built up lots of information and
contacts and would usually know somebody
who knew somebody who could help.

We had more time than people do now

What helped it to achieve?

Being able to do things cheaply. Now most
institutions have to charge for rooms for
conferences and everything costs more. Then
institutions tended to have policies that meant
that if your activity fell under a general
educational remit, you could book rooms for
free.

A named co-ordinator in each school. The
City Cluster to co-ordinate overall and lots of
work internally with individual departments
and admissions tutors.

Having clear processes. We devised a
timetable clearly showing what needed to be
done by whom and by when. So you knew
what it was that you needed to do. Active co-
ordination and facilitation helped too. We set
everybody something to do between meetings
— like homework — and then you had to feed

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire





A rough guide to working in parlnership

back at the next meeting. These processes
developed into a handbook clearly articulating
everybody'’s role and responsibilities to make the
Accord processes work. Of course all these things
didn’t work with everybody...

Simple practical tools to make things easier. For
instance we developed a special Accord stamp for
the UCAS forms. Before distributing UCAS forms to
the relevant academic department, the central
Admissions Office stamped those that were from
Accord students and attached a brief explanation of
the Accord agreement to remind the Admissions
tutor.

Each of the partners could use the Accord to
address aspects of their organisation’s missions — a
kind of ‘mutual enlightened self-interest’ held it
altogether and ensured people would drive it
through.

Challenges?

Getting teachers released to come to half-day
conferences and travel costs.

Accreditation could be very time-consuming and
paper-heavy. A fast turnaround was needed at the
same time as the A Level results. At one point there
were over 1000 students on the Accord programme.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

Key lessons to pass on?
Agree your Terms of Reference early on and
keep it simple!

Make each partner’s responsibilities clear.
The timetable showing what needed to be
done by whom and by when was invaluable.
It was a great aide memoire for busy people
but also meant that the co-ordinator could
refer to it if something wasn’t delivered.

Different partners look for different things and
may need to be approached and talked to in
different ways. De Montfort University was
developing a centralised admissions system,
and a formalised standard agreement like the
Accord could be negotiated centrally. At
Leicester University, admissions was in the
hands of tutors in departments, so it was
critical to respect their autonomy and
negotiate on a one to one basis.

Contact:
Neil Stock, Aimhigher Leicestershire,
Neil.Stock@vesa.org.uk
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2. Targeting work based learners:
Aimhigher Northamptonshire’s
‘Apprentice’ Factor

How do you address the stark statistic of only 1-2%
of work-based learners progressing from level 3 to
Higher Education? (O'Connor & Little, 2005)

Acknowledged as a major challenge for all those
involved in widening participation, advancing the
progression of work-based learners suggests the
need to work with less familiar partners. Drawing
upon the extensive work-based learning experience
of one of its staff, Lee Jones from Aimhigher
Northamptonshire has begun a pioneering project,
the ‘Apprentice’ (‘A’) Factor. Whilst in its early stages
at the time of writing, the reflections of the team are
valuable to any organisation or practitioner trying to
advance work in this area.

Partners

Northamptonshire Training and Development
Partnership (NTDP) which represents over 25 work-
based learning providers.

Brief details of The ‘A’ Factor

The ‘A’ Factor, launched in 2006, is a year's
programme of activities for work-based learners.

The project targets around 2800 apprentices at Level
2 and 3, across fourteen areas of learning. Provided
by Aimhigher, the menu of activities includes an
employer visit, university visit, opportunity to attend a
Masterclass and a study skills weekend focussed on
developing research methods. The programme aims
to suggest to apprentices the possibility of their
progression from the supervisory based
competencies at NVQ level 3 to advancing the
intellectual capital of their organisations through
achievement at levels 4-6.

The role of NTDP is to provide a channel of
communication with work-based learning providers,
and from them, to apprentices. The role of the work-
based learning providers is to assist with some
career action planning and monitoring of individual

progress throughout the year. Providers
receive £50 per learner for an initial and
interim visit and a further £35 output payment
for each learner progressing to a higher
education qualification.

The first launch meeting with apprentices was
held in April 2006 and whilst the Aimhigher
team were disappointed with the numbers
attending, the numbers choosing to
participate in the programme has been very
encouraging.

How did you approach forming
this partnership and why did
you go for the model you did?

The Aimhigher person responsible for the
project has an extensive background and
experience in work-based learning, so knew
the systems work-based learning providers
work within and the language they use. The
providers have to do monitoring visits anyway,
and this model offered them payment if they
included the requirements of this programme
within their interview visits. This would
encourage them not only to start to feel some
ownership of the programme but to gradually
improve the level of information given to
apprentices about HE opportunities.
Depending on numbers, the money could be
fairly substantial, but the providers also
needed to demonstrate to the Adult Learning
Inspectorate that they covered progression
issues with their apprentices — and
participating in this programme was a way of
doing that.

The NTDP was needed to inform the
development of the programme and provide a
communication route to the providers, and
through them to the apprentices. We thought
about paying them for overseeing the
programme but felt that this would be a
different approach to other areas of our work.
For instance we do not pay money to schools
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to oversee Aimhigher activities but we pay for
individual activities — so this model seemed
congruent with the way we work in other areas.

The rest of the programme, employer visits,
Masterclasses etc, was based on tried and tested
Aimhigher activities and making these relevant to
apprentices.

How do you feel it is working so
far? Anything you might do
differently?

We haven't really achieved the buy-in we hoped for
from the providers. It's been us pushing everything
all the time. We really could do with more help
developing the programme, the promotional
materials and getting the message out. Maybe the
amount of money is insufficient incentive but it would
be more if the message was getting out better and
we were getting more potential recruits onto the
programme.

We're thinking it might help to agree a more formal
service level agreement. This could help to clarify
respective roles and what the providers are
expected, indeed contracted, to deliver. Training
providers are used to this sort of thing from the
contractual arrangements they have with the LSC.
We don’'t want to get really steeped in bureaucracy
or ‘legalese’ though.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

We're also reconsidering our view on paying
NTDP for overseeing the programme. It may
be possible to discuss a service level
agreement which gives them the clear
responsibility for project management
including acting as a portal for providers;
supporting the delivery of progress interviews
and returns, and selling the scheme to
providers as a means of differentiating
themselves from possible competitors.
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Are there other potential
partners who could help you?

The LSC have already shown considerable
interest in the scheme and maybe they could
help advise us on the service level
agreement/contractual arrangements we are
thinking about.

asen

Maybe we could involve parents more, as we
are in other areas of our activities. At least
three of the apprentices brought their
parents/carers along to the launch
presentation the other night.

sal1pnis

Maybe we could link in more with schools and
things happening such as the Specialist
Diplomas - to build a route from schools, via
vocational curriculum through to ‘A’ Factor.

- (2)

It may also be worth finding out more about
the provisions of Train to Gain and
opportunities to link in with employers
supporting learners on Level 2 programmes.
New provision announced in February has
some aspects looking at level 3 and beyond.

It could also be worth exploring collaboration
with the other Aimhighers in the region. We
know we've got the beginnings of a promising
approach to engaging and progressing work-
based learners. Between us, the Aimhigher
counties could test different ways of using it
and, over time, work together to construct a
really successful programme.
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Any pleasant surprises so far?

We had a really important breakthrough which
establishes a national precedent and will be useful to
other Aimhigher practitioners trying to contact
apprentices.

We sent out printed literature to nearly three
thousand apprentices and we were able to get a
substantial amount of information on each one
including: name, address, date of birth, etc and all
the details contained in the Provider monthly batch
return. Learners who had expressed that they did not
wish to share their data with LSC data sharing
partners were not included.

Although it took a bit of doing, and helped that |
knew the people involved, the data was supplied to
Aimhigher as a result of the data-sharing protocol
agreement between DfES, LSC and HEFCE. Any
Aimhigher should be able to get similar from their
LSC.

Key lessons to pass on?

The importance of recording agreements
between partners and not just relying on
verbal statements and everybody’s memory.
It should help everyone to have their roles
and the responsibilities clearly laid out.

The availability of contact details for
apprentices from the LSC — see our pleasant
surprises above.

Contact: Phil Burch, Aimhigher
Northamptonshire,
Philip.Burch@northampton.ac.uk
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3. Engaging schools: developing
essential systems to support
partnership-working

Working with schools is fundamental to Aimhigher’s
work but most areas have small teams and many
schools to work with. How do you develop supportive
administrative systems that are flexible enough to
attract and maintain the engagement of schools and
teachers under pressure, and firm enough to ensure
the budget is spent as planned - and the paperwork
returned to demonstrate impact?

This must be one of the primary challenges for every
Aimhigher area and whilst they would not presume
to have all the answers, Aimhigher Lincolnshire and
Rutland have developed some friendly, efficient and
highly practical systems to strengthen their links and
support their partnership work with schools.

Partners

39 schools and colleges spread across a wide
geographical area, mainly rural and bounded by sea
to one side.

‘Building the personal relationships
is the most critical part of working in
partnership — but time-consuming —
and having efficient systems frees
us up to focus on the most
important — and enjoyable bits of
the work’

Brief details

Aimhigher Lincolnshire and Rutland work with 39
schools and FE Colleges. All the institutions are able
to select from a menu of activities in accordance with
their allocation of funding. The job of the Aimhigher

Schools Team is to encourage the schools to
engage, make their selection and submit a
coherent plan of how and when the activities
will occur. Participating schools pay in
advance for those activities requiring payment
and reclaim the expenses when they have
returned the evaluation forms relating to the
individual activity. Using a combination of soft
and hard systems, Jackie and Gail have
increased the number of schools getting
involved and the quality of that engagement.

Reflections from Aimhigher

]
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How did you approach your
partnership with schools?

ase)

It's really important to be flexible and
acknowledge the competing pressures the
schools and their teachers are dealing with.
The will to benefit their pupils is always there
but lots of practical issues — timetables,
transport, taking pupils and teachers out of
the classroom — can make it difficult and
Aimhigher activity is not the first priority. So
we wanted to have flexible systems to help us
build the personal relationships, confidence
and trust of our school contacts but also to
ensure that the funding was spent as planned
and we collected evidence of impact. That's
why we developed the system that ties in
reimbursement of expenses with getting the
evaluation forms back to us. We've only had
one example of this causing difficulty for the
school and we found a way round that. Some
schools positively welcomed receiving copies
of the evaluation feedback and used it in their
own school evaluation mechanisms.

sa1pnis
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Our systems use a combination of ‘carrot and
stick’ and it helps that there are two of us, one
with a focus on negotiating with the
institutions and the other with a more
systems-orientated approach, insisting on
evaluations and/or monitoring before
payment. Whilst we maintain control by
keeping back money until we've got

35
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everything we need, the real strength of the system
comes from the way it helps us to keep talking to our
contacts in schools and building the relationship.

For instance, when we have the school plans
outlining when activities will occur, we log all the
information onto the calendar on Outlook. The email
programme then alerts us when something is taking
place, reminding us to give the school a call to see
how things went and follow up for the invoice and
evaluation forms. We set deadlines for everything,
and explain what will happen if they are not met so
that we can re-allocate funds.

We keep a file on each school with a telephone log
in the front — giving brief notes of any discussions
we've had. That way it doesn’t matter which one of
us picks up a call, we always know what has
happened previously and this has helped to build
trust and confidence in us. It helps to demonstrate
to the schools that we are really interested and
aware of what they are doing — and hopefully
highlights their importance to us as partners. We've
also created a number of specific email distribution
lists so we can contact any number of schools
quickly but still make it seem personal.

Every school nominates an Aimhigher co-ordinator
so we deal mainly with them. The school can claim
some expenses and cover for the co-ordinator. We
also sometimes get calls from the school bursar
when an invoice isn't paid. We've got systems to
track invoices from the moment of receipt so non-
payment is almost always because we haven't had
the evaluation information back. Once we've
explained this, the bursar will usually go and chase it
up themselves, which just helps to reinforce the
system.

Building the personal relationships is the most critical
(but time-consuming) part of working in partnership
and having efficient systems frees us up to focus on
the most important, and enjoyable, bits of the work.

What factors have helped the
partnerships develop?

It has really helped that Jackie has been a
schoolteacher and knows firsthand the
pressures and the ways things work in
schools. It means she’s got credibility with the
co-ordinators and headteachers and can
suggest possible ways round difficult practical
issues.

Flexibility is the key to success. In addition to
the menu of activities, schools have the option
of negotiating funding for a project they want
to pursue or putting on their own interpretation
of an activity.

It has been important to find ways of linking
Aimhigher activity to particularly pressing
aspects of each school's agenda. For
instance, we had an example of a school that
was in special measures. The Head naturally
felt he’d got bigger and more immediate
issues to deal with than Aimhigher. However,
Jackie was able to show that some of the
things the school could do can may help with
getting out of special measures — and he very
shortly became convinced.

Any particular challenges?

Getting some schools engaged. Developing
contacts and persuading some schools to get
engaged can be really time-consuming. The
personal touch is critical, identifying the
particular issues for them and ensuring you
address them. This makes it all the more
important that once you've got them engaged,
you really carefully maintain and develop the
relationship; and with 39 schools and colleges
you've got to flex the systems to enable you
to do that.
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Any pleasant surprises?

Being flexible enough to enable schools to put their
own interpretation on activities has helped to
develop and shape the overall Aimhigher offer. For
example we've been piloting a peer mentoring
scheme where VI formers work with Years 9-11.
One school decided they wanted to try a variation
and get Year 13 students to work with small groups
of Year 9. The idea was that as the Year 13
students were applying to university, they would
discuss the whole process and their experience with
their groups and that they would keep in touch with
these groups once they had gone to university. It's a
way of linking the choices the younger pupils need to
make with the potential impact on their choices later
on. During the first year at university, the younger
pupils will be doing their GCSEs and thinking about
their post-16 choices and so on. It seemed like a
great project to support and, already promising as a
pilot, it is likely to become part of the Aimhigher
menu of activities.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

Key lessons to pass on

Design your systems to reinforce firm ground
rules and principles but ensure that you
explain the reasons for these. You can
always deviate in exceptional circumstances —
and people acknowledge it and feel happier
about it when you do.

Make sure you can justify and explain why
you ask for the information you do — it can be
very difficult (and make you feel very silly) if
you collect information without really knowing
what it will be used for.

Try to fit in with the school planning cycle —
really difficult because the early Aimhigher
planning cycles tended to be out of step, but
try — and/or explain why you can't.

Keep a sense of humour, and share it with

your partners!

Contact: Sue Knight, Aimhigher Lincolnshire
and Rutland, sue.knight@bgc.ac.uk
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4. ‘Focus on Maths’ conference
— Derbyshire partners working
together to raise the grade

Getting more than 500 borderline GCSE students to
focus on maths for a day — an achievement for
creative partnership working.

Key partners Aimhigher Derbyshire and the local
authority Maths Strategy Consultants reflect on the
factors that contributed to a successful conference
that enthused and motivated all involved.

Partners

Aimhigher Derbyshire, Local Authority (city and
county) Maths Strategy Consultants, senior maths
teachers from city and county schools, Maths
lecturers and undergraduates from the University of
Derby.

Brief details

The aim of the conference was to target those areas
of the GCSE exam paper where marks are
frequently lost. 25 secondary schools participated
across a week, each taking groups of around 20
year 11 pupils to the University of Derby for a day.
All of the pupils had been identified as capable of
getting Maths GCSE grade C or above but were
predicted to achieve a D grade. Maths
undergraduates from the University of Derby
supported the pupils in five sessions designed and
delivered by the teachers and lecturers.

How did you approach forming this
partnership?

The Head of Maths at one of the schools we were
working with suggested that Aimhigher contact the
Local Authority Maths Strategy Consultants. These
are the people who work with schools on teaching
and learning issues and their knowledge and support
was invaluable. They had the insider knowledge to
help us to identify inspirational teachers to deliver
sessions, they knew the practical issues for schools
and how to persuade them to get involved.

Aimhigher’s role was in the organisation of the
event, logistics and pulling all the strands
together.

What factors helped the
partnership develop?

We had shared aims and it was important
enough for everyone to go that little bit further,
doing things on a goodwill basis even if it
wasn't strictly within their remit. Consistent
attendance at planning meetings meant that
key decisions could be made as a group and
the overall feeling of strong shared
commitment prevailed. Even when there was
some disagreement, we were able to
overcome any adverse effects by openly
discussing and explaining the rationale behind
certain decisions.

We also recognised that our own personal
and organisational aims might prioritise
different aspects and tried to accommodate
these. For instance, the LA Maths Strategy
Consultants are concerned to raise attainment
wherever it can be improved. Aimhigher had
a list of schools to be targeted based on
widening participation criteria. So we did
some negotiation on schools to be included.

It also helped that Aimhigher could take the
lead on the major organisational issues -
Aimhigher always had more action points than
anyone else at the end of our planning
meetings!

The organisation throughout the week was

truly impressive. Each pupil received a pack
with a personalised programme and name
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badge. Everything was colour-coded and easy to
follow. It went like clockwork.

Any particular challenges?

Sorting out the curricular issues — the content of the
sessions - was challenging. There was the practical
problem of teachers and lecturers, with pressured
and conflicting timetables, getting together to design
and plan the sessions. Also the university lecturers
couldn’t really be aware of what was needed to
address GCSE borderline issues.

Communication could be challenging for Aimhigher
trying to pull it altogether. Not everybody had
dedicated email addresses (or used them) so there
was a lot of printing, posting to pigeonholes and
follow-up phone calls, to keep everything moving
and ensure everybody had all the information they
needed.

Any pleasant surprises?

We hadn't really thought too much about the benefits
to the undergraduates. Firstly, we were really
surprised because we got ten volunteers and they
stayed with us all the way through. | think they were
handpicked or at least encouraged by their tutor.
They were all really good too and some were even
having a go at delivering sessions by the end of the
week. They told us they appreciated the opportunity
to try teaching. Their participation was a great
addition to their CV and one was even offered a
placement at the end of the week.

Some of the schools have requested the resources
so they can reproduce the sessions themselves. It
means we've got to develop more resources for the
next conference but it's a great endorsement.

Although there’s always been a good relationship,
the conference has really spurred the city and county

LA Maths consultants to do more collaborative work.

The local MP turned up and spent two sessions with
the conference!
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Anything you might do
differently?

There was a lot of discussion about whether
pupils should have to wear uniform. Some
thought it would make them feel
uncomfortable and other schools had a
uniform policy. We decided schools should
decide for themselves but next time we will try
to ensure that the uniform wearing schools
attend at the same time.

We agreed 20 pupils should attend from each
school without realising this was an awkward
number for transport — too many for a minibus

8_-_

and too few for a coach.

. (@]
We'll need to address schools taking the o
different modular and/or linear approaches to o
GCSE. ®
We hope to use the maths lecturers’ specialist »
knowledge to focus on taster sessions for :
maths in HE. a
We could probably get more press coverage — ®
get the Times Education Supplement down @
there.

Key lessons to pass on?

Keep all the interested parties informed of
what is happening - including those who
aren’t directly involved but might have an
interest or a need to know. With the
conference there were others, such as the
Widening Participation people in the university
and the administrative staff in the Maths
department, who the public might reasonably
expect to know something about the
conference. You can annoy people by not
letting them know what’s going on and you
also lose the opportunity to find more people
or resources to help you.

---(v)

Identify the key things your partners can
contribute — their unique strengths - and make
sure you play to them. Don’t waste their time
by asking them to do things that other
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partners could do equally well if not better —
everybody is pushed for time and likes to feel their
time has been well spent.

The Maths Strategy Consultants helped us make
direct contact with maths departments - they could
ensure messages or requests for help/information
got to the right people. It's really important to think
about the message you need to put across, and
whether a partner might be a better channel than
yourself. Sometimes they can give you a way of
getting into networks that Aimhigher needs to be part
of.

Have deadlines and make sure everybody knows

who is responsible for what and when.

Contact: Kryssy Hartley, Aimhigher Derbyshire,
K.Hartley@derby.ac.uk
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5. Competition or collaboration? —
Aimhigher Nottinghamshire’s
‘Supporting Progression’ working
group

How do you reconcile the need of learning providers
to recruit successfully to themselves with ensuring
that learners are aware of the broadest range of
opportunities available to them?

Addressing this challenge was an early priority for
Aimhigher Nottinghamshire which continues to
develop an active partnership of learning providers.
The group tackled tensions head-on and chalked up
some major achievements, learning some important
lessons along the way.

Partners

The People’s College, Broxtowe College (now
merged as Castle College), South Nottingham
College, West Nottinghamshire College, New
College Nottingham, Bilborough College, Nottingham
Trent University, University of Nottingham,
Nottingham Education Business Partnership,
Connexions Nottinghamshire, 14-19 County LA, City
LA, Learning and Skills Council Nottinghamshire.

Brief details of the Supporting
Progression Working Group

The group arose from the Marketing and Marketing
Intelligence Task Group established as part of the
Nottinghamshire Aimhigher:Partnerships for
Progression Plan in October 2003. The purpose
was to help generate new ideas to contribute to the
development of Aimhigher:P4P and support the
recruitment of the new Aimhigher team, particularly
the Marketing Manager.

Following her appointment in February 2004, the
Group underwent substantive changes in
membership and developed clearer focus with key
tasks. The Aimhigher 2004-6 Strategic Plan set out
the remit for newly named Progression Working
Group to:

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

support learners and learner progression
through vigorous and imaginative
promotion of opportunities and
development of flexible cross-sector
pathways

develop mechanisms to enable learners to
connect different experience and
achievements, opportunities and
employment outcomes.

equip teachers, advisers, training
providers, employers, carers and
communities with skills, information and
tools to reinforce Aimhigher messages and
to support learning and progression.

Attendance has grown steadily stronger and
participants have found ways of dealing with
tensions arising from the imperative to
promote their own institution’s provision and
the diversity of opportunities available to
learners. Major achievements include
collaborative prospectuses, the Student Guide
to Higher Education Finance, the ‘What Next’
Careers and Opportunities Fair, and the
online mapping of post-16 provision with the
Progression Routes website.

What factors helped the
partnership to develop?

The Group was originally made up of senior
staff but these were not the really the right
people to take things forward. It needed the
practical, hands-on people who understood
marketing — the doers. However members
also needed to have sufficient authority to
make key decisions. Most members are from
marketing or information teams and are
committed to maintain consistent
representation. We couldn’t have worked with
personalities changing from meeting to
meeting.
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We shared a commitment to improving information
for young people and encouraging progression into
higher education. Some of the colleges had got
together to produce collaborative publications before
but Aimhigher provided the ‘force behind us’ — a
dedicated resource from a neutral party - providing
co-ordination and funding. Shared commitment isn’t
enough without a dedicated resource to support
collaboration. All the things we’ve done just couldn’t
happen on the same scale without that.

Not being a provider, Aimhigher could work with the
Group as the independent, unbiased and impartial
chair. The ground rules were established early on
that difficult issues could be put to a vote and
everybody had an equal vote. Being chair also
means doing most of the running, keeping
everybody focussed, chasing when needed, and
oiling the wheels with extra help or funding where
necessary.

The individual credibility of the chair helps. As many
of the activities and members are marketing- based,
having someone who understands and has personal
and professional credibility in that area really helps.

Everyone in the group having the same agenda.
Members are given time to contribute and the
meeting is not driven from the chair.

It's been important that the meetings are well
managed, kept to time; aims and objectives are clear
and agreed actions followed up. That way you never
feel you have wasted your time attending.

The possibility of quick wins helped to begin with,
then as people got to know each other, and grew
confident about the benefits of working together, we
were able to move onto even more ambitious things.

Any particular challenges?

Meeting deadlines! In marketing, timing can be as
important as content — a late publication could be
almost worthless so everybody has to meet the
deadlines the group has set. Everybody appreciates
the pressure individuals and / or individual colleges
might have, and some are struggling with fewer
resources than others, but it is absolutely critical that

deadlines are met. Only alternative is going to
print with incomplete information or perhaps
not going to print at all. Even making funding
available to help hasn't resolved this one
entirely.

The group were aware that having schools
with sixth forms and colleges as members
might present some challenges but we had
built up enough trust to talk through the issues
openly.

We are working our way through a number of
other challenges including:

obtaining data from individual institutions
about their provision — and in time to meet
the deadlines.

agreeing how best to avoid duplication of
activities and resources.

deciding which colleges should provide
interactive activities promoting specific
occupational sectors at the ‘What Next?’
Careers and Opportunities Fair. This can
present a challenge when the occupational
sector may be an area of strength for more
than one college.

agreeing generic representation of sixth
forms when schools want to keep a high
profile amongst their own pupils.

Things don't always happen as quickly as
you'd like them to!
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Any pleasant surprises?

It's not all about what you do as a group. Members
get things out of it for themselves. Working with
others you get a greater understanding of the market
as a whole and greater awareness of how issues
may be different for students from different areas,
the city or the county.

The meetings are valuable as an information
exchange and as people have got to know each
other, they’'ve become increasingly supportive,
personally, of each other.

Our students have got a lot out of participating in the
‘What Next’ Fair. We think in terms of its focus on
potential students but current students gain
confidence and develop their interpersonal skills by
doing demonstrations, or telling others about their
chosen courses.

Key lessons to pass on?

If you are chairing, it's important to get to know
individual members and to understand the key
issues for them and their organisation. You need to
be aware of factors that might affect their buy-in to
decisions the group might make. Otherwise it can
seem like people are going along with things or
you've got collective agreement, but things fall apart
later. You need to keep checking understanding and
if you can take action to address any specific
individual concerns, do so.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

Some of us had worked together to produce
an HE in FE guide previously and, to be frank,
it was a relief to hand it over to Aimhigher.
People have got to appreciate that things
don't just happen because there is the will to
do it; you've got to have dedicated resource.
Otherwise the day-to-day demands of your
own institution will always prevail, whatever
the benefits of working together.

Keep the agenda simple. Always circulate the
agenda and minutes in good time before the
meeting. Use a central venue for ease of
access. Always have a skilled minute-taker
who will check action points with participants
at the end of the meeting. Keep meetings to
time — 1.5 hours about the maximum

Start with what you share. We started off with
thinking that we'd work together to encourage
young people to come to Nottinghamshire
providers. We could all sign up to this and
hope to benefit from it.

Contact: Mary Brittain, Aimhigher
Nottinghamshire, Mary.Brittain@ntu.ac.uk
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Common themes in reflections
from contributors

Personal relationships are critically important.
Learn others’ language. Listen more than speak.
Where partnerships fail it is often as a result of
cultural differences or misunderstandings
between the partners. Words can have different
meanings and associations in different settings.

Don't over rely on key people, be alert to your
most powerful partners and make sure there’s
something in it for everyone beyond the stated
goal.

Don’t make assumptions about what other people
hope to gain from partnerships — find out and
keep checking. It's easier to agree a common
purpose if each organisation is clear about its
own goals, priorities and values. Purposes will
need to be redefined and negotiated at different
stages of the partnership.

Make sure you're involving the right people. You
need those that have the authority and discretion
to take decisions without constantly ‘checking
back’ with superiors and are able to get things
acted upon in their own organisation.

Contributors suggested a few strategies for
getting the right people committed:

Get others to relay your message —
people who have more credibility and
influence with your target organisation or
person.

Get the person or organisation into a
room/meeting with their peers — people
supportive of your message — peer
pressure is an important motivator.

Get others joined up and then go back to
the person/organisation — often people

can't stand not to be round the
table with everybody else — just in
case they miss something.

If people don't turn up to meetings
ring them afterwards and tell them
about the decisions made on their
behalf.

Use the prospect of access to
funding or access becoming more
difficult in future as a carrot (or
stick).

Be careful about overstepping boundaries.
Partnerships can fail through one or more
partners not understanding or respecting
the boundaries of partnership
arrangements: where the co-operation
ends and competition begins, what is
covered by the partnership and what is
not, where relationships can be elastic and
where they should remain formal.
Boundaries need to be clear and shared.
Furthermore, don't take credit for things
that aren’t yours. The partnership-broker
needs to be ‘without ego’ (or as close to
this ideal as humanly possible).

Efficient systems and good administrative
support is essential. This includes well-
managed meetings, written minutes,
schedules describing partners’ role and
time-frame, and usually a ‘runner’ to
ensure that it all happens.

Choose your chair and secretary (or
‘runner’) carefully. It's not always
necessary to separate these roles,
particularly at operational or ‘Task Group’
level, but you need to balance professional
credibility and the role of the ‘honest
broker.’
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Have meetings to ‘do things’ rather than just
exchange information. Make sure you complete,
and have visible, products that partners can point
to as outcomes.

Check quality standards to ensure they are
compatible with those of others in your
partnership.

Vet them beforehand.

Don'’t get taken in by the pitch — check
out their claims.

