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1.0 Introduction
	“The Compact between Government and the voluntary and community sector provides a framework which will help guide our relationship at every level. It recognises that Government and the sector fulfil complementary roles in the development and delivery of public policy and services, and that the Government has a role in promoting voluntary and community activity in all areas of our national life.”

(Rt. Hon. Tony Blair, MP, Prime Minister, “Message from the Prime Minister”, Compact on Relations between Government and the Voluntary and Community Sector in England, Cm 4100, Home Office, 1998)

“The Compact between the Government and the voluntary sector in Wales…. is an agreement between partners founded on the shared interest of the voluntary and statutory sectors in building a just and open society where there is equality of opportunity for individuals to play their full part in the life of their communities. The Compact is built on principles of integrity, trust and mutual respect. It sets out and clarifies for the first time the responsibilities and expectations of both Government and the voluntary sector in working together. It sets out best practice in the allocation and management of public resources. It promotes greater participation in the formulation and implementation of public policy, enhancing and broadening the democratic process. It sets a structure for fair and effective co-operation in taking forward strategic programmes.”

(Alun Michael, MP, Secretary of State for Wales, and Marjorie Dykins OBE, Chair of Wales Council for Voluntary Action, “Foreword”, Compact between the Government and the Voluntary Sector in Wales, Cm 4107, Welsh Office, 1998)


1.1 Overview 

The first compacts between national governments and voluntary sectors in the UK were signed in 1998 (Home Office 1998; Northern Ireland Office 1998; Scottish Office 1998; Welsh Office and Wales Council for Voluntary Action [WCVA] 1998)
. They introduced a way of “working together towards a common set of goals, based on equality in terms of ownership, decision-making and recognition of each party’s distinctive contribution” (“Introduction”, Welsh Office and WCVA 1998), which should make partnership, rather than command and control, the daily reality of inter-sectoral relationships. Implementing compacts – national and later regional, supra-local and local – has been a daunting task. In the first place it has depended upon change and adaptation across the whole of government – departments of the UK and national governments and their agencies and non-departmental public bodies (NDPBs
); government offices of the regions and regional development agencies (in England and Scotland); local authorities; the NHS; police forces; and fire services – and the whole of the sector – from the largest national organisations to the smallest community groups. In the second place it has depended upon change and adaptation in principle and in detail, at every point of contact, since success is cumulative, and good practice at one point can be negated by bad practice at another. Finally it has depended upon change and adaptation on a sustained basis – through changes in political leadership, programmes, administrative structures, methods of operation and personnel. 

Since 1998 government bodies and voluntary sectors in England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales have committed varying degrees of political, reputational and moral capital and resources to the task of implementing compacts, not only at national level but, in England, Scotland and Wales, at regional, supra-local and local levels as well. They have done so in various ways – by encouraging various government bodies to sign up to compacts “to suit their relationship with the sector” (Home Office 1998, para.17); spreading awareness of the purpose and potential of compacts; providing guidance on using compacts to best advantage; creating administrative mechanisms to sustain compact working on a day-to-day basis; ensuring compacts’ fitness for purpose in a changing environment; taking steps to measure progress (or at least geographical coverage); and dealing (albeit not very consistently or very well) with acts of bad behaviour that undermined compacts’ credibility. Given the high profile of compacts, not only at home but across the world; their unusual longevity in a  “hyperactive horizontal policy environment” (Kendall 2005), including devolution and serial reorganisations of local government and the NHS; and the scale of the task and the inputs of time and energy required to do it properly, it is not surprising that after fourteen years compact partners – facing the prospect of continued effort and allocation of scarce resources during hard times – rightly want to know if compacts have made any positive impact on themselves as organisations; their ways of working together; the services they provide; and the various end users of their services, individuals and communities. Was it all worthwhile? Is it still worthwhile? How should they proceed to get the most out of their compacts? 
1.2 Welsh Exceptionalism