Take time to share experiences.

Get formal — develop partnership and
service level agreements

We are in a knowledge economy and channels of
communication are a critical resource. Don’t
expect partners to contribute mailing lists,
promotion, databases, access to their networks
etc without putting a value on them.

Maintain motivation and enthusiasm by
celebrating milestones achieved, ‘time out’, social
opportunities and occasional use of ‘goody bags’!

Partnerships must operate on the basis of
equality of respect and the equal worth of each
partner’s contribution. However there are ffew
partnerships of equals. Unless a partnership has
a formal legal identity (and even when this is the
case) one or more partners will have a de facto or
de jure leadership role by virtue of the human,
physical or financial resources contributed. It is
important to acknowledge this and not to pretend
otherwise, but also to establish operational
ground rules that ensure everybody’s contribution
is respected and equally valued.

Aimhigher Nottinghamshire

nership

Weigh up the benefits of starting with
people you know and those of starting a
fresh partnership. Grafting new activity
onto existing partnerships is attractive
because new work can start quickly, there
is already a level of trust, established
management procedures and
infrastructure, reputation and track record.
However the mix of partners, their roles
and contribution may not be as
appropriate. Starting afresh takes longer
and carries the risk of disregarding
important history but also gives the
opportunity to tailor arrangements
precisely. A suggested test is if the
balance of the agenda for meetings tips
towards internal items, (such as
accommodation, relationships, processes
or staffing,) rather than concrete activities
which benefit potential learners, then the
partnership may need to examine why it
exists.

(the last two above are taken from the insightful
Action on Access publication, Partnerships to widen
participation in higher education: ideas for effective
collaboration)
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Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, Building Partnerships in the English Regions
Summary at http://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1128640

Department for Education and Skills, Research Report RR646, Evaluation of Aimhigher:Excellence Challenge
National Foundation for Educational Research,
http://www.nfer.ac.uk/research-areas/excellence-in-cities/eic-aimhigher.cfm
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FOR MOST LEADERS, THE WORLD
of predictability, long-lasting struc-
tures, and comfortable change is gone.
Today executives face a world of
increasing uncertainties, rapid change,
constant reorganization, higher
demands for performance, and intense

scrutiny of their actions by stakeholders.

In response, we are hearing: “We
need a more collaborative culture.”

What does it mean to be more collab-
orative, and how can executives move
in that direction? Effective collaboration
requires people who know how to col-
laborate, and an environment that sup-
ports them. Collaborative organizations
support flexible thinking and acting;
enable decision makers to respond to
new problems and opportunities and
make quality decisions; increase under-
standing, communication, and trust
across divisions and departments; moti-
vate people to contribute their creative
ideas and energy to achieve goals; stim-
ulate exchange of resources among
stakeholders; and maintain accountabil-
ity to ensure quality thought and com-
mitted action at all levels.

Becoming more collaborative
requires balanced change. Leaders must
seek to align the structure, information
systems, reward systems, strategy, val-
ues and skills in support of the change.
Focusing only on one part of the system
will limit collaborative capability. To
become more collaborative, you need to
go about it collaboratively!

Flve Principles

Leaders who create more collabora-
tive cultures observe five principles:

1. Involve the relevant stakeholders,
Build ownership for the change effort at
all levels. If the effort is driven solely
from the top, people will view it as just
another desperate action. Design the

by David A. Strauss and Jamie O. Harris

effort to include all relevant stakehold-
ers. Appoirnt a steering committee and
empower them to make real decisions
and serve as guardians of the process.

2. Build consensus phase by phase. If
stakeholders can’t agree on the problem,
they won't agree on the solution. People
must understand why the system needs
to change, agree on what is not working,
appreciate what is working, confront the
norms and behaviors that inhibit collabo-
rative action, talk openly about the func-
tional and dysfunctional aspects of the
culture, and recognize ways they collude
in continuing the old norms. They also
need to agree on a future vision—and
link the vision to the strategy. Why will
becoming more collaborative help the

company to be more productive, prof-
itable, competitive, or successful? How
will collaborative action help achieve the
mission? If the change isn’t seen as nec-
essary, it won’t be taken seriously.

3, Design a process map. A process
map is useful for designing and manag-
ing change efforts. The map provides a
“game board” for laying out the different
rings of involvement, phases, milestones,
and activity. Creating the map forces
change leaders and key stakeholders to
balance short-term and long-term issues.
It also helps people think through the
sequence in which they address the vari-
ables of culture, strategy, structure, skills,
rewards, and technology. Strategy needs
to be addressed early to figure out how

the effort can help achieve strategic

goals. Skills development should be
launched early to provide the competen-
cies necessary to support collaborative
planning and problem solving. The best
way to build a collaborative culture is to
address issues collaboratively. The key
process design issue is deciding which
short-term and long-term issues can be
tackled over the next year without over-
loading the system. Then the task is to
ensure that each change-inducing activity
is conducted in a way that models effec-
tive collaboration and is supported by the
process consulting and training it needs.

4. Designate process fucilitators and
harness the poter of group memory.,
Collaboration always involves meet-
ings—getting people together to
exchange information or solve problems.
The quality and productivity of meetings
determines the effectiveness of the
change process. Meetings need to model
collaboration by balancing achievement
on all three dimensions of success:
results, process, and relationship. Often
there aren’t enough well-trained facilita-
tors, recorders, or change management
experts to support a system-wide change
effort. Companies often depend on exter-
nal consulting firms to initiate and sup-
port these efforts. To avoid dependency
and to build collaborative capability,
however, they need to develop internal
process consultants and facilitators.

5. Become a facilitative leader, Any col-
laborative change etfort requires forceful
and effective leadership. Managers must
have the will and the skills to be highly
influential facilitative leaders. The more
that facilitative leadership is diffused, the

| more likely that change will lead toward

a more collaborative culture. Ultimately,
the culture won’t change much until
managers are collaborative in dealing
with everyday issues, and facilitative
leadership becomes the norm.

To create more collaborative organi-
zations, trust people; involve them; and
give them the skills, tools, and informa-
tion to work collaboratively. Apply the
five principles to create a mission and
value-driven work environment, and
people will respond by performing

! beyond your wildest expectations. BE

David A. Straus is the former president of Interaction Associates
and co-muthor of How to Make Mectings Work and How to
Make Collaboration Work (Berrett-Kochler). Jamie O Harvis is
a senior associate consultant and corporate counsel with nteraction
Associates. wiew.nteractionassociates.com

ACTION: Observe these five principles to build o
mare collnbomttoe enlture,
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BETWEEN TRUST AND CONTROL:
DEVELOPING CONFIDENCE IN PARTNER
COOPERATION IN ALLIANCES

T. K. DAS
BING-SHENG TENG
Baruch College, City University of New York

Strategic alliances have been recognized as arenas with potential for opportunistic
behavior by partners. Hence, a firm needs to have an adequate level of confidence in
its partner’s cooperative behavior. In this article we examine the notion of confidence
in partner cooperation in alliances and suggest that it comes from two distinct
sources: trust and control. We make the argument that trust and control are parallel
concepts and that their relationship is of a supplementary character in generating
confidence. In addition, we suggest that control mechanisms have an impact on trust
level and that the trust level moderates the effect of control mechanisms in determin-
ing the control level. Finally, we discuss various ways to build trust within strategic
alliances and important alliance control mechanisma.

Strategic alliances are interfirm cooperative
arrangements aimed at achieving the strategic
objectives of the partners. Joint ventures, minor-
ity equity stake, coproduction and joint research
and development are just some forms of strate-
gic alliances. Because strategic alliances essen-
tially involve coordinating two or more partners
to pursue shared objectives, satistactory cooper-
ation is vital to their success (Doz, 1996; Kanter,
1994). Scholars often cite a lack of cooperation
and the opportunistic behavior of partners as
causes for the relatively high rate of failure of
alliances. Given that it is often impossible to
identify who is likely to act opportunistically,
the interesting question is what enables alli-
ance partners to garner enough confidence in
partner cooperation so that they are not over-
whelmed by the potential hazards in alliances.
A low level of confidence not only discourages
the formation of a strategic alliance but also
leads partners to view each other with suspi-
cion—with obvious deleterious effects on their
working relationship—if an alliance is formed.

However, researchers have not given this
notion of confidence in partner cooperation
adequate recognition as a significant concept
in the field of strategic alliances. Our purpose
here is to discuss this concept. identity its
sources, and suggest ways for developing it in

We thank Special Issue Editor Sim Sitkin and three anon-
ymous AMR reviewers for their helpful comments.
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strategic alliances. We define confidence in
partner cooperation as a firm's perceived level
of certainty that its partner firm will pursue
mutually compatible interests in the alliance,
rather than act opportunistically. We also ar-
gue that the sense of confidence comes from
two distinct sources: trust and control. In that
context we discuss the implicitly complemen-
tary relationship between trust and control
found in the literature and make the basic
point that the two concepts should be consid-
ered in parallel so that they may supplement
each other in special ways—not merely in the
restricted sense of being complementary to
each other. This opens up the important issue
of a deliberate building of trust and more ef-
fective control mechanisms as two distinct av-
enues that can (and should) be pursued simul-
taneously for generating confidence in partner
cooperation.

We divide the article into six parts. First, we
discuss the concepts of partner cooperation and
confidence in partner cooperation. Second, we
examine how the two concepts of trust and con-
trol operate in a parallel fashion to generate
confidence in partner cooperation. In the third
section we examine the role of trust, control, and
confidence level in ditferent types of alliances.
In the fourth section we further explore the com-
plexities of the trust-control relationship and
discuss the impact of control mechanisms on
trust level, as well as the role played by trust

Copyright © 1998. All rights reserved.
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level in moderating the effectiveness of control
mechanisms in determining the control level.
Fifth, we present several ways in which trust
building can be accomplished in alliances. Fi-
nally, we suggest various control mechanisms
for developing confidence in alliance pariner
cooperation.

CONFIDENCE IN ALLIANCE PARTNER
COOPERATION

Partner Cooperation

As the term suggests, “strategic alliances” in-
volve allying two or more partner firms. The key
features setting strategic alliances apart from
other single-firm strategies are the element of
interfirm cooperation (Arino, 1997; Buckley &
Casson, 1988; Doz, 1996; Teece, 1992) and the
uncertainty, which has been called “relational
risk” (Das & Teng, 1896), about the presence of
such desired cooperation. We define partner co-
operation as the willingness of a partner firm to
pursue mutually compatible interests in the al-
liance rather than act opportunistically. Some
theorists believe that “cooperation is obviously
superior to individual action at achieving virtu-
ally all goals” (Maitland, Bryson, & Van de Ven,
1985: 59). Opportunism, defined as “self-interest
seeking with guile” (Williamson, 1975: 9), can be
seen as the opposite of partner cooperation in
strategic alliances.

Whereas opportunistic behavior in alliances
is exemplified by cheating, shirking, distorting
information, misleading partners, providing
substandard products/services, and appropriat-
ing partners’ critical resources, partner cooper-
ation is characterized by honest dealing, com-
mitment, fair play, and complying with
agreements. Arino (1997) suggests that coopera-
tion may include two particular dimensions:
(1) veracity (i.e., being truthful) and (2) commit-
ment (i.e., making efforts). Partner cooperation
should not be assumed to exist in all strategic
alliances. Although it seems desirable to have
mutual forbearance, too often alliance partners
are caught in infighting, as each of them at-
tempts to get ahead in a manner that hurts part-
ner firms (Hamel, Doz, & Prahalad, 1989).

Partner cooperation in strategic alliances is a
significant concept because it represents a
somewhat paradoxical situation: firms are sup-
posed to pursue their own interests, but they are

simultaneously required to restrain this natural
pursuit in order to make alliances work. Thus,
the key is to strike a balance between competi-
tion and cooperation (Teece, 1992). Although
strategic alliances may be a mutually beneficial
strategy when both markets and hierarchies are
inefficient, the essentially fickle and tentative
nature of partner cooperation should not be
overlooked.

Because of this, some authors have sug-
gested that strategic alliances may be funda-
mentally self-defeating, unstable, and transi-
tional in nature (Das & Teng, 1997b; Inkpen &
Beamish, 1997; Kogut, 1989; Williamson, 1985).
After all, if cooperation and competition are at
odds with each other, one cannot take for
granted that a satisfactory level of coopera-
tion will be sustained in alliances (Das &
Teng, 1997a; Koot, 1988; Park & Russo, 1996). As
Parkhe has noted, opportunistic behaviors are
“individually rational yet produce a collec-
tively suboptimal outcome” (1993: 794). In sum,
it seems that partner cooperation, although
desirable for the effectiveness of alliances,
may not be easy to come by. The question,
then, is how this issue of ensuring satistactory
cooperation is reflected in firms’ perceptions
and consequent conduct in strategic alliances.

Confidence in Partner Cooperation

In our view, this need for satisfactory partner
cooperation means that a firm has to have suf-
ficient confidence in partner cooperation for al-
liances to work. We define confidence in partner
cooperation as a firm’s perceived certainty
about satisfactory partner cooperation. We must
note that the concept is about a firm’s expecta-
tions about its partner's behavior only; it has
little to do with its own conduct in the alliance.
The assumption is that, regardless of its own
hidden agendas in an alliance, a firm will be
concerned about its partner firm’'s opportunistic
behavior.

This definition underscores the uncertainty
aspect of partner cooperation. Because the con-
cept is linked to perceived probability and un-
certainty of a partner’'s behavior, it suggests the
need for reducing the level of uncertainty by
increasing the predictability of satisfactory co-
operative behavior. Hence, we see the role of
control level, in addition to trust level, in engen-
dering confidence in partner cooperation. In the

Copyright © 1998. All rights reserved.





1998 Das and Teng 493

next section we discuss these two concepts of
control and trust as they relate to our proposed
concept of confidence in partner cooperation, as
well as the relationship between control and
trust. We also clarify how this confidence in
partner cooperation differs from the concept of
trust, in both its essence and in terms of its role
in the dynamics of strategic alliances.

Authors in the alliance literature thus far have
not paid adequate attention to the concept of
confidence in partner cooperation—a concept
we believe has important implications for the
alliance-making process. A lack of confidence in
partner cooperation may well abort a potential
alliance. Given the possibility of losses from an
ill-considered alliance (such as unintended
knowledge transfer and cover for subsequent
acquisition), confidence in partner cooperation
is essential to justify this otherwise highly risky
strategy. It can be reasonably argued that, ev-
erything else being equal, firms with a high
level of confidence in partner cooperation will
be more willing to join an alliance. Confidence
in partner cooperation is essential, but far from
automatic. So what are the sources of this con-
fidence? The literature does suggest two key
sources—that is, trust and control—but the rela-
tionship between them needs clarification. In
the following section we briefly review this lit-
erature and suggest that trust and control oper-
ate in a parallel fashion, supplementing each
other as the key sources of partner cooperation.

SOURCES OF CONFIDENCE IN PARTNER
COOPERATION

The Control Perspective

The extant literature suggests that control is a
key source of confidence in partner cooperation.
Firms in allionces tend to be more confident
about partner cooperation when they feel they
have an adequate level of control over their
partners (Beamish, 1988; Sohn, 1994). Control is
an important concept in management; some
consider it, essentially, a cybernetic process.
Others, however, have adopted broader per-
spectives, treating control as any process in
which one party affects the behavior of others.
Authors have used a variety of terms in the
literature on the control paradigm, such as “lev-
el of control,” “mode of control,” “controlling,”
“control mechanisms,” and “control systems”

(see Bradach & Eccles, 1989; Das, 1989, 1993;
Flamholtz, Das, & Tsui, 1985; Geringer & Hebert,
1989; Goold & Quinn, 1990; Simons, 1991).

A consequence of all these diverse formula-
tions is that control is referred to simultaneously
as an organizational setup, a process of regulat-
ing behaviors, and an organizational outcome.
For the purpose of this article, we consider con-
trol as “a regulatory process by which the ele-
ments of a system are made more predictable
through the establishment of standards in the
pursuit of some desired objective or state”
(Leifer & Mills, 1996: 117). In addition, control
mechanisms and level of control are two other
important concepts. Whereas control mecha-
nisms are the organizational arrangements de-
signed to determine and influence what organi-
zation members will do, level of control is the
direct outcome of the controlling process—that
is, the degree to which one believes that proper
behavior of the other party is ensured.

According to Merchant, “"Good control means
that an informed person can be reasonably con-
fident that no major, unpleasant surprises will
occur” (1984: 10, emphasis in original). The ob-
jective of control mechanisms is to help achieve
an adequate level of control. Clearly, the logic is
that, through the establishment of proper control
mechanisms, the attainment of desirable goals
becomes more predictable. Indeed, the purpose
of control is to fashion activities in accordance
with expectations so that the ultimate goals of
the organization can be attained. Firms may
want to use control mechanisms to either routin-
ize their activities or to promote nonroutine ac-
tivities, such as learning (Sitkin, Sutcliffe, &
Schroeder, 1994), risk taking, and innovation. Re-
gardless of the focus, firms use control to make
the attainment of organizational goals more pre-
dictable, which ensures more certain outcomes,
and it is in this sense that effective control is
believed to help generate a sense of confidence.

Researchers of strategic alliances contorm
with this logic and focus on the characteristics
of control mechanisms that enhance the level of
control. Topics of special interest in this area
include the role of ownership control in joint
ventures (Blodgett, 1991; Mjoen & Tallman, 1997)
and contractual control in order to deter oppor-
tunistic behavior (Parkhe, 1993; Provan & Skin-
ner, 1989). In this article we focus on partner
control, rather than on alliance control, since
partner control appears to be the direct source of

Copyright © 1998. All rights reserved.
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confidence in partner cooperation. Partner con-
trol in alliances can be seen as a regulatory
process by which the partner’s pursuit of mutu-
ally compatible interests is made more predict-
able.

The Trust Perspective

Besides control, the literature suggests inter-
firm trust as a second source of confidence in
partner cooperation (Ring & Van de Ven, 1992).
Organizations develop close bonds over time
and form a positive attitude regarding each oth-
er's reliability. We need to note here that a cer-
tain minimum level of interfirm trust is indis-
pensable for any strategic alliance to be formed
and to function. As Arrow puts it, "Virtually ev-
ery commercial transaction has within itself an
element of trust” (1972: 357), which is certainly
true of any transaction conducted over a period
of time. Because it is impossible to monitor ev-
ery detail in most exchanges, firms must always
have a minimum level of trust. Trust is espe-
cially valuable in alliances because, in varying
degrees, firms have to rely on their partners’
performance and themselves remain vulnerable
to partners’ actions (Kumar, 1996).

Scholars have examined interfirm trust in
such areas as supplier relations (Lane & Bach-
mann, 1996; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande,
1992), joint ventures (Inkpen & Currall, 1997;
Madhok, 1995), and strategic alliances in gen-
eral (Ring & Van de Ven, 1992; Zaheer & Ven-
katraman, 1985). The benelfits of interfirm trust in
strategic alliances seem wide ranging in char-
acter, including lowering transaction costs (Gu-
lati, 1995), inducing desirable behavior (Madhok,
1995), reducing the extent of formal contracts
(Larson, 1992), and facilitating dispute resolu-
tion (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994).

The concept of trust is perhaps as diversely
interpreted as the control concept. On the one
hand, scholars have broadly referred to trust as
one's belief and expectation about the likeli-
hood of having a desirable action performed by
the trustee (Deutsch, 1973; Sitkin & Roth, 1993).
On the other hand, some have narrowly defined
it in terms of one’s assessment of others’ good-
will and reliability (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996;
Ring & Van de Ven, 1992; Sabel, 1993). Those with
a more restrictive approach define trust as “pos-
itive expectations about another’'s motives with
respect to oneself in situations entailing risk”

(Boon & Holmes, 1991: 194). We adopt this defini-
tion of trust and note that, like most others (e.g.,
Currall & Judge, 1995; Mayer, Davis, & Schoor-
man, 1995), it regards risk as the core of trust. It
has been argued that only in risky situations is
trust a relevant factor (Deutsch, 1962; Kee &
Knox, 1970), and to trust essentially means to
take risk and leave oneself vulnerable to the
actions of trusted others (Hosmer, 1995; Johnson-
George & Swap, 1982).

Trust is believed to be a source of confidence
because, by definition, trust is the degree to
which the trustor holds a positive attitude to-
ward the trustee’s goodwill and reliability in a
risky exchange situation (Gambetta, 1988; Noote-
boom, Berger, & Noorderhaven, 1997; Ring & Van
de Ven, 1992), and, as we stated before, confi-
dence in partner cooperation is a firm's per-
ceived certainty that its partner will act in a
responsive manner. Obviously, the more the
trustor believes in the goodwill and reliability of
the trustee, the more confidence in cooperation
he or she will harbor. As Luhmann (1979) has
observed, trust is used to reduce the complexity
of the events and gain positive expectations.
Lane and Bachmann (1996) also have noted that
trust is instrumental in reducing uncertainty,
which is in line with our notion of confidence.
Just as control mechanisms are meant to en-
hance the probability of having the desired be-
havior, trust also is useful in enhancing the per-
ceived probability of desired behavior.

At this point, we believe it useful to clarity
how the concept of confidence in partner coop-
eration is distinct from the concept of trust. First,
we need to note that trust relates to expectations
about the motives of the trustee. Confidence,
however, deals with the perceived level of cer-
tainty that the pariner will behave in a desir-
able manner. Thus, the key difference is that
whereas trust refers to expectations about posi-
tive motives, confidence refers to certainty about
cooperative behaviors.

Second, whereas trust is a contributor to con-
fidence in partner cooperation—along with con-
trol—confidence, in terms of certainty of partner
cooperation, cannot be equated with trust,
which is merely about positive expectations
about partner motives. Since trust and control
are the two contributory factors of confidence in
partner cooperation, either one by itself is insuf-
ficient to explain this confidence. Regarding
confidence as the same as trust negates the role

Copyright © 1998. All rights reserved.
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of control in partner dynamics. In fact, even with
minimum trust the partners still can develop a
fairly high level of confidence, if adequate con-
trol mechanisms are in place.

Third, in terms of the implications of this dif-
ference between trust and confidence, while
trust can be developed in specific ways (dis-
cussed later), confidence in partner cooperation
can be developed in significant additional ways
through control mechanisms (also discussed in
a later section). In sum, these points demon-
strate the nature of the difference between our
proposed concept of confidence in partner coop-
eration and the concept of trust.

The Trust-Control Relationship

Although both trust and control may be re-
lated to confidence in partner cooperation, in no
study have authors systematically examined all
three concepts in an integrated manner. We find
the literature to be unclear and inconclusive
about the relationship between trust and con-
trol. Beyond the sense that trust is especially
needed when the trustor has inadequate control
over the trustee (Dasgupta, 1888), there is little
consensus regarding the relationship between
trust and control.

One view is that trust is simply a specific type
of control mechanism. For instance, Bradach
and Eccles (1989) treat trust as a control mecha-
nism that governs economic transactions. How-
ever, they use the term “controlling exchanges”
to essentially mean the conduct and facilitation
of transactions, which is different from the con-
cept of control as regulation. As a related mat-
tfer, some researchers discuss self-control (e.g..
Merchant, 1984) in organizations, which is es-
sentially trust based. In our approach, because
self-control does not involve influencing the be-
havior of others, it is not really a control mech-
anism. Sohn (1994) argues that social knowledge
can be viewed as a social control mechanism
and has found that it can be a substitute for
formal control mechanisms, such as majority eq-
uity ownership in joint ventures. Nevertheless,
social knowledge—that is, the ability to under-
stand and predict others’ behavior—is not the
same as trust, which is a sense of goodwill and
reliability. In sum, although some scholars sug-
gest that trust and certain related concepts may
be used as control mechanisms, the argument
appears to be weak, if we adhere to the conven-

tional understandings of trust and control dis-
cussed here.

In contrast to the above approach, another
point of view is that trust itself is not a control
mechanism but is a substitute for hierarchical
control in organizations (e.g., Aulakh, Kotabe, &
Sahay, 1997; Zaheer & Venkatraman, 1995). Sit-
kin and Roth (1993) report that organizations of-
ten use "legal remedies” as a substitute for trust.
As Leifer and Mills put it, “While trust might be
seen as a reason not to use objective controls,
trust is not, in and of itself, a control mecha-
nism” (1996: 129). Other researchers seem to con-
cur with this conceptualization. Ring and Van de
Ven (1994) discuss the substitutive relationship
between tormal legal contract (control) and psy-
chological contract (trust) in interfirm coopera-
tion. Madhok (1995) also argues that managing
opportunism and relying on trust are two alter-
native approaches in managing joint ventures.

Although not clearly spelled out, the following
logic seems to be implied in this substitutive
conception. Because trust involves a positive at-
titude about others’ motivations, conceptually, it
is not about influencing and affecting others’
behavior but is about believing that others will
perform whatever serves the trustor's best inter-
ests, even in the absence of control. Thus, trust
not only cannot be a control mechanism but it
also implies the exclusion of deliberate control
over the behavior of others. In fact, to trust and
to control seem to be two completely different
kinds of approaches. When it is possible to fully
trust a partner, there is no need to control its
behavior. Control comes into play only when
adequate trust is not present. For instance, if a
manager trusts employees to be self-motivated
to do the best job possible, no behavior or out-
come control will be needed.

Looking at it another way, the reason scholars
may view trust and control as substitutes for one
another is that they both contribute to some-
thing in common, and we believe that this is
confidence in partner cooperation. Since both
trust and control are instrumental in achieving a
high level of confidence (see our earlier discus-
sion), we suggest that they contribute jointly to
the total level of confidence one has in partner
cooperation.

Although many researchers have treated trust
and control as substitutes, an implicit assump-
tion in the literature is that there is a comple-
mentary relationship between the two—that is,
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the more there is of trust, the less there is of
control, and vice versa (e.g., Inkpen & Currail,
1997; Leifer & Mills, 1996). We believe that this
restrictive complementary relationship needs
reassessment, because an open-ended supple-
mentary one would more appropriately capture
the nature of trust and control as parallel con-
cepts.

We are aware that a complementary relation-
ship between trust and control is evident in the
literature, in terms of the frequent assertion that
both control mechanisms and trust building are
usually costly for organizations. The selection,
development, and implementation of control
mechanisms, such as budgets, planning sys-
tems, and cost-accounting systems can be ex-
pensive (Simons, 1991). Trust is not free either;
trust building is a planned activity and takes
considerable resources from organizations over
time. Creed and Miles (1996) have made it ex-
plicit that one has to simultaneously consider
costs of control mechanisms, costs of failing to
reach minimal levels of trust, and costs of trust
building. Since both trust and control are costly
to come by and jointly contribute to the level of
confidence, scholars have argued that organiza-
tions will not pursue an excessive level of con-
tidence in any given situation. For strategic al-
liances this means that, to reach o minimum
level of confidence in cooperation, partners can
use trust and control to complement each other
(Beamish, 1988).

Despite the merits of this cost-based argu-
ment, a complementary relationship between
trust and control may not be useful in a gen-
eral sense, because there is no common level
of confidence that is minimally acceptable to
everybody. Partner firms will demand differ-
ent confidence levels that they feel are
needed, and these levels will be affected by a
number of factors, including partner firms’ risk
propensity (Sitkin & Pablo, 1992; Sitkin &
Weingart, 1995), the type of knowledge in-
volved (Chesbrough & Teece, 13896), the
amount of resources committed (Blodgett,
1991), the objective in the alliance (Bleeke &
Ernst, 1995), and the type of alliance (see the
next section). Thus, the level of trust and the
level of control may not be related in a strictly
inverse manner, if the confidence level fluctu-
ates from partner to partner and from case to
case. In fact, Inkpen and Currall (1997) hypoth-

esize such an inverse relationship in their
study of joint ventures and tind no support for it.

A supplementary relationship, by comparison,
seems to describe the dynamics more realisti-
cally. That is, the trust level and the control level
jointly and independently contribute to the level
of contidence in partner cooperation, which may
vary greatly for different partner firms. The key
question here is whether the confidence level
should be viewed as given and static. We be-
lieve it is not a zero-sum calculus, in which trust
and control contribute to a specific level of con-
fidence. In the supplementary conception we are
suggesting, a higher trust level does not auto-
matically dictate a lowering of the control level,
and vice versa. All it means is more confidence
in partner cooperation predicated upon certain
levels of trust and control functioning as paral-
lel phenomena.

A firm would be free to build more trust with-
out being required to reduce controls. If the firm
deems it necessary to have a higher level of
confidence in partner cooperation, it may pursue
changing both trust and control simultaneously
and in a parallel fashion, without any zero-sum
complementarity constraints linking trust and
control. This means that the two can be em-
ployed simultaneously, in full awareness of the
role and efficacy of each other.

In sum, we can see how the trust level and the
control level have a supplementary relationship
and how they have a joint effect on a firm's
confidence in partner cooperation in a strategic
alliance (see Figure 1). Hence:

Proposition 1: The aggregated level of
trust and control will determine a
firm’s confidence in partner coopera-
tion.

TRUST AND CONTROL IN DIFFERENT
ALLIANCE TYPES

We have so far discussed the supplementary
relationship between trust and control and
how this supplementarity is useful when con-
sidering the level of confidence in partner co-
operation from case to case. One critical con-
tingency seems to be alliance types. That is,
strategic alliances are a variegated phenom-
enon, and their internal differences should not
be overlooked in theory-building efforts
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FIGURE 1
Trust and Control in Strategic Alliances
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(Oliver, 1990; Stafford, 1994). Variances in alli-
ance structural configurations may have im-
portant implications for our examination of
trust, control, and confidence level relating to
strategic alliances. In this section we discuss
these contingent relationships and their inte-
gration.

Scholars often differentiate between equity
and nonequity alliances {Das & Teng, 1996;
Osborn & Baughn, 1990), and the difference is
whether the alliance agreements include eqg-
uity creation or equity exchuange. Some re-
searchers (e.g., Killing, 1988; Yoshino & Ran-
gan, 1995) have identified three major alliance
structures: (1) joint ventures (JVs), (2) minority
equity alliances, and (3) nontraditional con-
tracts (or nonequity alliances). JVs are inde-
pendently incorporated entities that are sepa-
rated from, but jointly run by, parent firms.
Whereas minority equity alliances involve one
party taking an equity stake in its partner (or
equity swap), nonequity alliances are contrac-
tual agreements without any equity arrange-
ments. Both of the latter types may have a
variety of configurations, including, but not
limited to, joint R&D, joint production, joint
marketing, supplier partnerships, and licens-
ing agreements. In this article we adopt the
three-part typology and examine how the dif-
terent alliance structures are related to trust,
control, and confidence level (see Table 1).

Object of Control

JVs are separate from parent firms and usu-
ally have their own boards of directors and or-
ganizational hierarchy. For JVs one object of
control is the ]V per se—that is, the parent com-
pany determines what should or should not be
done by the JV. Schaan defines control in JVs as
“the process through which a parent company
ensures that the way a JV is managed conforms
to its own interest” (1983: 57). Because JVs oper-
ate independently of parent firms, scholars em-
phasize the need to treat JVs as separate organ-
izations, so controlling JVs is more or less like
controlling a subsidiary (Geringer & Hebert,
1989; Harrigan & Newman, 1990). Less attention
is given to the fact that control in JVs is not only
about regulating what the JV may do but also
controlling what the partners may do (Bleeke &
Ernst, 1991; Kogut, 1989). In fact, partners often
use JVs as a cover to learn the other firms’ know-
how (Hamel, 1991; Hennart & Reddy, 1997). In this
sense, control in JVs may be more complicated
than we think, since the object of control in-
cludes both the ]V per se and the partner firms.

In contrast, minority equity alliances and non-
equity alliances do not involve the creation of
separate entities. Partner firms simply work
jointly, in accord with their agreement. Thus, the
object of control in these two types of alliances
is the partner only. In other words, the purpose
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TABLE 1
Trust, Control, and Confidence in Different Alliance Types

Alliance Types

Dimensions Joint Ventures

Minority Equity Alliances

Nonequity Alliances

Object of control JV and partner

Hierarchical control and
ownership control

Type of control

Delegation and JV
cautonomy

Manifestation of trust

Requisite confidence level High

Partner

Ownership control

Using equity share more as a distribution
mechanism than as a voting mechanism

Partner

Contractual control

Contractual flexibility

Moderate Low

of control is to ensure that the partner does not
behave opportunistically.

Type of Control

Since JVs are separate entities jointly owned
by two or more partners, the type of control used
in JVs includes both hierarchical and ownership
control (Aulakh et al., 1997). On the one hand,
hierarchical control refers to the type of control
used within organizations. It is based on author-
ity and involves giving orders to subordinates
and then evaluating their performance. Staffing,
reporting structure, meetings, policies, and pro-
cedures are a few examples of hierarchical con-
trol. For instance, when a partner exercises con-
trol by appointing its executive as the general
manager of a JV, the general manager relies on
hierarchical control to get the job done.

On the other hand, controlling JVs also in-
volves ownership because the JV is jointly
owned. Researchers have focused on the role of
ownership control in JVs (see Geringer & Hebert,
1989). One view expressed is that equity owner-
ship is the ultimate means of control, owing to
the fact that more equity shares give a partner
more voting power (Blodgett, 1991). The opposite
view is that control is not “a strict and automatic
consequence of ownership” (Geringer & Hebert,
1989: 238), so ownership plays only a limited role
in providing control in JVs (Heide & John, 1992).
In our view, since both hierarchical and owner-
ship control are useful in controlling JVs, the
finding that control level is not equivalent to
one's equity share in JV is only to be expected
(Mjoen & Tallman, 1997).

Unlike in JVs, partners in minority equity alli-
ances often rely on ownership control, for equity

ownership is the glue that binds the partner
firms. Hierarchical conirol is not pertinent here,
because there is no separate entity, and one
partner cannot exercise hierarchical control
over the other. Since one or more firms may be
cross-held by their partners, the means of equity
ownership becomes the more prominent one
(Das & Teng, 1998a). Thus, the percentage of
minority position held by the pariner firms (i.e.,
whether it is 1 percent or 49 percent) strongly
influences how much say (or control) each part-
ner has in the alliance (Sohn, 1994).

In contrast, nonequity alliances do not involve
any equity arrangement, so neither hierarchical
nor ownership control is possible. Nonequity al-
liances, such as licensing agreements and
supplier agreements, essentially are contract
based, in the sense that these contracts are less
open ended than those of JVs. Thus, contractual
control becomes especially important in govern-
ing the partnership. Without shared equity own-
ership, it is difficult to align the interests of
potential partners. Thus, partner firms use con-
tractual rigidity to make sure that contingencies
are covered and opportunism is deterred.

Manifestation of Trust

Since trust and control are parallel concepts,
the manifestation of trust among partners in
strategic alliances is tied to the type of control
they use. Essentially, for a given confidence
level, the development of trust is the opposite of
the tightening up of control. Thus, trust in JVs is
manifested in the grant of more autonomy and
delegation to the JV (Lyles & Reger, 1993). Since
JVs are separate entities, trust in the partner's
goodwill and reliability ultimately leads to the
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belief that the JV will comply with the parent
firm's best interests. Thus, more discretion and
decision-making autonomy will be granted—
both to the ]V and to the partner—in managing
the entity.

As we noted above, ownership position plays
an important role in minority equity alliances.
Thus, the use of equity share is ¢ manifestation
of the level of trust between the partners. Al-
though scholars often highlight the controlling
function of equity share (Blodgett, 1991; Lecraw,
1984), in relationships characterized by interfirm
trust, the function of equity share may become
purely a distribution mechanism. In such cir-
cumstances, partners use shared ownership as
a guide for allocating residuals, rather than for
merely determining the voting power among
themselves.

Finally, trust among partner firms in noneqg-
uity alliances often is manifested in contractual
flexibility. Nonequity alliances are also called
“nontraditional contracts,” since they rely more
on explicit contracts compared to other types of
alliances, and "relational contracting,” because
the existence of trust makes incomplete con-
tracts conceivable (Borch, 1994; Macneil, 1980).
When partners trust each other, they are in a
better position to appreciate the benefits of con-
tractual flexibility, which include faster re-
sponse and more efficient environmental and
interfirm adaptation.

Requisite Confidence Level

Various types of alliances may require ditfer-
ent levels of confidence in partner cooperation.
First of all, some types of alliances require much
more alliance-specific investments than other
types (Joskow, 1987). Alliance-specific invest-
ments often are nonrecoverable investments,
since they represent the amount of resources
committed to the alliance that cannot be fully
recovered if there is an unplanned alliance dis-
solution. The more alliance specific the invest-
ments, the more risk there is for partner firms.
Thus, a higher level of alliance-specific invest-
ments demands a higher level of confidence in
cooperation, which helps assuage the partners’
concerns about alliance performance. In other
words, partners need more certainty about coop-
eration in order to commit substantially to an
alliance. Among the three types of alliances, JVs
clearly require the highest level of alliance-

specific investments, since a separate entity
needs to be set up. By comparison, the need for
alliance-specific investments tends to be rela-
tively low in nonequity alliances. For example,
in licensing agreements the licensor provides
patents and/or know-how to the licensee for a
fee, so there is little nonrecoverable investment
involved on the part of licensor.

The second reason that needed confidence
level may differ is that the level of embedded-
ness varies across alliance types (Osborn &
Baughn, 1990). Embeddedness refers to the de-
gree of mutual dependence and connectedness
among the exchange parties (Granovetter, 1985;
Provan, 1993). Interfirm embeddedness contrib-
utes to the formation of strategic alliances, for
firms in social networks need each other more
than what regular business contracts can ac-
commodate. More importantly, strategic alli-
ances, in turn, also raise the level of interfirm
embeddedness (Proven, 1993), because the part-
ner firms cannot freely exit the relationship. In
this sense interfirm embeddedness is tanta-
mount to exit barriers in alliances. It is apparent
that JVs invite a high degree of interfirm embed-
dedness, whereas partner firms in nonequity al-
liances are least embedded. That is, licensing
agreements can be terminated without much
complication, whereas the dissolution of JVs and
minority equity alliances involves equity relin-
quishment. Thus, only if partner firms have a
fairly high level of confidence in partner coop-
eration will they be willing to enter into a JV.

Finally, apart from the initial nonrecoverable
investment, potential harm (or down-side risk)
because of opportunistic behavior also differs
greatly from one type of alliance to another.
Strategic alliances are often noted for being a
fertile arena for unintended resource transfer,
especially technological and managerial know-
how (Hamel, 1991). Partner firms often use alli-
ances as a cover for appropriating firm-specific
resources (Inkpen & Beamish, 1997). Thus, part-
ner firms are exposed to the risk of losing com-
petitive advantage through ill-suited alliances.
Among the three alliance types, JVs are poten-
tially the most susceptible to the unintended
transfer of knowledge and know-how, as part-
ners work closely in a single organization (Hen-
nart & Reddy, 1997; Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman,
1996). By comparison, in minority equity alli-
ances and nonequity alliances, partner firms of-
ten carry out their part of responsibilities sepa-
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rately (i.e., more contract based), thus reducing
the scope and possible impacts of opportunistic
behavior. Again, a higher degree of confidence
in cooperation is demanded for JVs since this
structure is the most conducive of the three for
opportunism.

In sum, since JVs come with more alliance-
specilic investments, a higher level of interfirm
embeddedness, and more possibilities for op-
portunistic resource transfer, a high level of con-
fidence in partner cooperation is essential. By
the same token, nonequity alliances demand
only a relatively low level of confidence, and
minority equity alliances a moderate level.

We can also examine requisite confidence
levels in terms of how trust and control jointly
contribute to the confidence level in partner co-
operation. This additive relationship has differ-
ent implications for the three types of alliances,
as we represent in summary fashion in Table 2.
Both the trust level and the control level have
been dichotomized into high and low values, in
order to explore these differences in terms of
four categories of confidence.

When both the trust level and the control level
are high, the firm will have high confidence in
partner cooperation. In alliances high confi-
dence is generated when mutually trusting part-
ners negotiate substantive control mechanisms
to ensure cooperation. This high-high situation
is most likely to exist for JVs, since they demand
a high level of confidence. Partners entering into
a JV, irrespective of their previous good relation-
ship, are known to devote considerable time and
effort in developing elaborate control mecha-
nisms, such as frequent meetings between the
partners, periodic written reports of all relevant

transactions, and so on (Geringer & Hebert, 1989;
Parkhe, 1993).

Along similar lines, a low-low situation will
lead to low confidence in partner cooperation;
this is most appropriate for nonequity alliances,
such as licensing arrangements and supplier
partnerships. Low confidence is present when
partners have limited trust in each other and
limited ability to influence each other’'s be-
havior.

As to the low-trust, high-control situation, the
resulting confidence category may be labeled
“moderate.” Partners establish the essentially
control-based confidence mainly through strin-
gent regulations and common norms, rather
than on the basis of perceived goodwill and
reliability. Although the trust level may be low,
sufficient technical rules are provided to foster a
moderate level of contidence in partner cooper-
ation. By the same token, the high-trust, low-
control situation also leads to moderate confi-
dence, based mainly on a sense of positive
expectations of partners’ motives. Since both
these situations reflect a moderate confidence
level, minority equity alliances are the most
likely structural choice under these two circum-
stances.

TRUST LEVEL, CONTROL MECHANISMS. AND
CONTROL LEVEL

Although, as mentioned earlier, we regard
trust and control as parallel sources of confi-
dence in partner cooperation, our conceptualiza-
tion does not suggest that trust and control are
completely noninteracting concepts. In fact, we
believe that control mechanisms may have

TABLE 2
Requisite Confidence Levels in Different Alliance Types

High

Control Level

Low

High confidence
in partner cooperation

Moderate confidence
in partner cooperation

Minority equity alliances

High
Joint ventures
Trust Level
Moderate confidence
in partner cooperation
Low

Minority equity alliances

Low confidence
in partner cooperation

Nonequity alliances
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some direct impact on the trust level and that
trust level plays a moderating role between con-
trol mechanisms and control level (see Figure 1).

Effect of Control Mechanisms on Trust Level

We have noted that control mechanisms are
organizational arrangements intended to en-
hance the level of control. The relationship be-
tween control mechanisms and trust is far from
clear in the literature. In essence, the dispute is
about whether the deployment of control mech-
anisms damages trust among exchange mem-
bers. Argyris (1952) notes that control mecha-
nisms imply that one party does not trust the
other. Since trust has the characteristic of reci-
procity, one tends to think along the lines of “I1 do
not trust because you do not trust.” Conse-
quently, this may evolve into a vicious cycle,
tending toward trust dissolution. Following this
logic, control mechanisms will undermine the
trust level in strategic alliances.

Nevertheless, those holding the contrary view-
point maintain that control mechanisms, if used
properly, may help build mutual trust (Goold &
Campbell, 1987). The basic argument here is that,
because control mechanisms provide a "track
record” for those who perform well, trust between
the parties may eventually be nurtured and
strengthened. Thus, a track record and an objec-
tive evaluation process are more conducive for
generating trust than a subjective evaluation pro-
cess. Furthermore, Sitkin suggests that legaliza-
tion, in terms of "reliance on formal rules and
standardized procedures” (1935: 189), can facilitate
“the development, diffusion, and constructive in-
stitutionalization of trust in organizational set-
tings” (1995: 187). Goold and Quinn (1990) also note
that control mechanisms may not always militate
against the development of trust.

Apparently, this dispute about the effect of
control mechanisms on trust level has important
implications for strategic alliances. Although
we agree that control mechanisms do not nec-
essarily undermine trust, we believe there
needs to be a more refined and contingent ap-
proach. Ouchi (1979) differentiates outcome, be-
havior, and clan (or social) control mechanisms.
Formal control includes outcome control and be-
havior (or process) control, which measures,
evaluates, and rewards either cutcomes or be-
haviors. He proposes that the optimal choice of
control mechanisms is determined by task char-

acteristics (i.e., outcome measurability and task
programmability). Thus, there needs to be a {it
between task characteristics and the control
mechanisms employed. More recently, some
have suggested that agency theory variables
(behavior observability and ocutcome uncer-
tainty) are also critical in this choice (Eisen-
hardt, 1985; Kirsch, 1996).

Hence, one type of contingency is that a lack
of fit between the situation and the choice of
control mechanisms leads to an erosion of trust.
Another type of contingency, which we explore
in this article, is when different effects on trust
stem directly from different control mechanisms.
Aulakh et al. (1997) argue that the three types of
control mechanisms (i.e., output, process, and
social) have different effects on trust in partner-
ship. According to their hypothesis, output con-
trol is negatively related to trust level, whereas
process and social control are positively related
to trust level. However, they found empirical
support only for a positive relationship between
social control and trust level.

In our view it is necessary to consider formal
control and social control for their distinctive
implications for trust. Whereas formal control
employs codified rules, goals, procedures, and
regulations that specity desirable patterns of
behavior, social control utilizes organizational
values, norms, and cultures to encourage desir-
able behavior. The key difference is that formal
control is more of a strict evaluation of perfor-
mance while social control is about dealing
with people. Thus, formal controls may create
stress, thereby affecting mutual trust.

Formal control serves to influence people’s be-
havior patterns by delineating clear boundaries.
Whether the target of control is prescribing spe-
cific performance goals (output control) or specific
processes (behavior control), the implication is
that one cannot have tull autonomy in deciding
what is best for the organization. This reservation
often suggests a lack of belief in one's goodwill,
reliability, or competence. Sitkin and Roth (1933)
report limited elfectiveness of legalistic remedies
(i.e., formal rules and contracts) for building trust.
Hence, it appears that the nature of formal con-
trols is at odds with a trusting environment, which
suggests a negative relationship between formal
control and trust level.

This is also the case with strategic alliances.
When extensive contractual safeguards, such as
lawsuit provisions, are featured, a sense of sus-
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picion rather than trust tends to dominate the
relationship. Each alliance has a contract, but
the difference is in terms of the degree to which
process and conduct are specified. In their study
of international JVs, Cullen, Johnson, and Sa-
kano (1995) found no support that formal control
led to more commitment in alliances. Also, Sit-
kin and Stickel found that formal control sys-
tems “can lead to escalating distrust if they are
ill-suited to the task at hand” (1996: 209). Of
course, this does not mean that nothing can be
done about formal control to help build trust. For
instance, Mayer and Davis (1996) report that re-
placement of an appraisal system with a more
valid one increases the level of trust. The impli-
cation is that poorly designed formal control
mechanisms can undermine trust.

In contrast to formal control, social control relies
on normative considerations to influence others’
behavior. Social control is about inducing desir-
able behavior through “soft” measures, so it is
associated more with such terms as “informal con-
trol,” “normative control,” and “clan control” (Le-
ifer & Mills, 1996). The underlying assumption of
social control is that people can ultimately deter-
mine their own behavior. Influence comes only in
the form of shared goals, values, and norms. Since
there is no explicit restriction on members' behav-
ior, more interpersonal respect and less mistrust
are implied in social control than in formal con-
trol. As such, social control is manifested in a
certain level of confidence in members' judgment
and competence, which lays the foundation for
trust (Larson, 1992).

Like trust building, social control tends to take
a long-term orientation toward a relationship,
for cultural systems and norms are nurtured
only slowly. Although this characteristic does
not rule out the use of social control in more
short-lived alliances, it is more likely to be ef-
fective in more long-term arrangements, such as
JVs. Social control in alliances often takes the
form of socialization, interaction, and training.
Some natural by-products of socialization and
interaction are better understanding and shared
values, which then lead to interfirm trust (Creed
& Miles, 1996; Madhok, 1995). Moreover, social
control often provides a supportive environment
for partner firms to understand the process and
objective of alliance management, which is of-
ten ambivalent at the beginning (Doz, 1996).
Thus, considerable overlaps exist between so-
cial control mechanisms and trust building. Fi-

nally, as we mentioned, scholars have found
empirical support for a positive relationship be-
tween social control and trust level (Aulakh et
al., 1997). In summary, we propose the following:

Proposition 2a: The deployment of for-
mal control mechanisms will under-
mine the level of trust among part-
ners.

Proposition 2b: The deployment of so-
cial control mechanisms will enhance
the level of trust among partners.

Trust Level As a Moderator Between Control
Mechanisms and Control Level

Regarding the relationship between control
mechanisms and actual control level, we cannot
take for granted the direction of causality. Mer-
chant notes that “more controls [control mecha-
nisms] do not necessarily give more control, but
the reasons why this occurs are not clear” (1984:
2). Thus far, scholars suggest that a number of
unintended negative consequences result from
implementing control mechanisms, which may,
in turn, hamper effective control (Goold &
Quinn, 1990). Major side effects from controlling
include behavioral displacement, gamesman-
ship, operating delays, and negative attitudes
(Merchant, 1984). Since these side eifects are
dysfunctional for achieving the ultimate pur-
pose of the organization, partners do not auto-
matically achieve effective control by imple-
menting control mechanisms.

Apparently, we still do not know enough
about the relationship between control mecha-
nisms and actual control level. Goold and Quinn
(1990) propose a contingency theory to explore
the effectiveness of control mechanisms, as
moderated by types of business. Vryza and Fryx-
ell (1997) also report that interfirm trust moder-
ates the relationship between informal control
and JV performance.

In line with this contingency thinking, we sug-
gest that trust level may be a moderator be-
tween control mechanisms and control level in
strategic alliances. According to Goold and
Quinn, “[Tlrust is a prime prerequisite of effec-
tive control” (1990: 54), because the implementa-
tion of control mechanisms requires a certain
level of trust. Using a similar logic for marketing
partnerships, Heide and John argue that norms
provide the conditions under which effective
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control can be exercised (1992: 36). Without a
minimum level of trust, it is extremely difficult to
agree on goals, to impose rules, and to conduct
teamwork. With the presence of interfirm trust,
control is less likely to backfire, as partners un-
derstand each other better and are more willing
to exercise mutual forbearance.

Mohr and Spekman (1994) have noted that trust
induces desirable behavior in alliances, including
more efficiency with conflict resolution. Although
a good level of control requires the presence of
trust, trust per se is unlikely to be a direct attribute
of control (Leifer & Mills, 1996). The reason for this
is that trust as one’s own perception about others
does not directly influence others’ behavior. Oth-
erwise, trust would be conceptualized as a control
mechanism.

Accordingly, we propose that trust plays a
moderating role between control mechanisms
and control level. When there is a high level of
trust, control mechanisms are more likely to be
effective in generating an adequate level of con-
trol. In other words, trust will facilitate the oper-
ation of control mechanisms. Thus:

Proposition 3: In strategic alliances
the trust level will exert a moderating
effect in a manner so that control
mechanisms will achieve a greater
level of control in high-trust situations
than in low-trust situations.

TRUST BUILDING IN STRATEGIC ALLIANCES

We noted earlier that the difference between a
complementary view and a supplementary view
of trust and control is not without significance.
Although Creed and Miles (1996) have noted that
trust level is not static in any given relationship,
most researchers have not paid sufficient atten-
tion to the fact that trust needs to be developed
in a conscious and gradual manner (Bhide &
Stevenson, 1992). Based on the restrictive notion
of a necessarily complementary relationship be-
tween trust and control in alliances, scholars’
emphasis seems to have been on how best to
institute adequate control mechanisms when
trust is not available (Blodgett, 1991; Yan & Gray,
1994). Consequently, not enough thought has
been given to the question of trust building in
alliances, as compared to the attention given to
deploying control mechanisms in lieu of needed
trust. In this section we turn to trust building in
strategic alliances.

Many have viewed trust as an essential ingre-
dient in almost all kinds of human relationships,
since it has a smoothing effect on exchanges in
a very efficient way (Arrow, 1972; Deutsch, 1973;
Luhmann, 1979; Williamson, 1993; Zand, 1972).
Thus, psychologists and sociologists have done
extensive studies on how to develop trust
among individuals (Boon & Holmes, 1991;
Gabarro, 1978; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Zucker,
1986). By comparison, the literature does not of-
fer much help in adequately comprehending the
process by which interfirm trust develops. In this
section we present some selected trust-building
techniques in strategic alliances. The more sig-
nificant techniques include risk taking, equity
preservation, communication, and interfirm ad-
aptation, and they are intended to assist firms in
accumulating information on the basis of which
the trustworthiness of partners can be evalu-
ated. Some of these techniques have been men-
tioned in the literature but have not been closely
linked with strategic alliances. Thus, our contri-
bution here is in terms of systematically pre-
senting trust-building techniques in the alliance
context.

Trust from Risk Taking

Most theorists would agree that trust is inti-
mately associated with risk and risk taking
(Coleman, 1990) and that trust and risk can be
considered “mirror images” of each other (Das &
Teng, 1998b). Trust and risk taking are believed
to form a reciprocal relationship: trust leads to
risk taking, and risk taking, in turn, buttresses a
sense of trust, given that the expected behavior
materializes (Boon & Holmes, 1991; Madhok,
1995; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). When a
trustee realizes that a trustor has taken consid-
erable risk in trusting her, she tends to be moti-
vated to behave in a trustworthy manner.

Such reciprocity has been found to be a key
element in trust building (Johnson, Cullen,
Sakano, & Takenouchi, 1997; Larson, 1992). The
logic is one of "I trust because you trust” (McAl-
lister, 1995) or "trust begets trust” (Creed &
Miles, 1996). Only if some initial risk is taken is
it possible for the trustee to demonstrate his or
her trustworthiness. It is in this sense that
Strickland (1958) suggests that, in order to de-
velop trust, one needs to take risk first—as if the
trustee deserves the trust. Gulati, Khanna, and
Nohria (1994) have argued that because strate-
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gic alliances often do not constitute the prison-
er's dilemma situation, unilateral commitments
may well be a good strategy. Also, a significant
level of nonrecoverable investment in an alli-
ance signals one's commitment and trust, thus
further boosting the trust level among partners.
Indeed, although strategic alliances are often
motivated by a need to reduce risk in the mar-
ketplace, they also invite firms to take relational
risk with their partners.

Although risk taking breeds trust, firms do not
blindly take unjustified risk in the hope of de-
veloping a trustful relationship. It is more likely
that a gradual approach is adopted, in which
partners start with limited investments. As op-
tions theorists suggest, incremental resource
commitments may be the preferred strategy
when risk and uncertainty levels are high (Bow-
man & Hurry, 1993). Deeply rooted in historical
engagement, trust is most likely to be the accu-
mulation of prior satisfactory experiences
(Gulati, 1995; Luhmann, 1988). Locating a partner
with a good reputation seems to be an effective
starting point. A firm with a reputation of being
honest, fair, and trustworthy gives one the
needed tirst piece of evidence to take some ini-
tial risk (Barney & Hansen, 1994).

Once a trustworthy partner is found, alliance
partners rely on the trial-and-error approach in
building up interfirm trust. Trust earned from
prior engagement then serves as the evidence to
justify a subsequent risky step beyond the accu-
mulated evidence. Larson (1992) provides case
studies of how a trial period is used among
entrepreneurial firms to build up mutual trust in
an incremental fashion.

Trust from Equity Preservation

Besides risk taking, a second way to build
trust among partners is to ensure that equity
and fairness are mostly preserved (Korsgaard,
Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995; Sheppard &
Tuchinsky, 1996). In essence, equity means that
the firm contributing the most resources (both
tangible and intangible) to the alliance should
get the most from it. According to the equity
theory of motivation, people have a strong need
to maintain their sense of equity in exchange
relationships (Adams, 1963).

Equity is essential not only for cooperation
within organizations, but also for interfirm coop-
eration. Kumar (1996) stresses the importance of

distributive and procedural justice in creating
trust in manufacturer-retailer relationships, and
Johnson (1997) reports that perceptions of proce-
dural justice in strategic decision making have
important impacts on partners’ commitment to
JVs. Should partners become concerned about
potential inequities in profit distribution, for in-
stance, their confidence in and commitment to
the alliance most likely would recede, even if
the alliances are about to bring positive results.
The reason, as equity theory of motivation sug-
gests, is that people may be preoccupied with
maintaining a fair relationship. An unfair rela-
tionship may lead one firm to feel that someone
is taking advantage of it. Ring and Van de Ven
(1994) have stated that, sometimes, partners
view equity as a more important performance
criterion than efficiency. As such, equity is an
important source of trust in alliances, and a lack
of equity may undermine mutual trust signifi-
cantly.

That said, the relationship between trust and
equity appears to go both ways—that is, a high
level of trust tends to encourage partners to tol-
erate short-term inequity or mutual forbearance.
Given a certain trust level among partners, it is
also apparent that extended periods or growing
instances of inequity will create tension and
strain existing trust. Therefore, for the sake of
trust building, profit distribution needs to be
kept on an equitable basis.

Trust from Communication

Communication and proactive information ex-
change form yet another tactic to boost trust
among partners (Macneil, 1980; Thomas &
Trevino, 1993). There may be several reasons
why communication and information processing
play important roles in trust building. First of
all, open and prompt communication among
partners is believed to be an indispensable
characteristic of trusting relationships (Kanter,
1994; Larson, 1992). Without proper communica-
tion, cooperative relationships tend to suffer.
Only if the partners can constantly sound off on
their differences, of which there are always
some in any relationship, will they be able to
avoid fatal conflicts. Thus, communication irons
out the potential kinks in daily operations and
makes for a satisfactory working relationship.