These questions have particular resonance in Wales. Among the nations of the UK Wales has been exceptional in its commitment to and promotion of the compact way of working at all levels. This commitment has paid off. At the national level Wales has outperformed England, where New Labour’s original enthusiasm waned over the long haul and the Coalition’s “support” included the removal of most of the administrative mechanisms for implementation. It has outperformed Northern Ireland, where the peace process enhanced the role of the voluntary sector and created space for the national compact but direct rule did not (Kearney and Williamson 2001; Acheson 2010) and where only recently has interest revived in the form of a new Concordat (Northern Ireland Government 2011). And it has outperformed Scotland, where promising early development – a more action-ready revised compact (Scottish Executive 2003) and methodical consideration of practical measures to support implementation and measure impact (Burt and Taylor 2001; Scottish Executive 2002; Hayton 2003; Hayton et al. 2005) – was cut short by the politics of devolution. At the local level Wales has similarly outperformed England, where most local authorities were “covered” by compacts of which perhaps only a third are “live” (Zimmeck and Rochester 2011b, 12-13; Zimmeck et al. 2011, 124); and Scotland, where only some local authorities were ever “covered” (Henderson 2006, 29) – and only a few, in centres of enthusiasm, are “live”.

There are a number of reasons for Wales’ strong showing. 

Wales is the only nation in the UK where government has demonstrated “the importance we attach to our collaboration with the sector and the vital contribution the sector makes to the prosperity and quality of life” (National Assembly 2000, 5) by putting its compact way of working on a statutory foundation. The Government of Wales Act 1998 required the National Assembly to “make a scheme setting out how it proposes, in the exercise of its functions, to promote the interests of relevant voluntary organisations” (s.144). In November 1998, on the eve of devolution, the Secretary of State for Wales and the Chair of WCVA signed the National Compact, which set out “broad principles and shared values” that should govern the relationship between government and the sector and form the basis for the development of the Assembly’s Voluntary Sector Scheme (“Introduction” and “Implementation, monitoring and review”, Welsh Office and WCVA 1998). In one of its early actions in July 1999 the Assembly endorsed the Compact as a means of fulfilling this requirement (National Assembly for Wales 1999). In April 2000 the Assembly adopted the Voluntary Sector Scheme based on the Compact (National Assembly for Wales 2000); and in January 2008 it adopted the current action plan (Welsh Assembly Government 2008). The Government of Wales Act 2006 transferred responsibility for the Scheme from the Assembly to the Welsh Government (s.74). 
The Welsh Government also put in place a set of transparent institutional arrangements for implementing the Compact/Scheme that, in their comprehensiveness, sustainability and effectiveness, far exceed those of the other nations. These include a Funding Code of Practice (National Assembly for Wales 2001; Welsh Assembly Government 2009); action plans to drive forward implementation and to integrate the activities of the voluntary sector into the Government’s overarching strategic planning and delivery framework; a responsible Minister (currently the Minister for Local Government and Communities) and an administrative unit, the Voluntary Sector Unit, within his department; the expectation of periodic high-level reviews (the first of which was carried out by the Independent Commission in 2003-04); bi-annual meetings between all eight ministers and relevant voluntary networks; bi-annual or tri-annual meetings of the Voluntary Sector/Third Sector Partnership Council (and its Funding and Compliance Sub-Committee), attended by the responsible Minister and, as appropriate, other ministers, officials and representatives of voluntary sector networks (initially numbering twenty-one and now twenty-five); and web-based publication of annual reports on the Scheme and additional supporting documentation (agendas, papers and minutes of meetings, etc.). 