Second, firms need to collect evidence about
their partners’ credibility and trustworthiness,
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and communication facilitates this process.
Creed and Miles (1996) have stressed the impor-
tance of being open to the evidence of others’
trustworthiness, but without proactive informa-
tion exchange, this process would take a long
time. Hart and Saunders have emphasized the
significance of sharing information with part-
ners, which leads to "information symmetry
rather than information asymmetry” (1997: 34).
Firms may deliberately provide unsolicited—
including even somewhat sensitive—informa-
tion to their partners as a way of showing both
goodwill and intimacy. As the reciprocal pro-
cess starts to gain credibility, sustained infor-
mation flow between the partners should create
a trusting environment.

Third, communication helps build trust be-
cause it provides the basis for continued inter-
action, from which partners further develop
common values and norms (Leifer & Mills, 1996).
Madhok (1995) notes that sustained interaction
is a crucial mechanism for holding the partners
together. Through information exchange, part-
ners should identify and develop more common-
alities, so a sense of trust would be reinforced.

Trust from Interfirm Adaptation

Trust is earned from partners if one adapts to
the needs of cooperation in partnerships (Heide
& John, 1992). Interfirm adaptation refers to the
adjustment of one’s own behavioral pattern in
order to bring about a fit between the partners or
between the alliance and the environment
(Hallen, Johanson, & Seyed-Mohamed, 1991).
Flexibility and the willingness to accommodate
deviations from the contract when necessary are
key to interfirm adaptation. Macneil (1980) has
recognized that a willingness to carry out such
adaptations is essential for trust building, and
Madhok (1995) has proposed that bilateral adap-
tation in JVs provides incentive for acting for
mutual interests rather than self-interests. Being
flexible enough to respond positively to the
changing needs of a partnership demonstrates
that the firm not only values the alliance but is
also willing to make considerable efforts toward
desirable accommodations.

Sometimes, the nature of an alliance calls for
mutual adaptation—for example, to ease a po-
tential cultural clash (Sankar, Boulton, David-
son, Snyder, & Ussery, 1995) or to make firm-
specific investments. At other times interfirm

adaptation becomes a necessity because a
changing environment requires modifications in
the way partners cooperate. For example, if the
host country of a JV imposes new laws banning
a majority equity share owned by foreign part-
ners, then the situation calls for both partners to
adapt to the new situation. A willingness to do
this, although possibly painful in economic or
other terms, would earn much trust from the
partner. Hence, making adaptations according
to the needs of the partnership is an effective
way to develop trust.

CONTROL MECHANISMS IN STRATEGIC
ALLIANCES

So far, we have explored various trust-
building tactics in strategic alliances. We now
discuss specific control mechanisms to develop
confidence in partner cooperation. Control the-
orists have examined and proposed a number of
control mechanisms, such as cybernetic regula-
tions and information-processing devices. Nev-
ertheless, not all control mechanisms are fully
relevant for strategic alliances. As Sheppard
and Tuchinsky note, in network organizations
“control is not exercised in the form of hierarchi-
cal authority” but, rather, in terms of “relation-
ships between relative equals” (1996: 142).

As we mentioned earlier, one key differentia-
tion in the control literature is that between for-
mal control and social control. We maintain that
both formal control and social control can be
used effectively in strategic alliances, and we
discuss the following three specific control
mechanisms that appear to be particularly rel-
evant to strategic alliances: (1) goal setting,
(2) structural specifications, and (3) cultural
blending.

Goal Setting

Goal setting emphasizes the importance of
establishing specific and challenging goals in
organizations (Locke & Latham, 1984). Based on
this idea, management by objectives, as a prom-
inent form of goal setting, has gained accep-
tance as a management program for enhancing
control and boosting performance. Besides goal
content, the process of setting goals also has
drawn the attention of researchers in recent
years. For the purpose of control in strategic
alliances, partners normally would prefer a high
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degree of goal formalization. For instance, part-
ners in strategic alliances may pursue either
long-term goals or short-term goals. Firms with
a high need for control would prefer alliance
goals of short-term orientation, because perfor-
mance evaluation and feedback can be moni-

tored more frequently against immediate objec- -

tives. However, because explicit goals often are
difficult to formulate in the initial stages of forg-
ing alliances, firms would give more attention to
an effective goal-setting process.

Scholars often regard goal setting as critical
in strategic alliances because of the potential
for goal incongruence among partners. Mer-
chant (1984) discusses several dimensions of
goals, including congruence, specificity, com-
munication and internalization, and complete-
ness. Authors of the control literature have em-
phasized that the definition of desired results (or
goals) is an essential part of a control process,
which also includes measurements and rein-
forcements (Eisenhardt, 1985; Ouchi, 1979). The
logic of a cybernetic process suggests that goals
are a prerequisite in control, since there must be
a pre-existing objective against which results
will be evaluated. Formal control becomes very
difficult in the absence of agreed goals. Thus,
ensuring that one’s own interests are reflected
in the official goals of the alliance is the starting
point of control (Geringer & Hebert, 1989). Clear
objectives not only help set the direction for the
alliance but also facilitate the establishment of
specific rules and regulations. Goals are impor-
tant for formal control mechanisms because
they specity what is expected of partners. Al-
though partners may still engage in dysfunc-
tional activities, having clear goals makes it
much easier to identify these activities.

That said, having explicit goals in strategic
alliances is not always possible, or even desir-
able. Partner firms often cannot agree on goals
for the alliance that will effectively serve their
respective interests. Moreover, given informa-
tion asymmetry and the presence of hidden
agendas, partner firms often have to tolerate a
certain degree of goal ambiguity. One can even
argue that goal ambiguity and uncertainty
about the future are the very conditions that
prompt firms to consider entering into alliances.
I so, the negative effects of having specific
goals (i.e., sacrificing flexibility) may outweigh
the benefits of better control.

Thus, the process of goal setting may become
even more important as a useful social control
mechanism in strategic alliances. Participatory
decision making serves the purpose of control-
ling, because in the process partners interact
among themselves to gain a better understand-
ing of each other. As a result, collective norms
and values of the alliance are developed. Be-
cause the goal-setting process allows partners
to form a consensus gradually, their incentive to
deviate from agreed-upon objectives tends to
be significantly curbed. In this sense, we can
view goal setting as a form of normative control
(Leifer & Mills, 1996; Simon, 1957). In sum, the
goal-setting process is important for both formal
and social control.

Structural Specifications

Structural arrangements, including rules and
regulations, are the heart of formal control. In
strategic alliances formal control tends to be
especially relevant, owing to the relatively high
degrees of goal incongruence and performance
ambiguity. Partners often use a variety of struc-
tural specifications to ensure desirable behav-
ior in strategic alliances (Geringer & Hebert,
1989). Parkhe (1993) uses “ex ante deterrents”
and “ex post deterrents” to refer to certain struc-
tural arrangements that discourage opportunis-
tic behavior in alliances.

Ex ante deterrents are designed to minimize
partners’ incentive for opportunism. They have
been specified as nonrecoverable investments,
which lose much of their value should the alli-
ance fail. Because each partner holds consider-
able stake, it will be embedded in the alliance
and, hence, will behave more responsibly. Wil-
liamson (1983) has recognized that credible com-
mitments partially come from being mutual hos-
tages. Thus, Das and Teng (1996) suggest that
equity alliances, such as JVs and minority eq-
uity investment, will be more desirable if con-
trolling opportunistic behavior is the priority. In
line with this view, some theorists have sug-
gested that, in JVs, shared equity ownership,
rather than dominant ownership, may be a more
effective control mechanism (Geringer & Hebert,
1989; Sohn, 1994).

Unlike ex ante deterrents, ex post deterrents
refer to structural safeguards against opportun-
ism in the process of managing alliances. Spe-
cific arrangements include reporting and check-
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ing devices, written notice of any departure from
the agreement, accounting examination, cost
control, quality control, arbitration clauses, and
lawsuit provisions. Deciding upon these struc-
tural specifications requires partners' invest-
ment of considerable energy and time during
the negotiation stage. In case pariners cannot
agree on specific structures of the alliances,
they may as well resort to their respective bar-
gaining power (Neale & Bazerman, 1992; Yan &
Gray, 1994). It is equally costly in the operation
stage, since substantial resources and informa-
tion-processing capacity have to be allocated
just for the purpose of internal control. Neverthe-
less, rigid structural arrangements do effec-
tively set the boundaries for the behavior of al-
liance partners.

Cultural Blending

Unlike in formal control, the central element of
social control is organizational culture—"a sys-
tem of shared values ... and norms that define
appropriate attitudes and behaviors for organi-
zational members” (O'Reilly & Chatman 1996:
160). Organizational culture provides a sense of
control, for it unifies the way organizational
members process information and react to the
environment, which facilitates the achievement
of a higher level of behavioral predictability
(Trice & Bevyer, 1993). Because people are guided
by their shared values and norms, they volun-
tarily behave in a manner that is desired by
other organizational members as well. Com-
pared to hierarchical organizations, in strategic
alliances the managing of organizational cul-
ture presents both a daunting challenge and a
potential opportunity (Sankar et al., 1995).

Managing alliance culture is a challenge be-
cause it is about blending and harmonizing two
different organizational cultures (Wilkof, Brown,
& Selsky, 1995). Cultural clash has caused many
mergers/acquisitions to fail, simply because two
companies cannot be pulled together easily and
then expected to work seamlessly as one. Accul-
turation (or cultural diffusion) in mergers and
acquisitions may take the mode of integration,
assimilation, separation, and deculturation (Na-
havandi & Malekzadeh, 1988). Some have sug-
gested that the acquiring firm and the acquired
firm have very different perspectives in decid-
ing upon the acculturation mode, and incongru-

ence in partner preference may create accultur-
ation stress resulting in unsuccessful mergers.

A similar form of acculturation stress is likely
to occur in strategic alliances. This issue may
become especially serious for alliances in
which one partner plays a dominant role.
Whereas in a merger/acquisition it is accept-
able for one organizational culture to prevail, in
alliances this is rarely so, for partners in alli-
ances are still independent firms so that both
are concerned about losing their own organiza-
tional identity in a strategic alliance. Thus, the
challenge is to make cultural blending work,
while largely preserving the separate cultures.
Furthermore, there are certain organizational
cultures that are inherently discordant, such as
the rigid form of large organizations and the
flexible one of small firms.

Despite the difficulties, managing culture is
critical, particularly owing to a lack of alterna-
tive effective control mechanisms in alliances.
As we mentioned earlier, goal setting and struc-
tural specifications are usetful, but the degree of
goal incongruence and task complexity may
well require a higher level of control in alli-
ances. Therefore, to a certain extent, blending
organizational cultures offers an attractive al-
ternative. The key seems to be in the socializa-
tion and training of alliance managers. Social-
ization provides much-needed interaction
among managers from both sides, thus enabling
managers to familiarize themselves with their
partner’s organizational culture. Such personal
interaction helps develop common values and
norms for the alliance.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

One of the key questions for partners in stra-
tegic alliances is whether to trust or to control.
The major theme here is that trust and control
are two alternative sources in developing confi-
dence in partner cooperation, although the two
are not linked by a simple complementary rela-
tionship. In this article we have proposed an
integrated framework of trust and control for
developing a firm's confidence in partner coop-
eration in strategic alliances.

We first examined, at some length, the notion
of confidence in partner cooperation in a strate-
gic alliance, defined as a firm's perceived cer-
tainty about satisfactory partner cooperation.
We also discussed how this notion of confidence
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in partner cooperation is conceptually different
from trust, which relates to the trustor’s positive
expectations about the motives of the trustee.
One distinction, among others, between trust
and confidence is that of expectations of mo-
tives as against perceptions of certainty about
cooperative behavior. Since partners recognize
strategic alliances as potential arenas for op-
portunistic behavior, the significance of confi-
dence in partner cooperation seems clear for the
formation and management of alliances.

Second, we discussed how trust and control
are two distinct sources of contidence in partner
cooperation. After conceptually differentiating
trust and control as two parallel concepts, we
examined them in an integrated manner. Al-
though some theorists have suggested that trust
is itself a control mechanism, we have found the
existing literature to be unclear on this point
and have argued that trust cannot be a control
mechanism, if both trust and control are defined
restrictively for increased clarity. We have de-
fined trust here as a positive expectation about
others’ motives, and control as the process of
regulating others’ behavior to make it more pre-
dictable. The confusion in the literature stems
from authors using the terms, perhaps unwit-
tingly, as if they were causally linked within an
implied complementary straightjacket.

A more appropriate construction of the rela-
tionship, we have contended, would be of a sup-
plementary character—flexible and open end-
ed—which would disentangle the tightly
coupled conception of the trust-control relation-
ship evident in the literature, thereby facilitat-
ing the consideration of the two concepts on
their own terms. This, of course, recognizes the
possibility of substituting one concept for the
other (given a specific desired level of confi-
dence), but without the obvious limitations of a
strictly complementary relationship between
the two. Such an uncoupled conception of trust
and control in the development of confidence in
partner cooperation enables us to consider the
significant issue of the two concepts interacting
to supplement each other in special ways. That
is, in a particular alliance situation, the two
concepts can be developed in parallel, but with
due regard to their interactive eiffects should the
need arise for increased confidence in partner
cooperation.

Third, by uncoupling the implied complemen-
tary linkage between trust and control that per-

vades the literature, we were able to explore the
relationship between trust level and control
mechanisms, as well as the moderating role of
trust level in control. We suggested that al-
though trust and control are parallel concepts,
they are not completely independent in the
sense of being isolated from each other. In fact,
the deployment of control mechanisms may ei-
ther enhance or undermine the trust level, de-
pending on the specific type of control mecha-
nisms partners use. Furthermore, we suggested
that trust level plays a moderating role between
control mechanisms and control level. In other
words, we proposed that trust level will facili-
tate the deployment of control mechanisms,
even though some of these very mechanisms
may be suggestive of a lack of trust.

Fourth, in examining these relationships, we
discussed some of the complexities introduced
by the variety of alliance types. Adopting a con-
tingent approach, we examined three major
types of alliances in terms of the roles of trust,
control, and confidence level. It appears that,
whereas the basic roles of these constructs we
delineate in this article can be generalized
across alliance types, the specifics of each con-
struct can differ fairly widely because of the
structural differences among strategic alliance
types. For instance, the requisite level of confi-
dence in partner cooperation appears to be high
in JVs, compared to only a relatively low level
for nonequity alliances.

Fifth, we systematically addressed the issues
of trust building and control mechanisms in
strategic alliances. For trust building in alli-
ances, we discussed four key techniques: (1) risk
taking, (2) equity preservation, (3) communica-
tion, and (4) interfirm adaptation. We also dis-
cussed three key control mechanisms in strate-
gic alliances: (1) goal setting, (2) structural
specifications, and (3) organizational culture
blending. This discussion should help us to bet-
ter understand the various alternatives for de-
veloping confidence in partner cooperation.

Finally, regarding future research based on
this integrative examination of trust and control
in developing confidence in partner cooperation
in strategic alliances, we see one area that
seems particularly promising (but that we have
not addressed here). Some scholars have sug-
gested that the optimal combination of trust
building and control mechanisms depends on
their respective costs. The conventional wisdom
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is that one should employ control mechanisms
when adequate trust is wanting. The assump-
tion underlying this argument is that trust is
ostensibly something of a static phenomenon. In
fact, as we have tried to show, trust can (and
should) be developed whenever it is deemed
appropriate. However, trust building can be
costly, for considerable organizational re-
sources are necessary, in some form or other.
Thus, we believe it would be of interest to ex-
plore the calculus of optimal combinations of
trust and control in developing confidence
through a detailed analysis of the relative costs
of trust building and control mechanisms. To
that end, our discussion on specitic trust-
building techniques and control mechanisms
should provide a useful starting point.
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Executive Summary

This research project investigates the collaborative leadership of learning partnerships
for 14-19 educational provision. Educational leadership research and theory largely
focus upon the leadership of individual institutions: partnerships are a key element of
current UK Government policy for education, and the leadership of such partnerships
is little understood. The research team itself is a partnership: of academic, research
and Leadership Centre staff at Newcastle University, and their Project Reference Group
which is drawn from Local Authorities (LAs) Local Learning and Skills Councils (LLSCs),
schools and colleges, and the Connexions service.

The investigation analyses who leads the partnerships, for whom, and the nature of
the leadership within the partnerships. It explores the tensions between leading within
the partnership and leading ‘one’s own’ organisation and discusses the outcomes for
learmers. The final stages of the analysis model firstly the interaction of policy,
partnership and leadership, and secondly collaborative leadership.

An initial desk study of academic literature and evaluation and inspection reports
which discuss partnership leadership was undertaken. The empirical research
comprises four area case studies into the collaborative leadership of 14-19
partnerships, carried out in the North East of England, together with a national survey
of the co-ordinators of 102 14-19 learning partnerships.

The data analysis and modelling of key factors offer insight into the collaborative
leadership of partnerships. At partnership level, the following factors enable
collaborative leadership:

¢ Alignment of organisational goals

e Strength of common purpose

® Partnership energy

® Mutual trust of partners

® Acceptance of others’ leadership

® Pooling of knowledge and expertise

® Benefit to individual partner organisations

* Mutual understanding of partner organisations

Collaborative leadership across multiple organisations at both strategic and
operational level may be constrained by personal ambivalence, by power issues
between organisations, by issues of resource, and by the differing agendas and
cultures of each organisation in the partnership. The mutual trust and tolerance of
difference established ‘around the table’ by partnership members cannot easily be
translated into mutual trust among the multiple senior and middle leaders involved in
the partnership. Partnerships are led by the needs of young people, yet they are not
included in the framework for collaboration.





The report concludes that 14-19 learning partnerships can succeed if the following
factors are addressed. Constraints to effective partnership working can be reduced,
and a climate for more strongly collaborative working established.

At policy level

® Resource from central Government, with mainstream funding for collaborative
activity across different types of organisation.

e Stability of remit for key partnership players such as the LSC and Connexions.

* Modification of the ways in which educational providers are evaluated, to
accommodate and encourage partnership activity.

® High-level support and publicity for the Specialised Diplomas: the Diplomas
themselves need to be a quality product which addresses the range of need
among 14-19 year old learners.

At partnership level

® Realistic 21st century solutions for partnership provision across wide geographical
areas and across busy cities.

® Coherent systems and personalised support for learners to evaluate, take up and
succeed in the opportunities open to them.

* Alignment of purpose of partner organisations, and mutual understanding
between partners.

* Mutual benefit to partner organisations.

At leadership level

® Increased understanding of how collaborative leadership works.

® Acceptance that collaborative leadership works differently from and in tension with
- leadership of single organisations.

* |Involvement in collaborative leadership of leaders at all levels of the organisation,
not just senior leaders.

* |Involvement of young people in designing the leaming pathways open to them.

Professor Ann Briggs
Newcastle University





Introduction

This research was undertaken at a time of intense UK Government pressure for
collaborative activity for policy implementation in a range of areas, including education.
The White Paper Learning to Compete (DfEE, 1997), the Leaming and Skills Act of 2000
and the Education Act of 2002, the 14-19 Education and Skills White Paper (DfES, 2005)
propose collaborative provision of flexible academic and vocational pathways for
learners aged 14-19 and the introduction of Specialised Diplomas from September
2008. The expectation of this policy is that non-statutory, voluntary groupings of local
learing providers ranging from voluntary sector to schools, FE/HEIs, and others such
as local government, Connexions /Careers Service, trade unions, training providers,
employers and faith groups will collaborate to provide appropriate learming routes for
young people from the age of 14 (Lifelong Learning, 2006). Agencies and institutions
which previously worked in parallel, each with their own organisational cultures and
structures, are now mandated to converge and work in tandem to address issues of
national concern, and to implement new policy. In order to achieve this, institutions
need to move from ‘weakly collaborative arrangements’ (Hodgson and Spours 2006) to
stronger inter-organisational structures both at strategic and operational level.

Within the context of the provision of education and training for young people aged
14-19, leadership of such partnerships would be difficult, even in a stable policy
context. Schools, colleges, work-based learning providers, voluntary agencies and
employers each have their own culture, operational systems and professional focus,
and within each provider group there are notable differences in organisational purpose
and leadership style. There are historic areas of ignorance, rivalry and suspicion
between the groups, generated partly by their hitherto parallel existence, by
Government policy based upon competition, and a policy-induced focus upon
institutional outcomes rather than on longer term progression and achievement for
young people. Linked in partnership with the education and training providers and
employers are three key national networks: the Local Authorities (LA), the local Learning
and Skills Councils (LLSC/LSC) and the Connexions service, each of which is currently
experiencing fundamental change. Educational provision within LAs has recently
undergone substantial reform and reorganisation under the Children Act of 2004, the
role of the LSC is currently under review, and the Connexions service is being
disaggregated as of 31st March 2007 Thus the two commissioners of 14-19
partnership provision - LA and LSC - and the key agency for supporting young people
of this age group through transition are all in a state of flux.

As intimated above, the policy context itself is not stable. Having set in train the
partnership working which should lead to the collaborative regional provision of
Specialised Diplomas in 2008, a subsequent Government policy statement placed a
new imperative upon the provision of an International Baccalaureate (IB) programme
of study in each educational authority. Meanwhile, the recently launched Young





Apprenticeship scheme (YA) is experiencing a pleasing level of success. Neither the 1B
nor the YA has readily apparent links with the Specialised Diploma framework, yet it
might be assumed that both will play a strong part in future 14-19 provision. In spite of
the imminence of the 2008 launch of the Diplomas, little is known of their content and
funding structure, and the outcome of the tendering for the first tranche of provision
has only recently been announced, at the end of March 2007. Furthermore, as many
respondents to this research comment, a change of national Government could
produce a complete change of policy focus.

Within this complex organisational and political context, it is timely to consider the
collaborative leadership of the Learning Partnerships for educational provision for 14-19
learners, as set out in the Education and Skills White Paper (DfES, 2005). Collaboration
over educational provision is a high-stakes activity. Each young person brings funding
to the educational provider who recruits them and successful (@and unsuccessful)
learning outcomes affect the ‘score’ of the provider on the national league tables.
Educational leaders are accountable for the success of their own individual
organisation: there are currently no league table scores or funding prizes for
collaboration. Under what conditions, therefore, would organisational leaders subsede
the interest of their own organisation to the interests of the leamer and the partnership?
Leadership of educational partnerships is under-researched and under-theorised, and
the partnerships investigated through this research carry responsibility for the
educational achievement, employability and life-skills of the emergent adult population.
Understanding leadership within these partnerships is thus a vital national issue.

The research addresses the following CEL Key Research Questions:

1. What are the conditions, processes and consequences of leadership practice
in the sector?

2. How are organisational strategies conducted, and what impact do they have?

It focuses principally upon the following CEL Research Themes:

1. The 14-19 agenda

2. Collaborative leadership
It addresses the outcomes of leadership by considering the following CEL
Research Theme:

3. The leamner's voice





The project comprises a desk study, a national survey of 14-19 learning partnerships
and four area case studies into the collaborative leadership of these partnerships.
The intention is to draw upon the experience of as many types of participant as
possible, including young people aged 14-19, in order to analyse the nature of
partnership leadership, to what extent collaborative leadership between organisations
is possible, and what the outcomes are for young people.

The project team within Newcastle University comprises a professor, two lecturers,

a research associate, a teaching fellow and the director of the regional Leadership
Centre. They are supported by a local Reference Group of Local Authority and Local
Learning and Skills Council representatives, school head teachers, a FE college 14-19
co-ordinator and a Connexions representative. The combined strengths and expertise
from inside and outside the University enables a range of experience and
perspectives to be offered within this investigation.

The project addresses the following questions, within the context of partnerships for
14-19 provision. Within these partnerships:

1. Who leads?

2. For whom?

3. Is a particular type of leadership needed for partnership between organisations
to be successful? If so, what does this leadership comprise?

4. What are the tensions between leading the organisation and operating within
the partnership?

5. Under what conditions may partnership activity be successfully led?

6. What positive client outcomes are observed in successful partnerships?





Theoretical Context

Policy

The notion of partnerships for education runs through all the major initiatives
introduced by the government in recent years, whatever their primary aim (Arnold,
2006). Key examples are the Children Act (2004) which set the Local Authority
organisation of education within a partnership of education, social service and health
providers, and the establishment of extended schools which follow the pattern of multi-
agency provision, offering a range of services based upon the school site. The issues
associated with young people and their effective transition to a productive and fulfilling
adult life are a current concem of education policy for the 14-19 age group.
Underpinning this is a focus upon the principles of inter-agency working and of
coherency in meeting the needs of the group as a whole whilst tailoring services
around individual young people’s specific needs (Dickinson, 2001).

The educational policy framework for 14-19 year olds relates to provision for leamers
both before and after the statutory minimum school leaving age, involving multiple
webs of partnership for the provision of education, employment and training. From
1997 onwards, with the White Paper Learning to Compete (DfEE, 1997), through the
Learning and Skills Act of 2000 and the Education Act of 2002, to the 14-19 Education
and Skills White Paper (DfES, 2005), there is an emphasis upon the collaborative
provision of flexible pathways for academic and vocational provision for learners aged
14-19. Examples of collaborative initiatives to date have been the Increased Flexibility
and Pathfinder Programmes, both designed to enable collaboratively provided leaming
routes for young people.

Regional Learning Partnerships, which support education strategy and collaboration
between providers at a regional level, were established from 1999. In mid-2006 there
were 104 such partnerships, which aimed to ‘promote a new culture of provider
collaboration across sectors (schools, FE, work-based Ilearning and adult and
community learning) and to rationalise the plethora of existing local partnership
arrangements covering post-16 leaming’ (Lifelong Learning, 2006). They have carried
out their work within an almost constantly changing policy environment which has had
an impact on their development, particularly in relation to clarity of purpose, credibility
and capacity (Rodger et al, 2003). Ramsden et al (2004) comment that Learning
Partnerships have been one further element in the ever shifting landscape of post-16
education and training and its institutional structures, and that they represent a
tendency for central government to exert more control in an attempt to improve
coherence. Nested within these partnerships are local voluntary groupings for
collaboration over 14-19 education and training provision, referred to in this document
as 14-19 learing partnerships.





Partnership

The 2005-6 Annual Report of the Nuffield Review into 14-19 Education (Hayward

et al, 2006) highlights the tensions produced by the climate of competition between
educational providers, and by funding mechanisms which reward recruitment and
attainment. In spite of the rhetoric of collaboration, current government policies
‘incentivise individual institutional self-interest and do not sufficiently stress collective
thinking and area planning’ (Hayward et al, 2006: 39). The authors of the Review
comment further that the measures in the government's 14-19 Implementation Plan
(DfES, 2003) which are intended to address collaboration ‘remain weak in comparison
with the measures...that encourage competition’ (Hayward et al, 2006: 40). They
consider that a move from weakly collaborative systems to more strongly collaborative
systems is needed to address the deep seated practical and cultural problems which
are currently in evidence in 14-19 provision. In particular, strongly collaborative systems
of partnership are needed in order to:

a. address disaffection among learners through reforming secondary education
as a whole;

b. pool local area resources efficiently, and

c. reduce social segregation which is currently exacerbated by funding differences.

If partnership is to be successful, there must be strong incentives for the partners to
collaborate. As Arnold (2006) notes, wherever partnership is discussed, and in whatever
forum, there is general agreement on its principal benefits. In the 14-19 education
context, partnership makes individual learning pathways possible, through which a
student’'s needs and aspirations can be met by drawing upon a wide range of
expertise and specialisms. They also potentially offer local economies for a cost-
effective and coherent curriculum. However, there are both cultural and practical
barriers to partnership. Rudd et al (2004), investigating a range of types of partnership
between education providers, report a fear of the unknown, where partnership working
requires staff to work in new ways, and be open to perceived ‘scrutiny’ by others. They
report that competition between providers, fostered by previous government policy, has
hindered collaboration, and that personalities and previous cultures may not have
been conducive to partnership working. Similar issues were earlier noted by Doherty
and Harland (2001), who report problems for partners in sustaining membership and
commitment, and in effecting changes in the professional practice of different partners.