Finally the Welsh Government sought “a progressive strengthening of effective compact working” (Welsh Assembly Government 2008, 43) and approached this process in local authorities and other government bodies in a focused, proactive and consistent way. First of all, revisiting an earlier initiative by the Welsh Office to encourage local authorities to enter into partnership agreements with the sector, the Secretary of State for Wales wrote to all local authorities and health bodies and instructed them to build on progress already made and enter into compacts by September 1999 (H.C. Debate 1998; Drakeford and Green, 2001, 108). Under the Local Government Act 2000 the Assembly required local authorities to put in place community strategies by 2004, and “local authorities’ compacts… will need to reflect the essential role that voluntary and community organisations have to play in articulating local needs and gaining community involvement, as well as in delivering local solutions” (Welsh Assembly Government 2002, para.2.6). In 2010 the chief executive of NHS Wales wrote to chief executives of the seven health boards to request that, in the light of the reorganisation of the NHS in Wales which went live in October 2009, they should “review and update compacts between the Third Sector and Local Health Boards”. His attached guidance “remind[ed] Local Health Boards of their responsibilities, reinforce[d] the core elements expected and outline[d] some examples of good practice” (NHS Wales 2010). Secondly, in order to support these developments, it provided funding on a scale not seen elsewhere, initially by creative accounting, for county voluntary councils (CVCs) specifically for compact development, and funding through successive Partnership Agreements with WCVA and, through WCVA, CVCs and volunteer centres, for core activities including, inter alia, capacity building for compact working. Thirdly, it expressed preferences on the shape of local compacts – initially bi-lateral compacts (local authority/local voluntary sector, local health board/local voluntary sector), but recently, in line with its drive for efficiencies of scale and joined-up provision of services, multi-party compacts over supra-local authority areas (for example, in the footprints of health boards). Fourthly, it has kept a close eye on local compact activity and local partnership activity, both in terms of formal arrangements and of the quality of working arrangements, through annual compact surveys of CVCs carried out for the Partnership Council by WCVA, which document performance against agreed indicators and any areas of concern. Finally it has not shied away from waving a big stick (or at least waving the possibility of a big stick): “We will also keep open our options to take statutory powers to require compliance with Compact principles” (Welsh Assembly Government 2008, 43). 
Because the Compact/Scheme has been successful in Wales and because the Welsh Government wishes to continue to build on this success, to which, no doubt, the statutory foundations of the Compact/Scheme have made a significant contribution, it is now considering a unique step, the extension of the statutory foundation of the Compact/Scheme to local compacts. This decision was announced by the First Minister in his presentation of the government’s legislative programme (National Assembly for Wales 2011) and was set out in greater detail in a paper for the Third Sector Partnership Council (Third Sector Partnership Council 2011). In order to inform its thinking and to provide a basis for a thoroughgoing consultation with compact partners and others it has commissioned Practical Wisdom R2Z and Wavehill Ltd and to carry out research on the effectiveness and impact of compacts in the UK and on the factors which have contributed to their success or lack of success.

2.0 Aims and Methodology
	“The Compact is the domain of third sector boffins. It’s not where my heart or interest lies but when I was caught up in it I was glad to see these people existed.”

(Respondent quoted by Institute for Voluntary Action Research 2010, 12)


2.1 Aims 

As part of this study we have carried out a review of the literature on compacts, particularly local compacts. Our aim was to establish the current state of knowledge and to extract from it information relevant to the Welsh Government’s proposals.

The Welsh Government has set out ten research questions (see Appendix), and these fall into the following clusters:

· Effectiveness: Have local compacts performed as advertised? Have they had a positive impact on partners’ organisations, ways of working together, services provided and end users? Could this impact have been produced in any other way or at lower cost?

· Factors for success: What factors are required for success in local compact working? What are the essentials? What are the optional extras?

· Factors for lack of success: What are the barriers to successful compact working? What are the problems that need to be solved?

· Putting local compacts on a statutory footing: What are the advantages and disadvantages?