The literature offers some evidence of successful partnership working. Rodger et al
reported in 2003 that over the previous three and a half years the national network of
Learning Partnerships had generally added value across a significant number of
localities, and had helped to lay the ground for key local interventions such as Area
Inspections and Area Reviews. They observed clear evidence of outcomes and impact





through better information, understanding and awareness amongst partner
organisations. Significantly, collaboration over joint educational provision was the area
of least progress. Rodger et al conclude that there is no ‘single’ or ‘right’ model of
Learning Partnership delivery, and that the most effective Leamning Partnerships are not
simply ‘delivery machines. They observe that some of the key characteristics
associated with effective partnership delivery are:

® g strong management and coordination team;

e clear vision and strong will to get things done;

e effective structures for internal communication, and
® an ethos of inclusiveness

A report prepared for the DIES in 2003 identified good collaborative practice, for
example, in the Tyne and Wear Leaming Partnership, where 14-19 provision was
identified as ‘a key area where we've all worked together’ Success was attributed to
the partners’ conscious efforts to achieve equity and commonality, which ‘contrasts
with the hierarchical and positional power-based roles and relationships so often in
evidence' (DfES, 2003: 45).

Success for partnerships appears therefore to be balanced upon a policy-sharpened
knife-edge, where incentives for collaboration may be more theoretical than real.
This raises questions as to how educational leaders within partnerships are to lead
and be led for the common good, and how they may balance the interests of their
own organisation with the interests of the region, the leamer and the partnership.

Leadership

Leadership within this context is clearly a complex activity. Senior, middle and first-line
leaders in each organisation may be expected to lead educational provision to the
benefit of their own leamners and their own organisation. Where there is collaborative
provision for individual learners, or where a network of choice is offered collaboratively
to learners, the focus of the leadership activity shifts. Within a partnership, in order to
avoid hierarchical and positional power-based roles, leadership may fall to a trusted
impartial co-ordinator, as indicated by Rodger et al (2003). Current research (Rodger
et al, 2003; Rudd et al, 2004) suggests that the motivating force may be provided by a
strong chair or co-ordinator, but that partners take a shared leadership role and have
joint responsibility for outcomes.

This enquiry therefore explores new conceptual areas in educational leadership

research. Theories of leadership developed for single organisations (e.g. Leithwood
et al, 1999), especially distributed leadership (e.g. Gronn, 2003) have relevance for
partnerships; distributed leadership offers a model of shared authority and shared





responsibility for outcomes. There is evidence of distributed leadership in the 14-19
context, where Amold (2006) notes that some partnerships have gone beyond the

notion of common curricula and shared resources, and have argued for common

accountability in terms both of inspection and performance data.

There is an argument that leadership may be systemic (Ogawa and Bossert, 1997),
flowing through - and in this case across - organisations in order to carry out the activities.
In a partnership, the leadership system encompasses many organisational cultures: could
leadership ‘flow across’ such boundaries? Rudd et al (2004) observe that in effective
partnerships, stakeholders have a strong sense of ownership of the partnership; this
involves a ‘bottom-up’ approach to decision-making, with everyone’s views taken into
account, and trust, honesty and openness between the partners, with a realistic
acknowledgement of their individual strengths and weaknesses. This kind of partnership
resembles a ‘radix’ organisation (Schneider, 2002), which operates through strategic
alliances between organisations, has fluid and permeable boundaries, and an emphasis
on lateral relationships across functions. For the ‘weakly collaborative’ arrangements to
become more strongly collaborative, collective leadership has to encompass institutional
difference and take account of inter-partner tensions and rivalries.

At the heart of this research lie the concepts of partnership collaboration and
leadership. Typologies for collaboration have been offered, for example by Kent and
Medway Local Learning and Skills Council (2004); and Hodgson and Spours, (2006).
What this project seeks to identify is the relationship between policy, collaborative
partnership activity and leadership, and to identify the nature and purpose, and to
some extent the effect, of collaborative leadership (if indeed such leadership exists).





Research Methods

The approach to these research issues is interpretivist: it acknowledges the complexity
of partnership activity, the fact that each partnership has unique contextual properties,
and that there is no pre-conceived model of partnership to test out. A sequential
approach was taken to data collection, in which both qualitative and quantitative
methodologies were applied to the issues. Initial regional investigation, together with a
desk study, served to inform four regional case studies in the North East of England.
Findings from both the desk study and the case study were tested out in a national
questionnaire survey of partnership co-ordinators and chairs. The three main methods
(desk study, case study and survey) are described below:

Desk Study

A search was undertaken of Government legislation, policy documents and guidance
on the collaborative provision of education and training for young people aged 14-19,
to identify themes for data collection and analysis. Academic studies of collaborative
educational provision for this age group were identified, and the key issues noted. 10
Commissioned evaluation studies of partnerships and inspection reports by
Government agencies were likewise consulted. The publications focused largely upon
partnership provision for 16-19 year olds, and to a smaller extent upon 14-19 provision.
These papers to some extent discuss leadership problems within partnerships, and
offer various typologies for partnership, but none is of itself a study of partnership
leadership. This work, which underpinned the data collection and analysis, is reported
in the Theoretical context above.

A second aim of the desk study was to locate respondents for the questionnaire and
identify suitable case study partnerships. This was a particularly difficult task. The over-
arching framework of 104 regional Leamning Partnerships, set up in 1999, appears to
be disintegrating, and the local 14-19 partnerships were originally ‘nested’ within them.
A significant number of regional co-ordinators who were contacted initially in August
and October 2006 were no longer in post in December, making it difficult to identify
local 14-19 partnerships and their co-ordinators, either at a national level for the
questionnaire or at a local level for the case study. The achieved sample is described
in the Questionnaire and Case Study sub-sections below.

The third aim of the desk study - which included informal interviews, both face-to-face
and by telephone - was to obtain further information at a personal level about the
operation of 14-19 learning partnerships before data collection began. Key people
involved in 14-19 provision, who had assisted in the search for respondents and case
areas, provided background information which enabled the question proformas to be
developed. Several of the local informants to the desk study were then more formally
involved in the research as the project Reference Group.





Case Study

Case studies were chosen as the principal research tool, as they allowed leadership
issues within the partnerships to be investigated in some depth from a number of
perspectives. As no two partnerships are alike, contextually or operationally, multiple
case studies (Yin, 1989) enabled the research team to identify leadership issues which
were common across the partnerships and issues which might be specific to certain
operational contexts or partnership composition.

The North East of England with its sub-regions of Northumberland, Durham, Tyne and
Wear and Tees Valley was adopted as the case study region. This offered convenience
of access and a mix of urban and rural sub-regions, a feature which is significant to
partnership working. Rural case study partnerships for 14-19 provision were sought in
Northumberland and Durham, and urban partnerships in Tyne and Wear and Tees
Valley. The urban partnership identified in Tees Valley was not able to accommmodate the
research, so a mixed urban / rural partnership was investigated instead. Partnerships
were sought which met at least three of the four following criteria:

* Recommended locally as being successful

® Has a recent inspection or review which indicates good practice

® Has a prospectus for 14-19 provision

® Has documentation which indicates collaborative partnership activity

The partnership also had to be accessible, and willing to participate. Access to the
partnerships was impeded by a number of other demands upon them during the
study period, notably the operation of Local Area Reviews. Each partnership is unique,
and data collection therefore differed slightly between case studies. Broadly, key
individuals within 14-19 Learning Partnerships were interviewed in order to obtain
information related to:

* the leadership at work within the partnership committees

* the senior/strategic leadership of member organisations in relation to the partnership

* the middle/operational leadership of member organisations in relation to the
partnership

¢ the effectiveness of the process of choice offered to young people at age 14 and 16

The case study instruments are presented in Appendix 1.





Interviews were sought with:

e partnership members (ie those who attend partnership meetings)

® senior leaders of partner organisations

¢ middle leaders of partner organisations (individually or in groups)

® young people aged 15/16 and 17/18 following both academic and vocational
pathways (individually or in groups)

In practice, the senior leaders interviewed were largely the partnership members who
attended the meetings. Access to middle leaders was more restricted than had been
hoped. A full list of respondents is presented as Appendix 2.

Questionnaire Survey

The national survey of 14-19 co-ordinators and chairs was carried out by web-based
questionnaire. Web surveys have many benefits over postal surveys and interviews
(Elliott, Fricker, and Schonlau, 2002), but perhaps the two most important benefits to
this project were:

1. A list of email addresses was accessible for the target population; and

2. An interactive survey could be written which contained many validation checks
(thus reducing missing and erroneous values).

The aim was to sample one 14-19 partnership within each of the 104 regional learning
partnerships, but this regional framework was becoming unstable during the research
period. Response was restricted to a convenience sample of 102 local 14-19 co-
ordinators identifiable across the regions within a patchy national framework. Every
effort was made to sample across the English regions, maintaining a geographical
spread of respondents. All respondents were contacted beforehand to seek their
involvement in the project. 102 questionnaires were sent out and 51 were returned
completed (a 50% completion rate). The questionnaire was piloted with the project
Reference Group.





Issues addressed through the questionnaire survey include:

* Type of partnership, and length of existence

® Composition of partnership and level of involvement of participants
® Purpose of partnership and level of agreement on objectives

* Topics discussed at partnership meetings

* Monitoring of partnership activity

e | evel of collaboration between partners

® Enablers and barriers to collaboration

® | eadership issues within the partnership

® Tension between organisational leadership and partnership activity
® Decision-making within the partnership

® Accountability within the partnership

® Power relationships and status issues

® Funding issues

® Progress towards identifiable targets

e Effectiveness of response to local 14-19 learning needs

The questionnaire is enclosed as Appendix 3.

Data Analysis

Through the case studies, perceptions of leadership activity in the case study
partnerships, and the outcomes in the form of provision for young people, were
collected as qualitative data. Concept analysis was used to identify the key issues of
concemn to respondents. The initial qualitative data analysis, together with the
outcomes of the desk study, served to inform the national survey, where data about
partnerships and perceptions of partnership activity were collected in quantifiable form.
Univariate analysis was carried out on each survey item: producing frequency tables
and descriptive data as appropriate. Bivariate analysis was carried out using key
independent variables to make comparisons among the data:

* Type of partnership area: Rural, Urban or Mixed
* | ength of time the partnership has been in existence: two main groups were
created for comparison purposes

A one way ANOVA was performed when looking for differences among the
partnerships according to area, and an independent t-test was performed when
looking for difference between those partnerships aged under 4 years and those aged
4-6 years. Concept analysis across the qualitative data identified issues relevant to the
six research questions. Examination of these issues across the data, has enabled
discussion and conceptual modelling of the interaction of policy, partnership and
leadership and of collaborative leadership.





Research Findings

The findings from the four case studies and the national survey are collated and
discussed under the six research questions. The outcomes of the analysis are then
modelled to explore the mutual influences of policy, partnership and leadership.

The survey achieved a 50% response rate (n=51). 50% of respondents were female;
50% were male. 75% of respondents were partnership co-ordinators or chairs; the
majority of the others had a 14-19 responsibility. Their partnerships were 49.0% urban,
29.4% mixed urban and rural, and 21.6% rural.

Across the four case studies, a total of 45 senior and middle leaders were interviewed,
together with 73 learners. A full list is presented in Appendix 2, and responses are
generically labelled in the text as: CS1, CS2, CS3, CS4.

The project Reference Group gave comments on interim findings. Their responses are
generically labelled: RG.

Who leads?

There are multiple answers to this question. In a very real sense, the Government
leads, through their policy for 14-19 provision, and the introduction of the Specialised
Diplomas. 90% of survey respondents reported partnerships set up in the last 6 years:
47% of partnerships were 4-6 years old. This indicates that the prevailing policy agenda
for partnership and multi-agency working has both stimulated and authorised local
collaborative work for young people. Data from all four case studies indicate that carrying
out collaborative work towards the Specialised Diplomas has provided a purposeful
focus for partnership work. However, case study respondents also indicated that:

‘We would have met anyway’ and it's not just about Diplomas’. (CS4)

‘Having a mandate for partnership has enabled collaborative work to be carried
out to local agendas - notably raising achieverment for economic regeneration -
led by ‘whoever is most responsible; whoever has the biggest vested interest’ (RG)

The majority of partnerships represented in the survey had been initiated and
convened by the Local Authority and/or the Local Leaming and Skills Council.
However, 43% had been initiated and convened by staff in schools and/or colleges,
and this balance of power across the partnerships indicates that leadership
responsibility and vested interest may be widely distributed. In the survey, the main
employer of the respondent - the partnership co-ordinator or chair - was most likely to
be the Local Authority (58.8%), with the LSC providing only 2% of respondents.





The Local Authority representative has a strong role in each of the case study
partnerships, and in two cases is the chair. There is evidence from all four case
studies that a strong, but neutral chair or co-ordinator for the partnership is needed,
to maintain the pace of partnership work, and to do the necessary ‘doing and
glueing’ (CS1) between partners, to ensure that decisions are carried through.

Evidence of collaborative leadership is apparent in all four case studies, with one
partnership having moved from highly directive leadership to a more collaborative
model, and two partnerships having rotating, elected chairs. Individual case study
partners lead on matters where they have particular expertise. Collaborative leadership
can produce a lack of clarity over who is driving the agenda, and to what intent.

For example, the LSC and LA have different sets of accountabilities, and have varying
degrees of responsibility for the work of partnership members. One partnership chaired
by the Local Authority contained two colleges, for whom the LA has no remit. However,
common sense and mutual tolerance can prevail. (CS3)

‘Different representative partners take the lead on aspects of discussion... We
are all experts in different spheres and we’re all learning from each other’. (CS4)

If we are all equal, then someone has to call the meetings. We are
autonomous institutions, collaborating operationally’. (CS4)

1 think it's a worthwhile partnership. | feel we've come a long way in the last
couple of years. It's about us knowing about each other’. (CS3)

At times the pattern of leading-by-expertise is amicable and mutually informative, but
there is case study evidence of leadership tensions, often between schools and
colleges, sometimes over the level of authority held by the LA or LSC over individual
partners or partnership work, and in at least one case area between a sub-group of
schools and the other partners. Work-based leaming appeared to be ‘the Cinderella’
of the partners: the survey indicates poor representation of work-based learning,
employers and training providers in partnerships, and the case studies indicate that it
can be difficult for employers to represent each other, and to engage with curriculum
issues. Employers and trainers are therefore least likely to be drawn into the network
of collaborative leadership.





For whom?

Both the survey and the case studies indicate a strong focus upon the needs of
young people. In the survey, the main purpose of the partnership was indicated as:

® Increase participation in learmning 26.5%

® Increase range of provision 19.7%

® Raise achievement 18.4%

® Increase collaboration 17%

® Reduce NEET (i.e. the proportion of young people not in education, employment
or training) 8.8%

The main topics discussed were:

® [ earning needs of 14-16 year olds 98%
® | earning needs of 16-19 year olds 93%
® Adequacy of local provision for 14-19 learners 98%

Case study respondents, operating for the most part in areas of economic
regeneration, where learner under-achievement and high levels of NEET are evident,
add their perspective to this focus:

‘The partnership has a major practical role to play in providing the widest range
of opportunities to young people’. (CS1)

‘This partnership aims to help young people make the absolute most of their
potential, establish curricular coherence across the city and reduce NEET
(there is significant success in this last aim). (CS2)

‘We should make the best use of e-learning, telephone, whatever, to ensure that
we are delivering consistent programmes for Joe Bloggs that lives in the outer
wilds of wherever as well as someone who is in a more central position’. (CS1)

‘Young people are why we are all here, and they need the best possible
experience. It's not going to help them if the organisations along the way are
at war with each other’. (CS4)





This type of response is to be expected: the partnerships were set up with specific
aims for the inclusion, achievement and progression of young people, reducing the
proportion of young people outside education, employment and training. Partnership
members are unlikely to offer strongly different opinions. However, there is indication
from the case studies that this strong focus upon young people may enable
leadership difficulties to be resolved: it provides an agreed, worthwhile target for
partnership work. In the survey, three of the five items which drew very strong
agreement were:

* Commitment to young people helps the partnership to succeed

® On the whole, the partnership works for the benefit of 14-19 students

® By working as a partnership we are more effective than if we were all
working separately.

Respondents in CS4 indicate that being ‘a very young-people-focused partnership’ helps
them to reconcile or skirt around institutional differences. Conversely, respondents from
CS3 indicate other young-people-focused drivers which militate against partnership work:
schools putting effort into maintaining a sixth form and institutions being measured
separately, not collaboratively, in league tables. Where commmunal effort is needed - in
CS3, for bids for Building Schools for the Future, in CS1 for establishing a ‘virtual college’
across a wide rural area, in CS2 and CS4 providing skills for economic regeneration -
the focus upon young people enables partnership working.





Is a particular type of leadership needed for partnership between
organisations to be successful? If so, what does this leadership comprise?

The type of leadership needed for partnership working was summed up by one
Reference Group member: Machiavellian. Reference Group members referred to
successful Pathfinder partnerships which have relatively strong-willed directive leaders
who are trusted and respected, a type of leadership combined with a perception of

ownership by the partners. In CS4, the chair was described as a ‘storm trooper, but the

partners consider that they ‘work as an equal partnership. I've never really seen
[partnership work] in terms of status.” In the survey, two of the five items which drew
very strong agreement were:

* A proactive partnership co-ordinator helps the partnership to succeed
® Frequent efforts are made to involve all partnership members

There is a need to keep power balances, for example in CS2 between a successful
college and strong secondary schools. In CS4 the head teachers and principals
acknowledge that they are ‘all leaders of their own organisation - leaders of their own
destiny - so chairing is difficult” In CS3, the recent appointment of a well-respected
former head teacher from outside the area to champion the partnership has given
visionary leadership and quality assurance.” There is evidence from several interviews,
however, that it is not simply the chair who controls the power balances; some
partners who know that they could be perceived as powerful refrain from taking too
strong a lead, out of a concemn to preserve equity in leading partnership work.

In summary, what appears to be needed is a combination of a trusted leader who
offers purposeful direction, and a perception among members that all partners are
equal and have ownership of partnership activity. An observation from CS3 is
particularly relevant:

‘Partners may need skilling up a bit regarding working together. | think we know
about how to do it but I'm not sure we do. We’re one-institution focused, and I'm
not sure people have had experience of leading across schools or in federations’.

Partners are developing their own understandings of collaborative leadership, rather
than following a particular known path.
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What are the tensions between leading the organisation and operating within
the partnership?

If you could ask what you would rather have, working in collaboration or your
school being best in the area, | don’t think they would say: “| would love to be
in collaboration.” They would say: “l would like both, but one in front of the
other - best school in the area’. (CS1)

‘Leadership tensions in the partnerships at senior level arise out of conflicting
goals and levels of risk, with ‘the roles of the different partners subject to
different contextual factors’. (CS2)

It is vital that schools achieve well in terms of inspection, examination results and
league tables. In two of the case study partnerships, some partner schools had voted
19 with their feet’ and left the partnership to concentrate on GCSE results.

‘For partnership working to be encouraged, these national measures of
judgment may have to change. ‘Losing students’ - or losing their achievements
to another partner carries financial risk: The White Paper and the funding for
schools are absolutely at cross purposes”. (CS2)

Where the level of NEET (.. the proportion of young people not in education,
employment or training), falls though partnership activity, there may be overall gain, but this
cannot be guaranteed, especially in the context of demographically induced falling rolls.

The survey indicated that partners found it easy to collaborate on the Specialised
Diploma processes, but hardest to agree on timetabling harmonisation and transport
issues. In CS1, Diplomas were described as ‘the catalyst for developing the
collaborative leaming partnership.’” The first tranche of Diploma providers was
announced after the data collection and analysis was complete: only one case study
partnership has secured permission to offer the Specialised Diplomas in 2008. Failure
to secure Diploma lines in other case study areas will significantly affect some
partnerships, particularly as the operational issues of timetabling, transport, staffing and
funding across institutions are largely unresolved. Without Diploma provision as an
aim, the pace of partnership activity for collaborative provision may diminish.





The senior leaders interviewed operate in a number of partnerships, and on the whole
are experienced in handling these tensions. The maturity of the partnership, and the
degree of mutual understanding achieved may enable collaborative working in spite of
the tensions (CS2). However, governance of partnership activity remains an unknown
factor, with the legal position of governors unclear and some current govemnors not
fully grasping the implications of partnership activity (CS4, CS3). The Reference Group
underlined that tight governance agreements would be needed for partnerships.
Tensions also re-surface in the operational leadership of partnership activity, where
middle leaders may not be so experienced in working across organisations, and
where both practical difficulty and difference of organisational culture may impede
effective working (CS4). In the words of one CS3 respondent: ‘partnerships are fine, so
long as they are win-win.

Under what conditions may partnership activity be successfully led?

All case studies indicated that high levels of trust are needed between partners, that
this takes time to achieve, and that it is nurtured by face-to-face activity:

‘Have all involved at the table’. (RG member)

‘Leadership cannot be located within a single person, but must be diffused,
shared across partners in order that a sense of inclusion and ownership is
developed. Partners need to be able to discuss, argue, disagree and
coordinate their activities’ (CS1)

‘There is an acceptance that partners have to draw closer together to create
coherence. This partnership is used to ‘brokering’ deals collectively’ (CS2)

‘Trust ‘is a result of personal relationships. We don'’t have a set of protocols for
the partnership — it's a soft partnership rather than a hard one’. (CS3)

In this group there is an emphasis on ‘working with people - if you can get
that right, the partnership will work.” There are ‘huge benefits in getting to know
people face-to-face and working through problems together’ (CS4)
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Having a common goal enables partnership working. For LA, LSC and Connexions
representatives, working in the partnership enables their organisational goals to be
achieved, and respect to be eamed from other members. Achieving goals may entail a
need for partners to be blunt with each other, and to discuss each other's ‘dirty
laundry’ in the partnership forum in order to make progress on issues. The purposeful
nature of preparing for Diploma work has served to enhance mutual trust:

1 was delighted with our collaboration: LA, LSC, 2 colleges, 3-4 schools. We worked
with give and take’ (CS4)

Achieving partnership goals can be difficult, however: CS3 respondents hold the view
that the government model of partnership is an urban one, and that there are rural
areas where the potential of partnership cannot be realised.

‘Mismatched assumptions have to be reconciled: ‘schools and colleges are
very different types of institution. This can cause problems over assumptions
about how our staff may work’. (CS4)

‘Having multiple partnerships helps to heal rifts and oil the wheels’: insights
gained in one forum can be applied in another, and collaborative partnership
work has enhanced understanding of other institutions and their ways of
working’. (CS4)

‘Absent partners miss out on these insights, and if they don’t come, they are
bound by the decisions’. (RG)

‘The same applies to the middle leaders who need to be more involved and
informed, with more collaboration at operational level’. (CS1, CS4)





What positive client outcomes are observed in successful partnerships?

The Reference Group pointed out that the 14-19 agenda cannot be isolated, and that
partnership at 14+ means 11-19 reform and includes the KS3 agenda. Positive
outcomes for young people will arise from ‘seamless’ working from an early stage in
their educational lives — one CS4 respondent wanted to involve primary school heads
in 14-19 partnership working. Part of that seamlessness is the maintenance of pastoral
links for young people: their leaming is dependent upon their links with tutors and
advisors. In practical terms, smooth progression depends upon the provision of an
area-wide prospectus, joint application and reference forms, a guidance process and
transition co-ordinators, a centrally managed learner database, harmonised timetables,
and for the roles to achieve this to have mainstream funding (CS1, 2, 3, 4).

The young people interviewed had largely been well treated by those who advised
them, and were generally happy with their choice of course, though some had not
found the ‘right’ course first time. They felt that they had been enabled to achieve their
future goals. Most were not aware of different pre-16 pathways, as transfer of 14-16 year
old students between institutions is currently limited, and they felt that their school
advisors had little knowledge of college courses and employment, focusing mainly upon
examination achievements. One Increased Flexibility Partnership in CS4 was offering a
broad range of vocational programmes pre-16, for leamers following both vocational and
academic pathways, but this was an exception within the case studies. Learners
following vocational routes are more likely than those following academic routes to be
aware of the range of options open to them, and to be beneficiaries of partnership
collaboration. The full range of provision for learners is not available in all areas.

The best advice and guidance on routes post-16 had come from Connexions in all
the case study areas. Young people in two case studies (CS2, CS4) wanted ways of
experiencing of what jobs and courses actually entailed. One case study area (CS2)
had made great progress in reducing NEET, and other case study respondents (CS2,
CS4) saw that an alternative curriculum pre-16 was essential to engage potential drop-
outs and to eliminate NEET. A CS3 respondent summed up the situation: positive
client outcomes will be achieved by:

® clear strategic planning

e clear guidance for 14-19 students, and

® processes and procedures by which guidance can be translated into
programmes which meet their needs
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Modelling Collaborative
Leadership

An important purpose of this project is to identify the intersection of the leadership
issues within the partnerships with those of collaboration and response to government
policy. The project also seeks to identify the nature and purpose, and to some extent
the effect, of collaborative leadership. The two models presented here depict, and
allow further examination of these issues.

Firstly, key factors presented by this study which link policy, partnership and leadership
have been identified and modelled as Figure 1. This model indicates that Government
policy is both a key driving force for partnership and - through the mutual
incompatibility of different policies - a key constraint. Policy offers the strategic purpose
and a legal driving force to the partnership; however, the longer-established
partnerships may have constructed strategy independent of government policy based
upon goals which they have in common. A strong message from this study is that
partnerships need time to build collaborative leadership, to establish mutual trust and
to develop partnership activity.

Senior leaders who are partnership members each bring partnership activity into their
own organisations. Collaborative leadership in multiple organisations at strategic and
operational level may be constrained by personal ambivalence, by power issues
between organisations, by issues of resource, and by the differing agendas and
cultures of each organisation in the partnership. The mutual trust and tolerance of
difference established ‘around the table’ by partnership members cannot easily be
translated into mutual trust among the multiple senior and middle leaders involved in
the partnership. Effective links need to be built, within and between organisations, at
strategic and operational level, if the considerable practical constraints of partnership
activity are to be overcome.

What this model powerfully demonstrates is that the learners should drive the
partnership: they are the raison d’étre both of the partnership and the policy, and they
offer purpose for collaborative leadership. Individual organisations cannot provide for the
multiple needs of 14-19 year olds alone - though some may think that they can. If
learners simply ‘receive the client outcome’ as this model suggests, then they are
powerless and disfranchised. Partnership leaders make decisions on their behalf. The
data indicate that learners are treated respectfully by those who guide them, and are on
the whole happy with their programmes, but that the process of choice and the choices
offered to them depend upon local circumstance. In none of the case study areas were
the systems designed to give leamers a voice, and no area had yet achieved the
sophistication of systems to make their learning pathway smooth and coherent.





Figure 1: Modelling policy, partnership and leadership
LEADERSHIP DEPENDS UPON... LEADERSHIP CONSTRAINED BY...
Government policy

Legal / political driving force Multiple and mutually contradictory policies

Partnership
Strategic leadership

Length and strength of partnership activity

Ability to lead collectively for the common good
Mutual trust

Time to build partnership activity
Common goals
Senior Leaders

Bring the partnership into the leadership
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of the organisation

Ambivalence: enthusiasts and cynics

Effective links between senior leaders Power issues
Effective links between senior and middle leaders Resource issues
Effective links between middle leaders Multiple agendas

Multiple cultures

Middle leaders
Operationalise the partnership

Effective understanding of partnership purpose Practical means to carry our partnership activity

Effective understanding of partnership activity Level of workforce development

Learners
Receive the client outcome

The learners drive the partnership
Individual organisations cannot provide alone





Figure 2: Modelling collaborative leadership

Collective ownership and responsibility

Alignment of organisational goals Acceptance of others’ leadership

Collaborative
partnership leadership

Strength of common purpose Pooling of knowledge and expertise

Partnership energy Beneficial to individual partner organisations

Mutual trust of partners Mutual undertanding of partner organisations

Ability to translate collaborative strategic leadership
into collaborative operational leadership

Compatibility of organisational cultures Flexibility of organisational structures and systems

Targeted resource for partnership activity

Strength of focus on outcomes for young people

Strength of policy support from Government

Figure 2 focuses upon collaborative leadership as a key element of partnership activity.
There is evidence from both the survey and the case studies that the elements in the
top part of the model are present to some degree in 14-19 partnerships. There will
never be ‘absolute’ alignment of organisational goals; individual and collective energy
in the partnership may rise and wane; key players may find it difficult to accept each
others leadership: an invisible balancing point of ‘good enough’ seems to be
indicated for collaborative leadership to take place.

Once again, however, the current difficulty lies in the ability to translate collective
strategic leadership into collaborative operational leadership. Key drivers are the
compatibility of organisational cultures and the flexibility of organisational structures
and systems, although even these will not produce ‘easy answers’ to provision across
a distance in rural areas, or to finding staffing resource where none exists. The forces
supporting the base of the model - the strength of policy support from Government,
the strength of focus on outcomes for young people by leaders at all levels, and the
targeted resource for partnership activity — are all essential for strongly collaborative
leadership to be achieved.





Conclusions

The findings from this study concur with Hayward et al (2006: 39) that current
government policies ‘incentivise individual institutional self-interest and do not
sufficiently stress collective thinking and area planning.

Partners are expending energy in establishing collaborative leadership against a
backdrop of conflicting Government policy and (in some cases) dissonant
organisational cultures produced by those policies.

Regional learming partnerships, and their constituent 14-19 learing partnerships, have
not rationalised ‘the plethora of existing local partnership arrangements covering post-
16 leaming’ (Lifelong Leaming, 2006): they have added to it. The disintegration of the
framework of 104 regional learning partnerships, and the varied composition and
provenance of the 14-19 learning partnerships means that the whole network lacks
coherence, and tracking the location of partnerships even within a single region is
difficult. In 2003, Rodger et al considered that the regional partnerships lacked clarity
of purpose, credibility and capacity. On an individual basis, this does not seem to be
true of the 14-19 learning partnerships, although capacity is an issue. The Specialised
Diplomas have provided a strong incentive for partnership, and have offered credibility
to partnership working. However, there are partners who doubt whether the Diplomas
can be effectively implemented, and many partnerships may have their applications to
provide them turned down.

In ideal terms, it is easy to focus upon the needs of the learner, and there are strong
indications that this focus enables collaborative working even where there are cultural
and practical constraints. Mutual trust, focused upon worthwhile outcomes, especially
in areas of social disadvantage, can enable partnership activity to happen. Success in
offering the Specialised Diplomas, together with resource to support partnership
activity, may enable partners to achieve more strongly collaborative provision, and to
move from ideals to practical outcomes. Modification of organisational culture and
changes in professional practice, as indicated by Rudd et al (2004) and Doherty and
Harland (2001), are still an issue, and building the leamer voice into the equation is not
even on the horizon.

This study has shed some light upon the type of leadership needed for partnership
activity. The need for strong partnership management and the will to get things done,
features noted by Rudd et al (2004) and Rodger et al (2003), are evident across the
data collected. There are indications that strategic alliances between organisations, as
described by Schneider (2002), may form the basis of partnership working. Those who
do not wish to join the alliance largely do not attend. Between the committed partners,
there are strong levels of trust, based upon face-to-face activity over time, and this trust
allows for accommodation of difference, and an acceptance that some solutions to
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partnership are as yet unknown. A certain ‘sleight of hand’ is needed by those who are
driving partnership activity: strong direction is needed, but directive leadership is not
appreciated by those who are themselves senior leaders. Ownership of decisions by
all partners is essential, together with a mutual respect for each other's areas of
knowledge and expertise. This can require conscious effort by partners to achieve
equity and commonality, as noted in DfES (2003).

These conditions for collaborative leadership are evident in the case study
partnerships at the strategic level of senior leaders. Replicating them at middle
leadership level across partnerships to effect operational activity is much less secure.
There are examples of successful small-scale local partnerships, but there is no
widespread experience in the case study areas of sustained positive collaborative
provision across a range of providers in a Local Authority area. This is the leadership
challenge if 14-19 partnerships are to become the vehicle for educational engagement,
achievement, progression and employment among young people who might not
otherwise have achieved their potential.

The 14-19 learning partnerships can succeed if the following factors are addressed.
Constraints to effective partnership working can be reduced, and a climate for more
strongly collaborative working established.

At policy level

® Resource from central Government, with mainstream funding for collaborative
activity across different types of organisation.

e Stability of remit for key partnership players such as the LSC and Connexions.

* Modification of the ways in which educational providers are evaluated, to
accommodate and encourage partnership activity.

® High-level support and publicity for the Specialised Diplomas: the Diplomas
themselves need to be a quality product which addresses the range of need
among 14-19 year old leamers.

At partnership level

® Realistic 21st century solutions for partnership provision across wide geographical
areas and across busy cities.

® Coherent systems and personalised support for leamers to evaluate, take up
and succeed in the opportunities open to them.

* Alignment of purpose of partner organisations, and mutual understanding
between partners.

* Mutual benefit to partner organisations.





At leadership level

® Increased understanding of how collaborative leadership works.

® Acceptance that collaborative leadership works differently from - and in tension
with - leadership of single organisations.

® Involvement in collaborative leadership of leaders at all levels of the organisation,
not just senior leaders.

* Involvement of young people in designing the leaming pathways open to them.

Areas for Further Investigation
The following areas need further research and investigation:

® Incorporating the learner voice into policy and strategy decisions at 14-19.
* Involving middle leaders in 14-19 partnership strategy, policy and culture.

e Investigating effective partnership practice in reducing NEET, (i.e. the proportion
of young people not in education, employment or training).

® |nvestigating Local Authority and Leaming & Skills Council roles in future
partnerships for joint provision.

* Addressing the ‘league table’ issue: assessing student outcomes across
partnerships.

® Addressing the funding issue: accessing core funding for 14-19 partnership
provision.

® Developing vocational provision at KS1, 2 and 3.

® Partnerships in primary education and in work based leaming.
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Appendix 1: Interview Schedules

Information to be collected about the partnership (from minutes or other documents, or from the
partnership co-ordinator)

1.

2
3
4.
5

10.

1.

12

13.

14.

Type of partnership: rural/urban; convened by LA/LSC/other.

Who are the current partnership members? Who normally attends?

What are the stated aims of this partnership? What partnership documentation exists — and who wrote it?
What are the typical topics for discussion?

How long has this partnership (or one quite like it) been established? On what previous partnership(s)
does it build?

How was the constituency of the partnership decided? Is it consistent with other local structures? Are there
other, conflicting, local structures and partnerships?

How was the local 14-19 strategy plan written? Who led the process/who wrote it? How wide was the
representation of current partnership members?

How were the partnership chair/co-ordinator appointed/chosen?
What funding supports the partnership — when does it run out? What happens then?
What staffing structure underpins the partnership? How secure is the funding for it?

Progress towards Prospectus. Who is co-ordinating this? Has the partnership planned 14-19 delivery
collaboratively (rather than simply mapping what is there)?

Progress towards the Gateway process. Who is leading this? Who are the key partners? In what ways is it
collaborative?

Area planning towards Diplomas — who decides who offers what? What happens when needs of 14-19
year olds do not match the capacity of partner organisations?

How is the work of the partnership monitored and evaluated?

Questions to ask of partnership members

1.

[SLEE N ]

10.

1.

12

What are the partnership’s ambitions - aside from the stated Government aims? What do you really want
to achieve here?

What do you consider is the mid-long-term future for this partnership? Why?
What do you perceive as the role of your organisation in this partnership?
What do you perceive as your own role in this partnership?

Who would you say leads this partnership? How do you feel that it is led? Are there ways in which you
feel it could be better led?

In what ways is the work of this partnership coherent? In what ways is it strategic? What impedes
coherence and collective strategy?

Over what types of issue is it relatively easy to collaborate within the partnership?
In what types of issue is competitiveness a factor within the partnership?
What ways of working enable the partnership to succeed?

How is inequity between partners dealt with — eg pay/conditions of service/ student funding/esteem in the
locality? How does the partnership itself address these issues?

How do partners co-operate to ensure student progression, both within the partnership and beyond it?

Is there anything else you would like to tell us about leading within partnerships such as this one?

Questions for senior leaders of partner organisations

1.
2.
3.

Why is your organisation in this partnership? What do you want to achieve within the partnership?
How long do you think your organisation will be in this (or similar) partnership? Why?

Who would you say leads this partnership? How do you feel that it is led? Are there ways in which you
feel it could be better led?
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12

13.

14.

Do you feel that some partners are more powerful than others? Do some have higher status than others? Why?
What benefits/threats does partnership membership bring?

How does partnership strategy coincide or conflict with the strategy of your own organisation?

How are organisational loyalties and partnership loyalties resolved?

Over what types of issue is it relatively easy to collaborate within the partnership?

Over what types of issue is it difficult to collaborate within the partnership?

Over what types of issue is competitiveness a factor within the partnership?

Strategic decisions re Diplomas: what areas are to be covered by this institution? How was this decided -
individually or collaboratively?

What plans have been made for workforce development to meet 14-19 agenda in this organisation?
How are these decisions made?

What plans have been made for organisational development/capital investment to meet 14-19 agenda?
How are these decisions made?

Is there anything else you would like to tell us about being a senior leader within this partnership?

Questions for middle leaders of partner organisations

1.

2.
3
4
5

In what ways does having partners help your provision for young people?

What is it that gets in the way of good partnership operation?

How is 14-19 local provision currently led and managed across the partnership? Could it be better managed?
What influence do you have over partnership prospectus content (and therefore provision)?

How do you as a middle leader resolve organisational loyalties and partnership loyalties?

Additional questions

6.

8.
9.

10.

1.

12

How are leamer needs assessed and addressed: eg. transport/timetabling? Who do you work with to
implement this?

How is this organisation ensuring that learners receive impartial information, advice and guidance?
How is transition mentoring carried out in this partnership?

What systems does the partnership have for sharing student data, and for learner tracking?

How is the partnership trying to reach 16-19 year olds who are NEET?

How is the partnership meeting the needs of young people in care and leaving care?

How is the partnership meeting the needs of young people with SLDD?

Group interviews with young people

—
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Where do you currently attend education/training?

Why?

What choices of education or training provision were you offered at 14/16 years old?
Who advised you on what path to take?

Who influenced you most in your decision?

Did you consider more than one option at 14/167

How did you get your information about the options open to you?

How were you treated by the providers that you considered?

What role did Connexions play in your choice?

Do you feel that, on the whole, you made a good choice?

How could the process of choice be improved?





Appendix 2:
Case Study Respondents

Case Study Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Totals
Rural Urban Rural Mixed Urban Rural

Head 2 x 13-18 2 x 11-18 School 2 x 11-16 1 x 11-16 School
Teachers 1 x 13-19 School Headteachers 1x11-18 Headteacher
Headteachers 1 x 11-18 School
Assistant
Headteacher
Deputy Head 1 x 13-18 School 1 x 11-1School 1 x 11-16 School 3
Teachers Headteacher Deputy Deputy Headteacher
Headteacher
Partnership 1 x Partnership 1 x Partnership 2
Co-ordinators Coordinator Director
FE/SF 1 x Assistant 1 x FE Action 1 x FE College 1 x Principal of 7
College Director of Plan manager Vice-Principal FE College.
Curriculum 1 x Head of
Corporate Relations
of FE College.
1 x Principal 6th
Form College.

1 x Deputy Principal
of 6th Form College.

Local 1 x Senior 1 x LA 1 x LA Senior 1 x LA 4
Authority Secondary Representative,  Manager Representative,
Advisor (also Partnership (also Partnership
Co-ordinator) Co-ordinator)
Learning & 1 x Leaming 1 xLSC 1 x LSC Senior 1 xLSC 4
Skills Council Broker representative Manager representative
Connexions 1 x Special 1 x Connexions 1 x Connexions 3
Needs Manager representative representative
Middle 1 x Head of 6 x Middle leaders 9
Managers Department FE College.

1 x Middle leader of
6th Form College.
1 x Middle leader of
11-16 Community

College.
Training 1 x Programme 1 x Training 1x WBL 3
Providers Manager provider Senior Manager
Students 5 x 15-16 10 x 16-18 10 x 17-18 5 x 17-18, vocational 73
5 x 16-17 5 x 15-16 pathway
11 x 17-18 academic
pathway
12 x 15-16 vocational
pathway

10 young people
15-16 academic
pathway

Totals 21 18 24 55 118
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Appendix 3: Survey Instrument

Instructions Questionnaire
: : 5 Newcastle
Learning Partnership Research & University
To be completed by a representatve of each leaming pardnership in January 2007, Wﬁ
*Emall:* go [fknown, also enter your ID Number: @B Contre for Excallence In

Leadership: 14-19 Provisions

The above *Emall* address Is invalid.

Save
Detﬂ“s 1 chm[wnd 2. Membenhip 3 Tw[“ of 4. Your mﬂoml 5. Send the
I{:[:out your and discussion during pe:mue completed
14-19 partnership meetings meetings 14-19 partnership questionnaire

1. The questionnaire

Consisting of five sections itis envisaged that this guestionnaire will take about 12 minutes to complete. This online form is divided into
5 pages and is ideally designed to be completed sequentially 1 through 5, although the navigation line (see above) allows users 1o
enter information in any order and even allows users to save the form (with the "Save Details’ link) and to return later to complete the
farm. To make all this possible the user must enter an email address (in the above text box) so they can be sent a unigue security id
number. The email address will only be used to send a SINGLE email message containing both the questionnaire web address and the
security id number and will not be used for any other purpose. This is in accordance with the research ethical quidelines that prohibit
the misuse of such information and protects the confidentiality of research subjects. To elicit honest responses to the guestionnaire and
protect your confidentially please do not disclose your unique security id number to anyone.

If you have any concerns over the use or administration of this questionnaire and associated data then please contact the online data
manager at: 5gSCGM.ebaYzU@{aCpvoXyK.ac.uk

2. Where to start

To begin using the questionnaire you just need to enter a valid email address in the text box at the top of the web page and click the ‘go"
button. If you have used this questionnaire before you will also need to enter your unique security ID number before clicking 'go.’

If this is the first time you have used this questionnaire you will be allocated an ID number that you will then see at the top of subsequent
pages. You should make a note of this number as it will allow you to return to the questionnaire if you wish to complete it at a later date.
The security ID number will also be sent to the email address specified as an added security precaution.

You can then proceed through the pages of the guestionnaire using the next button (or navigation line) to complete as many of the
questions as possible. On page 5 you will then be allowed to send the completed guestionnaire to us for analysis.

3. Why do we need you to do the questionnaire

Inter-agency partnerships are increasingly required under current Government policy, and there is little collective understanding about
how such partnerships are led. The purpose of the study, commissioned by the Centre for Excellence in Leadership (CEL), is to
understand how leadership works within partnerships, and to identify and disseminate factors which support effective inter-agency
leadership.

This investigation includes a national survey of 14-19 partnerships, and how they are led. Dissemination of findings from the study will
be in the form of research reports to CEL, web-based reports (which you will be able to access), academic papers and conference
prasentations. Individual respondents (such as you) and partnerships will not be named in any report.

©2006-2007 Centre for Learning and Teaching, School of ECLS, Newcastle University.





Instructions j Questionnaire |

- - - - -M
Learning Partnership Questionnaire @ﬁg}r,gﬁgﬂg
To be compleled by a representatve of the learning pardnership in January 2007, &

Email: 1D Number: Centre for Excellence in

Leadership: 14-19 Provisions

Save YOU ARE HERE
Details LBackground -, Membeship 3. Topisof - Yourpenonal g gopqyn,
SHpation ‘and discussion during  PerPect! completed  Next
about your meetings meetings onthe questionnaire
14-19 partnership 14-19 partnership
YOU ARE HERE
1. Background information about your 14-19 partnership
14 Your gender: ) Female ) Male
1.2 Type of partnership area: () Rural " Uban ) Mixed rural and urban
13 The partnership was initiated by: () Lecal Authority (™)) o aming and Skills () Other:
Council
14 The partnership is convenad by: C Local Authornty S Leaming and Skills C Othar
Council
1.5 | would describe myself as a: ()¥4-1 Leaming (™44 49 | eaming ) Other:
Pardnership Parnarship Chair
co-ordinator
1.6 How long has this partnership (or one quite like it) been in = 'D i) Year(s)
existence? !
1.7 For how long have you held your current role in this 72 | &) Yearsland (55 T Manlniz)
i (7 (= ¥
18 Please listthe 3 most important measurable goals your
Partnership has:
19 What is the preferred word, if any, that your ‘partnership’ is more commonly known by?
(E.g. the ‘consorium’.) This term will be used in fulure questions, Leave 1 as the ‘parinership’ if unsure.
110 Does the " have a centralised tracking system for student outcomes? ) Yes O Mo
1.11 Whao is your main employer? Please choose ONE )
Save YOU ARE HERE
Details LBackground , \tembenhip 3. Topisof - Yourpenonal g gongyn,
about your and discussion during P bnpm!ﬂ::" completed Next
14-19 partnership maetings maetings 14-19 partnership questionnaire
YOU ARE HERE

©2006-2007 Centre for Learning and Teaching, School of ECLS, Newcastle University.
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Instructions Quaestionnaire

. E . . @5 Newcastle
Learning Partnership Questionnaire & University
To be complated by a representalive of the leaming parinership in January 2007, Cﬁ
Email: 1D Number: Centre for Excellence in
Leadership: 14-19 Prowvisions
Save YOU ARE HERE
Details LBackground 5 Membenhip 3. Topisof % T@"'e‘::p':m:“' 5. Send the
Back abouPbBlr and discussion during S corzplete:l:l Next
14-19 partnership meetings meetings 14-19 partnership Quehgaivaie
YOU ARE HERE
2. Membership and Meetings
How many of the faliowing members ase in the =7 Are they frequent attenders of meotings?
2:1:1 '11-16 schools": " no-one e O ¥es " Vares Oine
212 '13-16 schools": | no-one ) Oves O vares Oke
213 '11-18 schools":  no-one I§ O¥es  varies Ciko
214 '13-18 schools': " no-one 4 Ores O varies TiNe
2.15 'Sixth Form Colleges”: no-one 3] Oves O vares Uho
216 ‘FE(Tertiary Colleges”: " no-one ¥  Oves O varies ONe
217 ‘Learning & Skills Council: " no-one 4 O Yes C Vares oL
218 ‘Local Authority': " no-one B OYe O varies ONe
218 ‘Connexions”:  no-one % O ¥es O Varies Ciko
2.1.10 “Training Providers": " no-one B Ove C varies ke
211 "Work-Based Learning Providers': " no-one B OYe Cvaries Ciko
2112 'Other Employers”: "no-one  1§]  Oves O varies Oke
21.13 'Other': no-one E ¥es vares ko
When the " meets, do you discuss the following topics?
Topics of discussion Is ths discussed?
2241 Learning needs of 14-16 year olds vas ke
222 Learning needs of 16-19 year olds () ves o™
223 Adequacy of local provision for 14-18 learners ves Ome
224 Logistics of provision for 14-18 learners ) ves Cine
225 Planning for the Gateway process  ves CiNa
226 Funding for partnership activity O ves TN
227 Dealing with policy decisions from regional level ) ves @
228 Dealing with policy decisions from national level 7 ves CiNa
229 Collaborative working arrangements ) ves OiNe
2.2.10 Responsibility for specific initiatives ) ves ONe
2211 Curriculum issues " ves Cine
2212 Socio-economic needs of the region or area () ves Cika
2213 Timetabling harmonisation " ves CiNe
2.2.14 Progress towards diplomas ) ves 8™

2215 Transport issues " ves @





Instructions i Questionnalre |

- - - - = | I
Learning Partnership Questionnaire 4t
To be completed by a representatve of the leaming pertnership in January 2007, ﬁ

Emailbchrisf2falzon.net D Number 23553103 Cantre for Excellence in
Leadershig: 14-19 Provisions

Details LBackaround ; pembeship  3.Topicof  * "‘g‘r‘;p’;mj:"’ 5. Send the
Back  ghout your and discussionduring  PEoPEE completed  Next
meatings rreetings questionnaire

14-19 partnership 14-19 partnesship

YOU ARE HERE
3. Topics of discussion during meetings
For each of the topics you have said you discuss, how easy is it to agree on collaborative action?
Sefect one response from this 5-point scale for each lopic.

214 Learning needs of 14-16 year olds Vary easy O oo o0 O vory dificu
a1.2 Learning needs of 16-19 year olds yveneay O O O O O veryamou
313 Adequacy of local provision for 14-19 learmers e lie]iel] e O vy ot
31.4 Logistics of provision for 14-19 leamers ey easy ) 000 ¥ syiatnak
23 Planning for the Gateway process veyoasy O O O O Overydmout
318 Funding for partnership activity ven06 0 O O © I
31.7 Dealing with policy decisions fromregional level unewey O O O O T ek E
318 Dealing with policy decisions from national level o paey O 000 5 oy AR
319 Collaberative working arrangements yuveey O O O O O very dficck
31.10 Responsibility for specific initiatives  yeyeey O O O © T T—
R Curriculum iSsUes vy paey O O 00 o
3112 Socio-economic needs of the region or area sl o ol o L Ol
3112 Timetabling harmonisation  vepeey @ O QO O o
3114 Progress towards diplomas v eaey @ O O O B dorgelitiocl
3.1.15 Transport SsUeS  vepeasy O O O O o
Save = - YOU ARE HERE G
o . ir\fnnm::ﬂu 2. Membership 3. Topiss of - p':": pan::d 5. Send the
Back  gpout your and discussion during nn"w'm- completed  Next
14-19 pertnership oo MeStNG 1419 partnenhip AUetonnaire
YOU ARE HERE

E12006-2007 Centre for Learning and Teaching, Schoal of ECLS, Newcaste University.





Instruetions. | Questionnaire

. . . . @5 Newcastle

Learning Partnership Questionnaire ©F University

To be compleled by a rapresenialve of the leaming parnarship in January 2007, w&
Email: 1D Number:

Centre for Excellence in
Leadership: 14-19 Provisions

S YOU ARE HERE
Details tBackground 5 pembership 3. Topiciof % ‘;‘;‘: pesonal . sendthe
Back  pout your and discussion during on': th»eE ct completed Next

meetings meetings questionnaire

14-19 partnership 14-19 partnership
YOU ARE HERE
4. Personal Parspactiva on the 14-19 Iaaming partn.arship

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Select one response from this 5-point scale for each statement or select 'N/A'if that statement is not applicable for your partnership.

411 On the whole, the " works for the benefit of 14-19 students.  Swongyagree . 0 0 0 O Strongly disagree (=)

L

A
-4 Our " shares clear common objectives. Strongly agree () () () (O () Stongly disagree (@

MIA

4.1.3 We have agreed who is responsible for achieving our common Stongiyagree . . 0 0 ) Strongly disagrea (®)

objectives. WA

414  Agreement on the purpose of the " helps the " to succeed.  stongiyagee ) O 0 (0 O Stongly disagree (@

37 NiA
415 Lack of shared purpose is a barrier to collaborative working. stenaysgres _ 0 ) O (O Stongly disagres (@

NA

416 The funding for our " is secure for the next 5 years. Stongly agree U ) () O O strongly disagree @

NA

417 The funding for our " is adequate. Strangly agres ) ) 0 (o ) Strongly disagree (®)

NA

4.18 Lack of supportive funding is a barrier to collaborative working. stongyagree " O O 0 O Strongly disagree @

NA

4.1.8 Funding inequalities between our organisations are a barrier to stongiyagee ) ) 0 0 O Strongly disagres (®)

collaborative working. NA
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4.1.10 The monitoring of our " operation is satisfactory. Stongyagree & O O O O strongly disagree @

A
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NA

424 By working as a ", we are more effective than if we were all  siongiyagee ) O O (O O Strongly disagree (@

working separately. WA

425 Dominant" members are a barrier to collaborative working.  stongiyagres ) 0 ) 0 O Strongly disagrea (®)
N/A
426 No-one dominates our meetings. Strongyagree ) () 0 (0  Strongly dsagree @
NA
427 Differences in status prevent collaborative working. Stonglyagree () 0 () () Strongly dsagree ,ﬁ
428 | am satisfied with the level of collaboration within the . Strongly agree () () O O ) Strengly disagree (@
NA
429 There is a lack of commitment from some partners. Strongly agree ) () ) ) (O Strongly disagree (®)

WA

4210 There is a clear ownership of the " process by the members. swongyagree ) ) ) ) O Strongly disagree @
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This " could be led much more effectively.
Leadership of our " rotates between partners.
We have a strong Chair.
Leadership of our " is mainly carried out by one person.
A proactive " coordinator helps the " to succeed.
A clear leadership structure helps the " to succeed.

4.37 Leadership of our " is distributed among a number of people.
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4.3.10

Decision making in this " is slow.
The quality of decision making is poor in this ".
The work of this " is strategic.
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4.4.9

4.4.10

Accountability is not clear within the ".

Bureaucracy within the " gets in the way of achieving the "
goals.

External regional policy decisions impede the work of the ".

Competitiveness between organisations creates real problems

for the ".
Some partners have higher status than others.

My loyalties lie with my organisation not the "

There is too much conflict between organisational loyalties and

" loyalties.

Formal links and arrangements between partners help the " to

succeed.
Informal links between partners help the " to succeed.

Government policy prevents collaborative working.

Strongly agrea :,

Strongly agreo :__,
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4.5.10

On the whole, the " works for the benefit of 14-19 students.

Involvement in " meetings is constrained by the location of '
members.

The rewards for " collaboration are real and tangible.

| am satisfied with the local 14-19 strategy plan.

| am satisfied with our response to the 14-19 issues raised by

most recent Area Review or inspection.
| am satisfied with our progress towards Prospectus.

| am satisfied with our progress towards the Gateway process.

Our " frequently focuses on specific local area needs. (e.g.
employment, regeneration.)

Our " effectively addresses specific local area needs. (e.g.
employment, regeneration.)

Commitment to local young people helps the " to succeed.
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Working across organizations has long been recognized as a characteristic of public
management, but recent years have seen a worldwide intensification in partnership
working. Rhetoric about the benefits is endemic but so are complaints about the
difficulty of partnership working in practice. Understanding the way that collaborative
approaches may provide value is therefore an essential element of understanding the
changing roles of public-sector organizations. The particular aim of this paper is to
contribute to a growing understanding of the way in which individuals enact leadership
roles in such situations. The focus is on partnership managers, whose main role is to
organize the activities of a collaboration. The way in which partnership managers enact
leadership is explored and insight into the kinds of activities that typically occupy them,
the types of challenges and dilemmas that they face and typical ways in which they
respond to these is provided. We suggest that the main categories of activities split
into two opposing perspectives on leadership. We propose an overarching concept which
suggests that collaborative leadership involves the management of a tension between

ideology and pragmatism.

Introduction

Working across organizations has long been recog-
nized as a characteristic of public management
(Friend, Power and Yewlett, 1974; Metcalfe,

"None of our work on collaborative leadership would
have come into being without the leadership taken by our
colleagues at the University of the West of England,
Murray Stewart and Robin Hambleton, who unques-
tionably know how to balance the spirit of collaboration
with a healthy degree of pragmatism (not thuggery!) and
who were good enough to include us in their funding bid.
As always we are indebted also to the many practitioners
who have invited us to work with them. They are too
numerous to list by name, but have all contributed to our
understanding of collaboration. This research was
partially supported by ESRC grant no L130251031.

© 2003 British Academy of Management

1993) but recent years have seen a worldwide
intensification in partnership working (see, for
example, Brinkerhoff, 1999; Jennings and Ewalt,
1998; Lowndes, 1997; Mandell, 2001). Govern-
ment incentives and directives for collaborative
initiatives are increasingly abundant (Ball, 1999;
Jacobs, 1997) and many require the participation
of ‘the community’ (King, Felty and Susel, 1998;
Sarkissan, Cook and Walsh, 1997; Steele and
Seargeant, 1999). A key policy driver for
collaboration appears to be a perceived need for
service provision to be co-ordinated, sometimes
deriving from a focus on efficiency and sometimes
from a concern to improve the ‘seamlessness’ of
the service to the citizen. Other reasons for
collaborating are similar to those expressed for
commercial-sector strategic alliances and joint
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ventures (e.g. Child and Faulkener, 1998) and
include the combining of different resources or
expertise, the sharing of learning or good practice
and, for expensive projects, the sharing of costs
or risks. Rhetoric about the benefits of partner-
ship working is endemic but so are complaints
about the difficulty of partnership working in
practice (Judge and Ryman, 2001; O’Toole,
1997). As with commercial alliances, reports of
unmitigated success are not common (Kale, Dyer
and Singh, 2001; Shenkar and Yan, 2002).

Understanding how collaborative approaches
may provide value is therefore an essential
element of understanding the changing roles of
public-sector organizations. At face value, at any
rate, it seems reasonable to presume that under-
standing how leadership could or should be en-
acted in collaborations in order to address the
difficulties and hence reap the theoretical be-
nefits, ought to be critical to this. This paper
therefore aims to contribute to the theory and
practice of collaboration through the develop-
ment of a conceptualization of leadership activ-
ities undertaken by participants in collabora-
tions. The particular focus is on leadership
enacted by partnership managers, those indivi-
duals whose main role is to organize the activities
of a collaborative venture.

Conceptual background: collaboration theory
and leadership

The theoretical conceptualization to be described
in this paper is rooted in, and contributes to
collaboration theory (Huxham, 1996a; Vangen,
2003). This is concerned with conceptualizing,
issues concerned with the management of colla-
borative ventures in a form that is accessible to
practitioners who need to take action in colla-
borative situations. Two counter-posed concepts
that relate to the benefits of, and difficulties with
collaborative working are key to the theory.
Collaborative advantage relates to the desired
synergistic outcome of collaborative activity sug-
gesting that advantage is gained though colla-
boration when something is achieved that could
not have been achieved by any organization
acting alone. Collaborative inertia relates to the
often-pertaining actual outcome, in which the
collaboration makes only hard fought or negli-
gible progress. In seeking to understand the
reasons for collaborative inertia, the theory aims
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to provide insight about the complexities that
have to be managed by those aiming for colla-
borative advantage in practice. It includes theore-
tical perspectives on issues such as collaborative
aims, trust and power relationships, collaborative
structures, leadership, autonomy and accountabil-
ity and so on (Eden and Huxham, 2001; Huxham
and Vangen, 2000a, 2000b and 2000c; Vangen,
2003; Vangen and Huxham, 2003).

The research described here, builds on a
previously published contribution to collabora-
tion theory in which a theoretical conceptualiza-
tion of leadership issues relating specifically to
collaborative situations was developed (Huxham
and Vangen, 2000b). Since hierarchical relation-
ships generally do not feature in collaborative
settings (Thompson ez al., 1991), this is not
centred around the formal senior business or
public figures that are the subject of much
leadership research (Bass, 1990). Instead, it
focuses on conceptualizing the mechanisms that
lead collaborative activity and outcomes in one
direction rather than another — and towards
collaborative advantage or collaborative inertia.
Following this line, the theory conceptualizes
leadership as the mechanisms that make things
happen in a collaboration. Clearly this may
include both visionary and more mechanistic
aspects so the theory therefore does not recognize
as relevant the classic distinction between leaders
and managers (Bryman, 1996). Indeed, this line
of argument steers the theory in a sharp
departure from classical notions of leadership.
It argues that a collaboration’s structure and
communication processes are leadership media
that are as instrumental in leading to a collabora-
tion’s outcomes as is the behaviour of the
participants associated with it.

The theory considers the three leadership
media — structures, processes and participants —
holistically, arguing that all three are important
to an overall understanding of leadership in
collaboration. In this article, however, our aim
is specifically to develop further the understand-
ing of leadership as it is enacted by participants,
so the third media is centre stage but is consi-
dered within the context of the leadership influ-
ences of collaborative structures and processes.
The earlier paper concluded that individuals who
aim to enact leadership are frequently thwarted
by dilemmas and difficulties so that outcomes are
not as they intend. Here, therefore, we aim to
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uncover the challenges they face by focusing on
the activities that they engage in.

In collaborative settings enacting leadership
can mean influencing whole organizations rather
than just individuals (Stewart, 1999) and there is
frequently ambiguity about who the partners are
(Huxham and Vangen, 2000a). There is also
inherent difficulty in specifying collaborative
goals (Eden and Huxham, 2001). This means
that it is far from straightforward to translate
mainstream theories of leadership, including
traits, style, contingency, leader-member echange
and transformational approaches, (see, for ex-
ample, Bryman, 1996; Denis, Lamothe and
Langley, 2001; Fiedler, 1996, Sparrow and Liden,
1997; Yammarino, Dansereau and Kennedy, 2001),
which presume both a formal leader-follower rela-
tionship and some specified goals that the leader
sets out to achieve, into the collaborative setting.

Given the lack of traditional hierarchy the
appropriate focus seems to be on informal or
emergent leaders (Feyerherm, 1994; Hosking,
1988; Kent and Moss, 1994; Purdue and Razza-
que, 1999), decentreing of leadership (Martin,
1992) and shared leadership (Bryson and Crosby,
1992; Judge and Ryman, 2001). Not surprisingly,
researchers on leadership in collaboration have
tended to emphasize relational leadership (Murrell,
1997) and processes for inspiring, nurturing,
supporting and communicating (Bryson and Cros-
by, 1992; Chrislip and Larson, 1994; Feyerherm,
1994; Purdue and Razzaque, 1999). As will be seen,
our data led us to concentrate on the leadership
role played by partnership managers since they
appear to have a significant role in leading the
activities of collaborations. Interestingly, while
their significance does stem from their formal
position at the centre of a collaboration, they are
usually appointed to organize the collaborative
activities and are a resource for a collaboration
rather than a member of it. Strictly, therefore, they
report to (rather than direct) the members, so
cannot lead through the exertion of formal
positional power (French and Raven, 1959) even
though they sometimes have job titles such as
Chief Executive or Director of the XXX Alliance.

Research approach

The research output described in the next section
derives from a rigorous process of action research
of the type specified by Eden and Huxham
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(1996), using an analysis method similar to that
specified in Huxham and Vangen (2000b) and
Huxham (2002). The approach is intended to lead
to the development of practice-oriented theory
and is consistent with the spirit of recent calls for
management research to contribute simultane-
ously to practice and theory (Hodgkinson, 2001;
Tranfield and Starkey, 1998).

The data, which informs the theory developed,
was gathered during interventions by one or both
of us in a large number of collaborations where
we have typically acted as facilitators, consultants
or sounding boards. Locating the theory genera-
tion in multiple settings is an explicit aspect of the
approach that both broadens the possibilities for
data collection and helps in drawing out the
generic significance of the output (Huxham,
2002). In this case, the data came from work
with 13 public and community sector collabora-
tions, including urban and rural regeneration
initiatives, a social inclusion network, health
promotion partnerships, poverty alleviation and
family support alliances, a collaboration of
universities, local health care co-operatives, a
special education partnership, a learning disabil-
ity initiative and a public leadership programme.
Almost all of these operate or operated in
Scotland but while some have a national focus,
others have a regional, city or local focus. The
types of partners differed in each case, but
included the government, major public agencies
concerned with health, housing, local govern-
ment and economic development, local branches
of major charities, local voluntary organizations,
community representatives, universities and GP
small businesses. Our interventions — and hence
our opportunities for data collection — varied
from long term, lasting for more than six years,
to very short term, single event involvements.
Most of the collaborations were in some way
interlinked with others, so even short-term
interventions could generate significant data not
only about the current collaboration but also
about others already worked with. Our roles
included providing support for core staff, design-
ing and facilitating workshops, and contributing
seminar presentations, exercises and discussions.

With one exception (in which interview data
was collected for another research project) the
data collected was ‘naturally occurring’ in the
ethnographic sense, in that it was not generated
in response to questionnaires or interviews
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(Marshall and Rossman, 1989). It included
expressed experiences and views, dilemmas and
actual actions of participants documented some-
times as part of the intervention (e.g. flip charts)
but mostly as notes made during and after phone
calls, meetings, workshops or seminars. Choice of
what data should be collected was guided by our
broad understanding of collaboration theory,
though in the short-term involvements, which
were all recent, we were specifically looking out
for data that might have particular relevance to
leadership activities.

Data analysis was carried out in several stages,
each of which involved us in extensive discussions
concerned with sense making, data massaging
and finding representations and links.

Stage One: data review. We independently re-
viewed our own data sets, identifying activities
that, arguably, may have influenced the way in
which the collaborative agenda was formed or
enacted, difficulties struggled with and any issues
that appeared to need leadership attention for
progress to be made.

e.g. project workers try to
explain and address

confusion re allocation of
resources “spend time going through

papers circulated in advance
of SIP meetings’

arrange events to equip e.g. HCA designed workshops

‘empowering people to sit
around the table and argue

/ their case at the SIP board’
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Stage Two. data inclusion and cluster forma-
tion. This involved lengthy negotiations between
us to clarify the meaning and relevance (or not)
for inclusion of each data item, and how it might
be linked to others. This resulted in several
hundred linked data items and the interpretations
of their relevance, which were stored electroni-
cally using the software, Decision Explorer (Eden
and Ackermann, 1998). Following several itera-
tions of analysis, eight clusters of related issues
emerged. For illustrative purposes, Figure 1
shows examples of data items (in ordinary font)
and associated interpretations (in italic font)
within one of these clusters (labelled ‘facilitating
access to the agenda’). There are numerous other
data items linking into the data items shown here
which influenced the emergence of the key
concepts (interpretations in italic font).

Stage Three: cluster review and framework for-
mation. We reviewed the clusters and the links
between them in order to form the concep-
tual framework. One cluster, which had been
labelled ‘types of leaders’, highlighted the central

‘provide individuals
with information
involved’ “how can you ask Joe
Bloggs to get involved
/ in spending £100m?’

‘run community

empowering communify — consultation

and empower (or not S 5 leaders rents’ .
P ( ) with aim to develop members events e.g. project managers
members to have full . .
common understanding, language talking about how to attract
access to debate and definili()l:s " academics
concerning the h ) \ . academics
partnership agenda membership “take care not a resonree
empowerment .
P to put pressure on “who sits on SIP Boards -
/ \ “people being able often those that make less

to contribute to the
agenda is as
important as the
action points’

e.g. arrange one
day events at key
points
partnership life

e.g. HCA Research
and Evaluation

seminar -

—

e.g. leadership in
gathering partners to
make a funding bid

e.g. individual takes
unilateral action with
intent to help
partnership progress

‘T have put something to
the council, can I with
your agreement send it

around and see what
folks think?’

e.g. pulling others in
later

“ for a year I sat on the STP
Board as a nodding dove - I
hadn’t a scooby what they
were talking about - I stuck
it out and it fell into place’

‘new members were
provided with some history
documents but that does not
mean that they are familiar
with it - in any case it’s not

their history’

\ potential member”

FACILITATING
ACCESS TO

/ THE AGENDA

bring new members
on board

“careful induction of new
group members is
important - as is a

recognition that they take

time to learn the ropes’

“turnover in
membership has to be Key
accepted as a likely

trouble’

/

) . “need to ensure close liaison
involving ——_

with GRA to ensure health and
sustainable development are
strongly featured in the

what can help people strategy’

connect better to the agenda
(or indeed, what is the

2’ P
agenda)? ‘we invited you because we

thought you would be
eg MS to prepare write interested’
up of the meeting which
may be used as a first
communication to those
not yet involved

e.g. concerns about
managing
subsidiary versus
principal partners

N\

CAPITAL - cluster heading
Italic — interpretations

reality and managed
effectively’

Figure 1. Data structuring example

Ordinary - data items
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leadership role taken by many partnership
managers and so led to the particular focus of
this article. Though the data pointed to this
focus, it additionally seemed worthy of attention
both because partnership managers frequently
comment on the difficulties associated with their
job and because they are a major resource of (and
hence cost to) a collaboration so a better under-
standing of the role that they do, or could play
should be valuable.

Another cluster, ‘tools to lead with’, was rich
in detail and felt to be important but different in
nature from the others. It was decided that it
would be appropriate to subject this area to
further research at a later date rather than to
include it here. The other six clusters, ‘facilitating
access to the agenda’, ‘enabling the collaborative
agenda to move forward’, ‘mobilizing member
organizations’, ‘communication’, ‘networking’
and ‘manipulation’ form the basis of the con-
ceptual framework.

Stage Four: moulding the theory. The final step
involved the drafting, redrafting and circulating
for comment of the main body of this article,
presenting the arguments at academic confer-
ences and using them with practitioners in further
action research interventions. This resulted in the
‘communication’ cluster being treated as central
to other clusters rather than as a theoretical ele-
ment in its own right. The other clusters were
eventually slightly reformulated into the six sub-
elements of the theory to be presented here. During
this process two opposing perspectives upon the
leadership activities identified emerged. Examina-
tion of the tension between the two perspectives led
to the eventual identification of an overarching
concept about leadership enactment.

The next two sections provide an overview
of the two perspectives through some snap-
shots of activities that engage attention. These
clearly do not portray the full story; they are
intended to be indicative. The paper concludes
with a discussion of the overarching concept.

Perspective 1: Leadership activities
from the spirit of collaboration . . .

Most partnership managers express or demon-
strate concerns about building infrastructure and
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relationships to foster what they seem to regard
as central tenets for the enactment of genuine
collaborative activity. They often refer to, for
example, the need to build trust, manage power
relations, facilitate communication and handle
the different, and often conflicting, interests of
members and these concerns are reflected in
research on collaboration. Collectively, these
activities can be viewed as being concerned with
supporting the members to work effectively with
each other. The key sentiment is the focus on
activities such as allowing all members to have a
voice and seeking consensus with regard to
shaping the collaborative agenda. From this
perspective, the leadership role that they take is
largely facilitative (Bryson and Crosby, 1992;
Chrislip and Larson, 1994). Figure 2 aims to
show how our data suggested a progression of
four closely related leadership activities that con-
tribute to this supportive role; embracing, em-
powering, involving and mobilizing. The dividing
lines between these broad headings are not clearly
defined and several different types of activity are
captured under each of them. All involve grap-
pling with a reality that challenges the ideology
underlying the spirit of collaboration.

Embracing members

Writing on collaboration frequently emphasizes
inclusion of those with a stake in the collabora-
tive issue (for example, Chrislip and Larson,
1994; Gray, 1989; Lawrence, Phillips and Hardy,
1999; McCann, 1983; Roberts and Bradley,
1991). Embracing the ‘right’ kind of members
may sound like an initial task for a new partner-
ship, but often seems to occupy the attention of
partnership managers on a continuing basis. Two
inverse challenges can arise: they can find
themselves devoting effort both to attracting the
partners that are needed and to supporting those
who want to be partners.

Efforts may be directed at facilitating the
involvement of any individuals and organizations
that are willing and able to move the collabora-
tive agenda forward. Frequently, however, spe-
cific members or types of member are targeted.
Those who are desired by those already involved
or required by government policy do not always
see a value in active involvement so overcoming
reluctance can be a time-consuming activity.
For example, one local healthcare co-operative
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embracing
the ‘right’ kind
of members

Example challenges

Embracing those who
would like to be involved
when representation of
stakeholders is
problematic.

Embracing all those who
are needed or required
though some may be
reluctant.

Fostering collaborative
activity in situations
where members are not
fully “on board’.

empowering
members to enable
participation

Example challenges

Creating infrastructure
through which all
members can be enabled
to participate in spite of
inevitable differences in
skill levels.

Keeping communication
flowing effectively when
members are physically,
professionally and
culturally dispersed.
Providing specific help
to individuals when all

INVOLVING
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MOBILIZING

involving
and supporting all
members

Example challenges

Involving all members
although they have
unequal role and power
positions in the
collaboration.
Equalizing the
commitment to all
members even though
personal position may
be strongly linked to
one member
organization.

mobilizing
members to make
things happen

Example challenges

Encouraging members
to work on behalf of the
collaboration while
recognizing that they
need something in return.

Moving the collaborative
agenda forward when
members’incentives

may pull in different
directions.

Energizing members
even though they will
have different levels of
commitment.

members need support.

Mobilizing activity even
though some members
must be expected to be ill
informed.

Figure 2. From the spirit of collaboration

manager had spent a great deal of time during her
first year in post, in one-to-one conversations
with GPs in practices that were slow to join in.

Finding ways to embrace all of those who would
like to be involved poses a completely different set
of issues. Possibly one of the most challenging of
the leadership tasks of this inverse type is to find
ways to address the principle of ‘community
involvement’ that is frequently deemed an im-
portant aspect of government supported partner-
ships. Who can be considered as representative of
a community and even how ‘the community’ is
defined are issues often raised by partnership
managers (Barr and Huxham, 1996; Purdue et al.,
2000; Vangen, 1995). Ensuring that whoever does
take up the role of community representative feels
comfortable and welcome among a group of
professionals who often know each other very
well, is another aspect of the task.

Embracing members also involves paying
attention to ensuring that new members are ‘on
board’. Collaborations tend to be highly dynamic
in nature with membership continually changing
as for example, public institutions are re-orga-
nized and individuals change job roles (Gray,
1989; Huxham and Vangen, 2000a; Lawrence,

Phillips and Hardy, 1999; McCann, 1983; Sharf-
man et al., 1991). Therefore, as the manager of
the poverty alleviation alliance commented:

‘Careful induction of new group members is
important, as is a recognition that they take time
to learn the ropes’.

Getting to grips with the history and purpose of a
collaboration is difficult for any individual who
has not been party to the earlier phases, but those
for whom this way of working is new face
particular obstacles. One community representa-
tive from a social inclusion partnership put the
point graphically:

‘For 1 year I sat on the SIP Board as a nodding
dove . . . I hadn’t a Scooby what they were talking
about . . . I stuck it out and it fell into place’.

Leadership practices vary in this area. Occasionally
the introduction of a new member is seen as an
opportunity for fresh blood and a change of
direction but more commonly the concern is to
ensure continuity and to persuade the new member
to take ownership of the values and programmes
of activity already established. Minutes of meetings
and other documents are often used as initial
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briefing material. Documents intended to capture
the history of the partnership may also be
prepared. While probably a necessary part of the
induction process, this kind of approach is not
guaranteed to produce results. As the manager of
the rural regeneration initi-ative commented:

‘(having the documents) does not mean that they
are familiar with them — in any case it’s not their
history’.

Inevitably, a part of the leadership task for
partnership managers is to foster collaborative
activity in situations where at least some of the
members are not yet fully on board.

Empowering members

Embracing members does not in itself empower
them to have a voice in the collaboration or to
contribute to the shaping of its agenda. Creating
an infrastructure in which people and organiza-
tions can be enabled to participate in a collabora-
tion seems to be a very central aspect of many
partnership managers’ leadership role. A key
aspect of this is often to design a structure that
will allow ‘the community’ to act as a member
alongside public organizations and to be empow-
ered to play an active role. In one regeneration
partnership, for example, it was deemed that:

‘the partnership must be community led rather than
committee led’.

In another, a management committee,

‘operating as an accountable body rather than
simply (as) an advisory group overseeing progress’.

was designed. Steps were taken to ensure that
community representatives were elected onto the
management committee and provided with brief-
ing and information to allow them to play an
active role on it.

The skills to communicate and to design
mechanisms for communication between partners
seem to be particularly important for empower-
ing members. Comments from partnership mem-
bers such as,

‘we have fought to keep meetings open so all can be
party to decisions rather than allowing decisions to
be made in the pub’.

‘make sure we don’t stop talking when things go
wrong’
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‘set up a structure which allows two way flow of
information’

and,

‘design processes that will allow local residents to
communicate effectively with others on the partner-
ship’
indicate the importance attached both to ensur-
ing that views are communicated and can affect
the decisions made and that the collaborative
agenda is taken forward.

Keeping communication flowing effectively is
obviously an important aspect of empowerment.
Since partners are generally geographically dis-
persed, encouraging them to talk on a day-to-day
basis is not an option. Some have tackled this
problem through a ‘constructive use of e-mail’.
Many use mechanisms such as a project news-
letter, which, though time-consuming to produce,
has the additional potential of providing a
communication link to the outside world.

Bringing people together is, however a very
central aspect of leading empowerment. Helping
them communicate in face-to-face interaction in
meetings, workshops and other events is one
aspect of this. It has been argued that getting
people to interact, whilst being extremely diffi-
cult, is a key leadership activity (Useem, 2001).
Since collaboration tends to pull together in-
dividuals with a range of different skills, back-
grounds and experiences, choosing a style of
language that all are comfortable with may not
be straightforward. One way of getting around
this is to ensure that members have time to read
and digest information in preparation for meet-
ings. The manager of the urban regeneration
partnership, for example, explained how she had
changed processes to ensure that relevant papers
are circulated two weeks in advance of meetings
and how she regularly spends considerable time
going through this documentation with indivi-
dual members. She sees part of her role as helping
to explain technicalities and the meaning of the
content of relevant documents. Her aim is to:

‘provide individuals with information to be em-
powered to sit around the table and argue their case
at the SIP board’.

Clearly nurturing individuals in this way is a
time-consuming activity and choosing to focus on
this leadership role may be at the expense of att-
ention to others. One leadership dilemma is to find
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ways of supporting all of the members, not just
those needing specific help with communication.

Involving

Creating structures and support for involvement
does not, in itself, ensure the involvement of
members and the leadership role played by
partnership managers often has to include
activities specifically aimed at overcoming some
of the hindrances to this. Problems arise because
of the inevitability that some partners are more
central than others, so managing the inequality
between principal and subsidiary members fre-
quently becomes an issue.

Inequality can arise in a number of ways. For
example, the special education project involved a
process of change to the legal infrastructure. This
took two years and required the involvement of
only two key organizations. Until the legalities
were finalized there was no certainty that the
project would be allowed to go ahead, and thus
little basis for involving the other parties that
they viewed as essential to delivering the project.
From the perspective of members of the two
organizations, as leaders of the project at this
stage, the ‘natural’ (i.e. pragmatic) time to invite
the others was at the completion of the legalities
phase. The invitees, however, though apparently
pleased in principle to be involved, expressed a
degree of cynicism at the invitation and raised
issues of trust and power between themselves and
the original two organizations. Given that they
were being asked to make major shifts in resource
allocation to support the project, their defensive-
ness is understandable. In such situations the
leadership task facing the partnership manager
involves making judgements about the degree of
equality that can or should be achieved in the
next phase of the project and then finding ways of
shifting the balance of power. Building trust out
of mistrust and realigning project goals are likely
to be a part of this task (Vangen and Huxham,
2003).

Another type of inequality arises when a single
organization has a dominant role in a partner-
ship. Partnership managers are often employed
by, or located (physically and/or administra-
tively) within a formally designated ‘lead organi-
zation’. They vary in their level of comfort with
this. For example, one with whom we worked
commented that having as her boss a senior
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member of the Local Authority’s Planning
Department, severely hampered her ability to
act neutrally and supportively with respect to the
other partners. Another, however, had worked
closely with his Local Authority’s elected coun-
cillors in a previous role and found it quite
natural to spend considerable portions of his day
supporting their needs even though another
organization contributed a substantial portion
of the funding and expertise to the partnership
and to his own salary. He commented that this
often diverted him from partnership activities but
he did not appear to question the legitimacy of
doing it. Indeed he seemed unaware of the
influence that his unequal treatment of the
partner organizations might have on the out-
comes of the partnership. For partnership man-
agers in this sort of situation, leading in the spirit
of collaboration would seem to imply a con-
sciousness of their relationship to each of the
members and an ability to manage a dilemma
between loyalty to their employing agency and
loyalty to the other members.

Mobilizing members

Embracing, empowering and involving members
are essential but do not, in themselves, make
things happen. A seriously challenging aspect of
partnership managers’ role is to influence indivi-
duals and whole organizations in support of the
collaboration (Stewart, 1999). Our data suggest a
number of related activities by which partnership
managers seek to mobilize members to work on
behalf of the collaboration. One such leadership
activity is concerned with ensuring that all
member organizations benefit from their involve-
ment. The manager of the poverty alleviation
alliance put this succinctly:

‘We need to assume that organizations will only
become involved with the Alliance if they can get
something out of it’.

Further comments by partnerships managers
such as ‘get an understanding of what is going
on’ and ‘find the incentive for involvement of
business’ indicate that acquiring a thorough
understanding of, and being sensitive to, the
aims and aspirations of the participating organi-
zations are seen as key aspects of leading
mobilization.
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Getting beyond understanding what the needs
of organizations are to encouraging investment of
resources in the collaboration for mutual advan-
tage is another key aspect. Central to this is the
establishment and maintenance of a well-func-
tioning interface to and between each of the
member organizations within which individuals
can represent and lead their organization in the
collaboration. Sensitivity to the needs of the
individual organization can greatly facilitate
communication and help ensure that individuals
are able genuinely to represent and act as
conduits to the resources of their organizations.
Yet, the leadership task of energizing both the
representatives and their organizations suffi-
ciently for them to take an active interest in the
collaboration is challenging. For the organiza-
tions involved, there is a tension between allow-
ing sufficient autonomy to staff involved in a
partnership, perhaps via a job specification, to
allow it to progress and ensuring accountability
of the partnership to the member organizations
(Huxham, 1996b). Acquiring the freedom for
individuals to act on behalf of their organization
has to be reciprocated with an assurance that
they do represent the needs of their organization.
Perhaps the greatest paradox of collaboration
however, is that the potential for advantage is
rooted in the varying resources that organizations
bring to the collaboration, which inevitably also
implies that they are seeking different things in
return. Frequently, these differences in needs
imply varying levels of commitment and even
conflict with respect to the collaborative agenda
(Huxham and Vangen, 2000c).

The process of communication may never-
theless help encourage and enthuse involvement
in the collaboration. A third way in which
partnership managers mobilize action is by
actively designing processes to facilitate effective
interfaces. Bringing people together in face-to-
face interaction in committees, workshops, semi-
nars or open fora is a popular means of doing
this. In addition to equipping and empowering
members to have full access to the collaboration
debate, such events are frequently used as
opportunities to negotiate, seek agreement and
commitment to action by participating organiza-
tions despite their varying levels of commitment
and specificity of needs. In the special education
project, for example, a key player from one of
the two initiating organizations organized a
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workshop purely to seek Health and Social
Service’s commitment to the collaboration.

Partnership managers often seem to have few
skills and little experience, or training in how to
lead such events effectively. Some recognize this
and enlist facilitators to support them but some-
times do not have sufficient skill to allow them, in
turn, to support the facilitator. In one case, the
partnership manager briefed a consultant to plan
a seminar but on the day, in front of the
partnership members, questioned (and so sabo-
taged) the carefully thought-out design for it.
Even the most sensitive and careful managers can
fail to achieve what they set out to do in this area.
For example, in the health-promotion partner-
ship a series of workshops aimed at mobilizing
synergy between various partnership projects
failed to get beyond the first event when the
permanent postholder replaced the temporary
manager who had conceived it.

However, collaborative activities frequently
come to fruition, and a fourth aspect of leading
mobilization is concerned with ensuring that
actions are taken on reasonably informed bases.
Despite efforts of communication with and
between members, partnership managers are
frequently heard expressing concerns that the
members of the collaboration, including indivi-
duals on steering committees, seem ill-informed
of issues and activities pertaining to the colla-
borative agenda. The manager of the academic
partnership for example expressed astonishment
over the extent to which ‘powerful’ individuals
appeared willing to take decisions despite, in her
judgement, very obvious lack of information and
understanding of key issues. This is another
paradox of collaboration; that partnership man-
agers often seem to have a clearer sense of the
issues pertaining to the collaborative agenda,
than do any of the members. One of their
leadership roles therefore involves balancing the
facilitation of progress despite the lack of under-
standing with trying to find ways to continuously
keep members informed.

Perspective 2: Leadership activities . . .
towards collaborative thuggery

In the last section partnerships managers are
pictured in a supportive role. From this perspec-
tive, leadership is a facilitative activity suggesting
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the need for relational skills such as patience,
empathy, honesty and deference (Eckert, 2001;
Fletcher, 2001). Our data shows numerous
examples of partnership managers trying to
operate in this way. However, as we have aimed
to emphasize, carrying through such an approach
is far from straightforward. To overcome the
inevitability of working with members who are
not ‘on board’, have different needs and varying
levels of commitment, are ‘ill informed’, cannot
mutually communicate and so on, partnership
managers generally enact a part of their leader-
ship role through resorting to pragmatic ap-
proaches that, at face value, seem less consistent
with the spirit of collaboration. Two aspects of
this pragmatic leadership role, as summarized in
Figure 3, are suggested by our data, manipulating
the collaborative agenda, and playing the politics.

Manipulating the collaborative agenda

Since partnership managers are, in principle,
employed as a resource to the collaboration to
support the members they often have no legiti-
macy to shape the content of the collaborative
agenda. There are, however, a number of reasons
why in practice they may become engaged with
the substantive issues over which collaboration
occurs. For example, both empowering members
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and mobilizing activities can involve them in
promoting understanding of the collaborative
purpose. They often also take a lead in activities
relating directly to negotiating the purpose of
the collaboration and are frequently required to
produce papers relating to this. This suggests
acceptance by the membership that they have a
substantive role to play. It requires them to make
judgements about the extent to which issues are
of relevance to the collaborative agenda. Much
power and influence can be exercised on the
direction of the collaboration through definition
of issues and creation and dissemination of text
(Lawrence, Phillips and Hardy, 1999). Inevitably
therefore, partnership managers will influence
which, and the way in which, substantive issues
become part of the joint efforts.

While some aspects of the influence exerted
may be indirect, unintended and even uncon-
scious, partnership managers do also influence
the collaborative agenda more directly. Their
ability to perform their jobs satisfactorily (to
themselves and others) hinges on the progress
made by the collaboration. Finding ways to
avoid collaborative inertia is therefore an essen-
tial aspect of their leadership role. Many enact
this by actively pushing the collaborative agenda
forward. Not surprisingly, some lean towards
taking an active lead rather than facilitating the

MANIPULATING THE COLLABORATIVE AGENDA . I

imposing an
understanding of
substantive issues on
members

influencing the agenda via
stealthy behaviour

deciding, on behalf of
others, how to move the
agenda forward

Example challenges: making things happen through ...

manoeuvre members
towards addressing the
agenda

PLAYING THE POLITICS

probing the political
undercurrents between
and around members

networking to find out
who is worth the bother

managing relationships
between organizations that
would rather not work
together

Example challenges: making things happen through ...

finding ways to exclude
those who are not worth
the bother

Figure 3. Towards collaborative thuggery
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members to agree and jointly implement their
own agenda.

Partnership managers can be quite creative and
frequently manipulative in devising ways to influ-
ence the agenda. The manager of the academic
partnership for example, explained how she,

‘deliberately but casually drop ideas into conversa-
tions with the aim to get individuals with power to
pick them up and run with them as their own’.

She does this, she said because she believes that,

‘individuals on the management committee by
norm act on briefs rather than through having a
full understanding of issues’.

She judges herself to be better positioned than
they to make judgements about ways in which the
collaborative agenda ought to be taken forward.
Yet recognizing the limitations of her own power
and clout, she takes deliberate steps to influence
the agenda not directly, but via ‘stealthy beha-
viour’. In a similar vein, the manager of the
health-promotion partnership, for example, per-
sistently used ‘high profile’ individuals to intro-
duce partnership workshops, presumably because
she saw it as a way of raising the profile of the
agenda.

Partnership managers adopt different ways and
styles of ensuring that the agenda moves forward
and some are more directive and less subtle in
taking decisions that have an obvious impact on
the direction of the collaboration than others.
For example, the health-promotion partnership
manager referred to above was described as
having:

‘strong views on how the partnership should look
and how things should be done’.

Yet, although her style might have been perceived
as directive rather than facilitative she frequently
used the phrase ‘in the interest of the partner-
ship’. Similarly, in the context of painstaking eff-
orts to get partners with a history of mistrust and
competition to work in a collaborative manner,
the manger of a local healthcare cooperative
commented:

‘They are not in charge of me. I don’t have direct
influence over them. So I need to work hard to try
and persuade them what is in their best interest’.

She explained the various and different ways in
which she tries to get individuals to change their
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mindsets about working in partnership and
moving forward in a way that she feels is
appropriate. For example, she would deliberately
approach individuals differently, introducing her-
self in different ways and getting them gradually
interested in different aspects of the partnership.
One of her comments summed up her approach:

‘Lots of manoeuvring goes on in the background to
get them to come to the decision you want them to
come to’.

The need to lead even when you are not in charge
is not uncommon (Useem, 2001) and partnership
managers may well perceive themselves as having
a legitimate role in directing the agenda. One
advantage of using stealthy behaviour is that the
more members of the partnership may run with
ideas as their own the greater the commitment to
the ideas and to seeing them put into action.
Regardless of the precise ways in which
managers go about leading the collaborative
agenda, they are very likely to find themselves
in situations where they have to manage a tension
(Huxham and Beech, 2001) between directing on
substance and co-ordinating partnership activ-
ities. Consciously or otherwise, they are likely to
have to make a trade-off between promoting
genuinely collaborative, but time consuming and
difficult activities such as workshops, and ‘getting
on with it’. As expressed by the manager of a
health promotion partnership, when pressed for
output by a funding body, there is a ‘need to
deliver on things as well as getting together’.

Playing the politics

Though collaboration is intended to be a
benevolent way of working, political manoeuvr-
ing is often strongly evident in public and non-
profit collaborations (Lawrence et al., 1999).
Partnerships initiated via government policies
for example, frequently pull together organiza-
tions that would rather not work together. Our
data shows that problems such as stepping on
each others’ territories, competing for resources
and needing to outperform each other tend to
ensue. Even when collaborations are initiated
voluntarily, problems emerge as a range of often
competing agendas has to be satisfied (Eden and
Huxham, 2001; Judge and Ryman, 2001; Vangen,
Huxham and Eden, 1994). In addition, partner-
ship managers usually report to a management





S72

committee or steering group so the usual political
problems associated with being a subordinate can
play out in unusual ways.

For these kinds of reasons, comments such as

‘there are people who do not want the partnership
to work for various reasons’

and

‘One has to recognize that xxx Council did not want
the yyy project to succeed’

are not untypical. Under these circumstances, the
response that,

‘there is a need to know the politics and how to play it’

made by the manager of the urban regeneration
initiative does not seem unreasonable, even
though it may not be entirely within the spirit
of collaboration.

Trying to take steps to work alongside those
who may otherwise hinder progress is one way in
which partnership managers can lead collabora-
tive agendas. For example, a partnership co-
ordinator associated with a health-promotion
partnership remarked that

‘insisting on X having a role in the seminar was a
political move’.

Similarly, the partnership manager of the urban
regeneration initiative argued:

“You need to recognize that the City Council has
power so strive to get them on your side’.

In the light of both the need to manage the
tension between directing on substance and co-
ordinating partnership activities, and the need to
play the politics, it is perhaps not surprising that
partnership managers themselves repeatedly high-
light the need to keep themselves informed of the
goings-on of the partnership and to become well
networked. Collectively, statements such as,

‘gain an understanding of who influences who’
‘find out who the good guys and the bad guys are’
‘exchange information with the good guys’

‘knowing the field and being networked to key
players’

‘gain familiarity with organizations and projects in
the area’

‘develop mechanisms to link together the X Project
into a network which is sustainable’
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would suggest that a great deal of subtle
assessment takes place with regard to, as one
manager put it,

‘finding out who is worth the bother’.

It would appear also that individuals enter into
reciprocal relationships in terms of sharing
information and taking action in support of each
others’ agendas. Some, however, apparently take
a more unilateral approach to sorting out those
who are and are not worth the bother. In one
case, a participant argued that a partnership in
which he had been involved,

‘has been successful because the convenor is a thug.
If members are not willing to be actively involved,
he pushes them out’.

Although the descriptor is extreme and certainly
the antithesis of the spirit of collaboration, we did
not perceive this to be intended as a derogatory
remark; the speaker appeared to be suggesting
that this was a positive, pragmatic way of
managing a complex situation. Undoubtedly the
trade-off between carefully nurturing reciprocal
relationships and resorting to thuggish behaviour
is one that needs to be managed.

The essence of leadership enactment for
collaborative advantage

The above discussion has sought to demonstrate
the dilemmas of ideology and pragmatism in the
enactment of leadership for collaborative advan-
tage. We have chosen to conceptualize this as a
tension between the spirit of collaboration and
towards collaborative thuggery. It is not intended
however, that the term ‘thuggery’ should be
taken literally. Clearly the term is extreme; it is
used here simply to draw attention to, and raise
awareness of, the pragmatic end of the spectrum
of collaborative leadership activities. The identi-
fication of the ‘thuggery’ end of the spectrum
seems significant because it is so distant from the
rhetoric of (i.e. from the ‘spirit’ of ) a partnership
approach. The need to lead in a facilitative and
supportive manner (Bryson and Crosby, 1992;
Chrislip and Larson, 1994) is both required and
expected; yet the research shows that this in itself
is not sufficient to generate collaborative advan-
tage. Of course, the need for those who are
supposed to be acting in a supportive role to take
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a lead in the action is not, in public arenas,
unique to partnership settings. Frederickson
(1997) for example argued that public managers
inevitably engage in policy making because
policy cannot be detailed enough for implemen-
tation to happen without any form of decision-
making.

Although, for clarity of expression, we have
presented this dilemma as though it is bipolar we
do not mean to imply that it is a clear dichotomy.
For presentational purposes, we have deliberately
resisted the intertwinedness of the two perspec-
tives with the view that this would enable a
deeper exploration into the pragmatic details of
this tension in collaborative settings. The pro-
gressions from activities pertaining to the need to
embrace members through to engaging them in
actions provide helpful detail into the facilitative
aspect of the leadership role. Similarly, the
recognition that the achievement of collaborative
advantage is likely to require engagement in
the type of activities captured under the headings
of manipulation and politicking legitimates
these leadership activities. In practice, there are
however likely to be elements of both perspec-
tives in all specific types of activities with which
partnership managers engage. For example,
‘embracing reluctant members’ may entail some
manipulation and ‘background manoeuvring’
may be another way of involving and supporting
members.

In identifying this tension between the spirit of
collaboration and towards collaborative thug-
gery, we are in some ways mirroring many of the
dichotomies raised in classic theory on organiza-
tional leadership and management styles. At face
value, the two opposite ways of enacting leader-
ship may have some similarity to the alternative
approaches to leadership — democratic versus
autocratic, participative versus directive, relation-
ship oriented versus task oriented and considera-
tion versus initiating structure — identified by
Stogdill (Bass, 1981), or to the transactional
versus transformational leadership dichotomy
raised by Burns (1978). It would be possible to
argue for example, that leading ‘in the spirit of
collaboration’ would not be inconsistent with a
democratic leadership style emphasizing consid-
eration and responsiveness. Yet a democratic
leadership style does not imply most of the
activities required to embrace, empower, involve
and mobilize the members of a collaborative
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initiative. Similarly, leading with a healthy
portion of ‘thuggery’ would not be inconsistent
with an autocratic style in which partnership
managers engage in defining and deciding the
activities to be undertaken by others. However, in
collaborative settings, manipulation and politick-
ing necessarily has to replace the use of legitimate
power (French and Raven, 1959) because the lack
of traditional hierarchy between leader and led
does not allow formally for autocratic decision-
making. If there are any lessons for leadership in
collaboration settings to be taken from the
organizational leadership literature, it is clear
that they would have to be carefully ‘filtered’ by
collaboration theory.

In addition, in common with Johnson (1996)
who modelled leadership as continually switching
between opposing styles of leadership and Quinn
(1990) who characterized leadership from four
different but not mutually exclusive theoretical
perspectives we do not argue for alternative ways
of leading but propose the alternative ways of
acting as aspects of a leadership portfolio. In this
sense, our theory is compatible with Beech’s
(2000) notions of romantic and heroic leadership.
In contrast to Johnson’s and Quinn’s conclu-
sions, our data specifically suggests that partner-
ship managers operate constantly from opposing
perspectives and that both aspects are essential to
making progress. This would suggest that part-
nership managers therefore need to be skilled at
operating from both modes and at managing the
interaction between them, as an overemphasis on
either would not be likely to generate collabora-
tive advantage. This differs from contingency or
situational leadership approaches (e.g. Fiedler,
1967) in which different styles are seen as
appropriate in different situations. Here, oppos-
ing styles and types of leadership are seen as
operating together and all of the time.

The leadership challenge for partnership man-
agers is clearly immense. The essence of the
enactment of leadership for collaborative advan-
tage would appear to involve the ability to lead
contingently in the spirit of collaboration whilst
simultaneously drawing on ‘collaborative thug-
gery’. Although we do not have any hard
evidence for this, our observation is that those
who seem to lead most successfully are those
who can operate from both perspectives and who
are able to continually switch from one to the
other. One practitioner articulated this point
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From the spirit of collaboration ...
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e e 1 |

leadership

making things happen through . ..

HOBILIZING JRE

enactment

embracing empowering involving mobilizing
the ‘right’ members to and members to
kind of enable supporting make things
members participation all happen
members

collaborative

advantage P D H

making things happen through ...

... towards collaborative thuggery.

Figure4. The essence of leadership for collaborative advantage

graphically when he commented that a key to
successful partnership is,

‘going behind people’s backs in a trustworthy kind
of way’

We have summarized this contribution in Figure 4.

Conclusion

In using the theory presented in this article in
training events with practitioners, we have found
it helpful to relate the enactment of leadership
with other aspects of managing partnerships. The
focus has been on exploring reasons for colla-
borative inertia with the conclusion that contin-
uous nurturing and the presence of at least one
competent individual who champions and nur-
tures the partnership is essential (Huxham and
Vangen, 2000c). We argue here that partnership
managers frequently undertake this champion-
ing, leadership role and we have explored the
level of challenge that it implies.

It is evident that leading collaborative initia-
tives is not necessarily a comfortable or reward-
ing experience. The explorations in this article of
the activities and dilemmas that confront partner-
ship managers have began to unpack some of the
reasons for the challenge that enactment of

leadership entails. Though derived specifically
around the activities of partnership managers, we
view the broad theoretical principles and many of
the examples in this article as relevant to other
participants in collaborations and to commercial
as well as public settings. We see the theory
contributing to the practice of leadership in
collaborative settings at two levels.

The first level of contribution arises from the
highlighting and legitimizing of the simultaneous
enactment of both the facilitative (spirit of
collaboration) and directive (collaborative thug-
gery) roles. When we have used the theory
presented in this article in capacity-building
events with practitioners, they have commented
that they find the legitimization of the activities at
the thuggery end particularly helpful. However, it
is the duality of the two opposing roles that the
tension emphasizes. Furthermore, the conceptua-
lization of roles in terms of on the one hand the
progression of supportive roles and the other
hand manipulation and politicking, provides
broad conceptual handles through which the
enactment in practice of the two roles may be
considered.

The second level of contribution is concerned
with the detailed examples of the way in which
partnership managers enact these in practice.
This is clearly far from the full picture and it
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would be possible via further research to elabo-
rate considerably upon this. Nevertheless, even at
this level of development, the examples can be
used to provide cues about the types of activities
that need to be addressed and so may give those
aiming to lead further conceptual handles for
considering their practice. Clearly they could at
least partly underpin management development
programmes in collaborative leadership.

The examples also highlight many issues and
challenges intrinsic to the enactment of leader-
ship activities in collaborative settings and it is
clear that these are not easily addressed. For
practitioners and policy makers, therefore, this
may lead to consideration of realistic, rather than
idealistic expectations of what can be achieved.
For practitioners — and for partnership managers
in particular — it may help to address some of
the despair about lack of progress and the
difficulty of supporting members with different,
and sometimes conflicting goals and needs. For
policy makers, it may lead to more careful
consideration of appropriate resourcing and
support requirements.
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Decisive and collaboration are not words that often sit

naturally together. Yet, demands for efficiency, choice, local
accountability and solutions to ever more complex, cross-
cutting agendas require effective, decisive collaborative working
across permeable organisational boundaries. And, as budgets
tighten and stakeholder numbers grow, it is not only essential,
but increasingly realistic to expect collaborations to deliver real
value, quickly and efficiently through local public services.

Future improvements in the quality

of public services virtually demand
collaboration — the gains from incremental
improvements in individual services are
increasingly scarce. Transformation will be
driven by an understanding that the forces
which affect well-being, prosperity and
achievement are inter-linked. What happens
on the streets is affected by what happens in
schools; what happens in schools is affected
by trends in the local economy. Citizens

are ‘whole’, not ‘segmented’ consumers of
compartmentalised services.

Yet, despite good intentions, talk of
collaboration often generates a healthy
cynicism on the front line. For every
effective partnership, there are many more
which suck in time and resources without
producing impact. Some stir up professional
misunderstandings and antagonism, which
threaten to divert focus and energy from the
pursuit of demanding individual targets.

Our contention is that organisations cannot
afford to avoid collaboration but, also, that
organisations cannot afford collaboration
without purpose and efficiency. Decisive
collaboration is not an oxymoron — there

are many examples of local partnerships
which not only improve quality, but also
reduce waste, duplication and error. This
study examines the practices of successful
local partnerships to pinpoint the attributes
which make them decisive.

A recent report “All our futures™, examining
the future of local government, proposes
that community leadership, not service

delivery, will be the single most important
aspect of the future role for local authorities.
If the future of local delivery is local
collaboration, this is not only a direct
message to Local Government but also one
of consequence for all those involved in
delivering public services.

A new way of working means embracing

a new sense of professional identity which
looks beyond organisational boundaries.

The leaders of the future may find
themselves not just managing organisations
but negotiating networks, not just delivering
services but co-ordinating and facilitating
collaborative agendas across public, private
and voluntary sector organisations.

It is against this backdrop that Hay Group
has undertaken a major research study.
Drawing on case studies, competency based
interviews and assessment techniques,

we examined the factors which result in
successful collaborations and set out to
consider three main issues:

1. Network Professionals
The distinguishing factors of
outstanding collaborative leaders.

2. Transforming Talking Shops into
Powerhouses
The factors which ensure the success of
their collaborations.

3. Collaboration requires climate
change!
How the climate of successful
partnerships feel from the inside.

Networked Professionals

Again and again partnerships identified the appointment of
key individuals as the turning point in success. New demands
are creating a new breed of ‘networked professionals. Outward
looking and outcome focused, networked professionals

define their boundaries by a wider agenda, not an individual
organisation, or formal career structure. For networked

professionals, it is not just about being collaborative, but ‘seeing

collaboratively.

Professionalism carries many connotations,
both positive and negative. It suggests
dedication, expertise, service, excellence.

It can also suggest autonomy, hierarchy,
elitism, jargon and protectionism.
Professionalism sits uncomfortably with
an increasingly demanding and consumer-
oriented society — trust in someone else’s
expertise is no longer a default option.

We want to know why, we want a second
opinion, we want it where, when and how it
suits us best.

Collaboration adds new challenges by
potentially attacking the sources of
professional identity and relationships which
have driven dedication and excellence. Our
study reveals that decisive collaboration
depends on an emerging breed of networked
professionals who are:

B Outcomes-focused — the end result
matters more than the process;

B Client serving — they organise
themselves and their relationship
around the beneficiary.

B Plain spoken — they avoid jargon and
professional distinctions.

B Incolerant of boundaries — they ask ‘why
not?’

B Team-oriented — they work naturally in
groups rather than alone.

B Accountable — they accept responsibility
and scrutiny.

B Trusting and trustworthy — they build
relationships through trust.

4

Decisive collaborations need networked
professionals. The good news is that they
are out there; they are also (given the
right encouragement) infectious in their
behaviours and a relatively small number
can make a disproportionate difference.

As professionals grow into leaders, our
research also identifies four factors which
distinguish outstanding collaborative
leaders. These qualities are not always
associated with public service, but our study
reinforces the fact that they are increasingly
common and increasingly vital in the
creation of successful partnerships.
Outstanding collaborative leaders are:

Risk takers

Entrepreneurial and innovative, outstanding
leaders spot opportunities, encourage new
ideas and share experiences. Outstanding
collaborative leaders challenge the status
quo and manage collaborative ‘abrasion’

to ensure that conflict is not hidden, but
instead used positively to generate new
thinking and opportunities. It is this energy
and determination that provides the impetus
for partners to join the collaborative table
and turn talking shops into powerhouses.

These qualities are
typically associated
with the private
sector, but our
research reinforces
the fact that they
are endemic in the
successful public
sector leader.

! Produced by the former ODPM, now the Department for Communities
and Local Government
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Visionaries

A focus on the end user and passion for
making things better drives outstanding
leaders. Looking beyond organisational
boundaries and self-interest, outstanding
leaders position their own service within
the broader system and policy environment,
drawing conceptual links between services
and thinking strategically to simplify the
bigger picture, enabling collaborations to
develop a clear vision.

Translators

Outstanding leaders display a willingness

to listen to and engage with different ways
of working. Engagement of partnership
participants and wider groups is actively
encouraged. The majority of collaborative
leaders and all of the outstanding leaders we
spoke to had experienced a range of different
sectors or organisational cultures. This sector

hopping enables them to gain and share
understanding between different partners
and use their knowledge to influence and
persuade, skilfully finding the ‘win win’ for
everyone.

Navigators

All our outstanding leaders demonstrate the
leadership qualities Hay Group recognise
in the most effective leaders both across

the public and private sectors, and indeed
worldwide. They ‘manage’ the work of

the partnership team, building clarity and
maintaining focus whilst ensuring all the
skills within the group are capitalised upon.

Outstanding leaders present a consistent
lead figure which is particularly important
in the initial stages of a partnership.

Transforming Talking Shops into Powerhouses

So how do outstanding collaborative leaders ensure the success

of their collaborations?

There is clearly no single blueprint for
collaborations in terms of size, geography or
complexity. But there are significant factors
for success.

Belief

Each and every successful collaboration we
examined had, at its heart, a shared sense

of moral or ethical purpose. The purpose

is local and aligned to professional and
personal values. The reward often results

in societal improvement. Successful
partnerships are characterised by a hunger to
make things better and a willingness to try
new things.

Vision

Keep it simple and make it easy. Processes
and structures should support collaborations
to meet their outcomes, not mire them in
bureaucracy. Strong project management,
alignment with existing ways of working
and a focus on the practicalities all support
individuals to engage with partnership
working. Successful collaborations provide
the vision, frameworks and culture at

the top which support the energy and
pragmatism of those on the front line.

The Quick Win

Initially, new partnerships should focus on
quick wins, moving towards riskier and
more difficult objectives only as trust and
commitment grow. Piloting new ideas
allows a partnership to reduce the risks of
innovation and provides hard evidence of
the value of change.

Communication

If they had their time again, nine out

of 10 of collaborators said they would
communicate more and communicate
better! Strong communication underpins
clarity, reducing conflict and building
commitment. It is vital for partners to tailor
communication to show wider stakeholders

their part in the ‘collaborative story so far’
and engage them at an appropriate level.

Negotiation

Partners bring different agendas, not to
mention those which are ‘hidden” and

not explicitly brought to the table at all!
Exploration of different perspectives and
development of a joint evidence base helps
partners build an agenda that is genuinely
shared, developing a common language

and framework within which to operate. A
strong chair, who is seen as neutral by all
partners, is a key enabler, managing conflict
and creating a positive collaborative climate.

Stakeholders

Having a stake is what distinguishes
collaboration from consultation. It supports
a sense of shared accountability for the
agenda and should be a key driver for
choosing the right partners in the first place.

Inclusion

Partners may not all play the same role

but it is important that their input is
valued. The pretence of equality will cause
disengagement, resentment and conflict

if not backed up in reality. Clear ground
rules, roles and accountability, a strong,
inclusive chair and clear awareness of
perceptions of power and status support the
development of an inclusive environment.

Trust

Strong trusting relationships oil the wheels
of collaborative working, breaking down
suspicion and facilitating understandably.
Partners have no formal authority over one
another so goodwill is an important factor
in getting things done. Face to face contact,
particularly in the early days of a partnership
is key to building strong relationships and
reducing suspicion.

If they had their time
again, nine out of

10 of collaborators
said they would
communicate more
and communicate
better!
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Outstanding leaders
welcome challenge,
request and display
honesty and tackle
conflict to ensure
openness.

Collaborative Pitfalls

It is relatively easy to create a faltering,
indecisive and expensive collaboration. The
following pitfalls show how:

Insincerity

Partners dominate rather than share
resulting in conflict or passive agreement,
rather than active engagement. Lead
partners avoid risk due to lack of genuine
support from wider group.

Myopia

In the initial phases, unsuccessful
collaborations focus on ‘how to achieve’
before ‘what is it we want to achieve’.

This leads to disengagement, unnecessary
bureaucracy and inappropriate membership.

Micromanagement

Indicative of a lack of trust between
partners, or between organisations,
micromanagement is the quickest route

to inertia. More broadly, restrictive
structures stymie opportunities, energy and
enthusiasm. Risk taking is avoided and self
preservation prevails.

Shortcutting

Keen to ‘get on with it’, collaborations
shortcut the exploratory set up

phase. Without a strong base of joint
understanding, trust and genuine
commitment, collaborations crumble in the
face of tough decisions.

Mismanagement

Collaborations brush issues aside, allowing
hidden agendas and conflict to fester. Passive
agreement is unsupported by a genuine
sense of accountability. Outstanding leaders
welcome challenge, request and display
honesty and tackle conflict to ensure
openness.

Closed Shop

Strong dependence on personal relationships
alone makes the collaboration vulnerable

to changes in personnel and reduces access
for new partners or those from a broader
network. Successful collaborations benefit
from taking their vision and experience back
to their organisations to engage and share
with wider stakeholders.

Colloquialism

Different perspectives, cultural expectations
and terminology are ignored or
misunderstood. Clear communication and
constructive dialogue is determined by the
extent to which partners understand one
another.

Over-collaborate

Collaboration is used as a stock response

to all issues. Collaboration blurs and alters
boundaries, but it does not eliminate them.
Successful collaborations bring multiple skill
sets to the table, but do not give everyone
the same skills.

Insecurity

Demands for partners to change ways of
working which fundamentally challenge
professional and personal identity are
underestimated by collaborative leaders,
creating a sense of vulnerability and
anxiety. It is important to build skills and
bolster confidence for people in new roles,
supporting them with the appropriate
frameworks and structures.

Collaborative Climate Change

Those who gain the most from collaboration not only focus

on supporting a particular collaborative initiative, but foster a
collaborative climate. Successful collaborations are supported
by partners representing organisations which are forward
looking and supportive of partnership working: who not only
perceive collaboration as a way of working, but critically, as

a fundamental way of seeing the world, not a ‘structure’ or

‘process.

Our research findings tell us that the
underpinning of successful partnerships is a
genuinely collaborative climate which makes
it ‘safe’ for partners to work together not
only as organisations but as individuals.

The role of the leader is critical. Previous
Hay Group research has concluded that up
to 70% of the variance in organisational
climate can be directly attributed to the
leadership styles used by the leader. Our
research has also shown that up to 30% of
the variability in bottom line performance
can be attributed to organisational climate.
In a context where climate is critical

to delivery, the collaborative leader is
essential to the outcome and success of the
partnership.

Decisive collaborations flourish in climates
characterised by:

PURPOSE:

There is a clear shared sense of why partners
are collaborating and a focus on outcomes.
The risk of inertia and confusion are
managed.

COMMITMENT:

Senior level individuals actively participate.
Personal commitment is high. Conflict is
managed by the group.

TRUST:

There is a climate of openness and trust.
Hidden agendas are managed.

CLARITY:

Complexity is simplified and clarity is built
collectively. Ambiguity is managed.

'The relative importance of each of these
characteristics is dependent on the

nature, circumstances and maturity of the
partnership. A successful collaboration takes
account of the local context and manages
the trade off between different factors in line
with their needs. Often operating through
established relationships, collaborations
driven by ‘bottom up’ enthusiasm with a
small number of partners concentrating on a
local issue, are able to tolerate lower levels of
clarity because trust is high.

However, if relationships are not formed
and the partnership matures and grows in
size, complexity or risk, a higher degree of
formalisation and greater clarity may be
required.

Those who gain

the most from
collaboration focus
on developing a
collaborative climate.
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Recommendations - What Can You Do To
Make Collaboration Work?

Integrated public service delivery inevitably
equates to a greater concentration on
partnership working. Understanding

the impact and effectiveness of network
professionalism, how to recognise it, recruit
it and reward it will be critical for future
collaborators.

Recommendations for Chief

Executives

B  Don't mandate collaboration, set
goals which require collaboration and
then create the space and resources to
facilitate it. The best early goals avoid
high risk and threats to the identity of
the partners.

B Advanced partnership will require new
approaches to governance — how do you
maximise the voice of those previously
marginalised? It is not all about
professionals — where do citizens fit in?

B Ensure existing structures and
processes can be reused in collaborative
engagements — don’t make partnerships
reinvent the wheel.

B Seck out the new breed of network
professionals and establish them in
key collaborative positions. Begin a
dialogue with your wider management
population to reframe people’s
conceptions of leadership.

B Align language and terminology
between professional cultures but don’t
force fit without a clear overriding
purpose.

B Spot the grassroots partnerships, and
feed the fire with permission, resources,
space and rewards.

B Shield partnerships from incoherent
policy initiatives by communicating
priorities and building corrections

B Dartnerships need capacity at three
levels: strategic, operational and tactical.

Recommendations for
Partnership Leads

B Invest in clarity of vision and roles up

front. Team spirit and partnership grow
out of clarity; not vice versa.

B Remember why you're doing this — seek
an outcome for your end users which
transcends organisational boundaries.

B Think ‘what’s in it for them’ and find
the mutual victory.

B Chair meetings in a manner which
invites debate and contribution.

B Forget the organisational boundaries
and diplomacy — what do you really
believe should happen?

B Align inclusion and benefits with the
level of commitment of partners.

B Stay focused on core participants
without neglecting the periphery of
stakeholders. Create ambassador roles
within the partnership to actively
manage stakeholders.

B Face to face contact to build
relationships in the early days matters

B Focus initially on quick and symbolic
victories to build trust.

B Avoid becoming too close or
engendering ‘group think’ — keep the
creative conflict alive.

Some of these seem common
sense, so why aren’t they
common practice?

Put simply a desire to collaborate can result

Good intentions but weak purposes.

A rush to deliver.

Over-ambition.

Under-communication.

Opver-inclusion.

Under-inclusion (professional elites).

A belief that partnership spirit is a

substitute for accountabilities.

Inability to operate on both a moral and

a political/sectional plane.

B Threats and challenges to professional
pride and identity too early in the
process.

B Distance from outcomes for end users.

EEEEEENRS
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