2.2 Methods: Approach
We have carried out a review of the literature that falls somewhere between a “rapid evidence assessment”
 (Macmillan 2006, 4) and a systematic review in its focus and intensity. Both involve a search for "as comprehensive a list as possible of primary studies, both published and unpublished, which may be suitable for answering the questions posed by the review" (NHS Centre for Review and Dissemination 2001, para.2.3.1) and an analysis of the literature found. However, a systematic review, the gold standard (see, for example, the Campbell and Cochrane Collaborations
), is comprehensive, methodologically rigorous and usually quantitative. It first locates items of potential interest through searches of electronic bibliographical databases; follow-ups of references from relevant primary and review studies; searches of journals, grey (unpublished or informally published) literature and conference proceedings; searches of research registers; searches of individual researchers' and research centres' websites/publication lists; and web-based searches. It then reviews these studies, extracts those that meet stringent methodological and ethical standards, analyses data and presents relevant findings. A rapid evidence takes a similar approach but one which is more attuned to the discursive nature of the research questions, the limitations of the mainly qualitative source materials and time constraints. We based our review on the following: 
· web-based searches under various permutations of the terms “compact” + “evaluation”, “good practice”, “guidance”, “research”, etc.

· follow-ups of references from relevant primary and review studies

· direct e-mail approaches to officers/staff likely to hold relevant unpublished evaluations and other information about local compacts – in local authorities and/or councils for voluntary service/county voluntary councils and/or local strategic partnerships/local service boards – in England (N = 149 top-tier local authorities); Scotland (N = 32 unitary authorities) and Wales (N = 22 unitary authorities)

· targeted searches of websites/publications lists of relevant government bodies, voluntary sector infrastructure organisations and research centres (Cabinet Office, Commission for the Compact, Compact Voice, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Northern Ireland Executive, Scottish Executive, WCVA, Welsh Government, etc.)

· searches of electronic bibliographical databases.

2.3. Methods: Sources Used

Through these searches we have accessed and analysed information from a range of different sources. Each of these sources takes different approaches, looks at different issues or topics and has different strengths and weaknesses. Our sources include:

Academic literature: This source includes published articles and studies as well as unpublished papers that have been produced in an academic context – that is, with editorial control by the authors (and not by funders or others). It is highly analytical and focuses on cross-national comparisons of compact development and the role of compacts as an aspect or signifier of wider economic, social and political processes such as nation-building or restructuring the welfare state. It is strong on theory (including conspiracy theory) and weak on practicalities. It is strong on the international and the national and weak on the local and, with honourable exceptions, lumps together all four national compacts as the “UK Compact” or, worse, the “English Compact”.

Public policy documents: This source includes policy documents of direct relevance such as compacts and their supporting codes of practice, action plans, monitoring reports and evaluations of performance (which may be carried out by academic practitioners and external researchers) as well as those of contextual relevance such as overarching strategies and programmes which allocate a role to, involve or impact on the voluntary sector at all levels, as well as policy debates in Parliament or the respective national assemblies. Taken as a whole, the four nations of the UK and local authorities in England, Scotland and Wales (N = 407) have generated a massive quantity of policy documentation in the last fourteen years – of which much, including critical elements, is no longer publicly available. It is strong on demonstrating that changing political circumstances have affected the development and implementation of compacts but weak on facilitating analysis of how that happened. It is strong on demonstrating the importance of local circumstances in activating national policies but weak on revealing the nature and dynamics of those local circumstances. It is strong on putting a public face on intent but weak on revealing what happened next. 

Practitioner literature: This source is for the use of those at the sharp end and includes guidance aimed at or generated by practitioners. It includes guidance on cross-sectoral partnership working (including the private sector as well as the public and voluntary sectors) and, more specifically, on the compact way of working. It includes guidance on developing and implementing partnerships and compacts in general and in particular (aspects such as the role of compact champions). It includes guidance based on theory and guidance based on experience. It comes in all shapes and sizes, including guidance omnibuses, workbooks, toolkits, checklists and case studies. It is strong on demonstrating a sort of rough and ready consensus on what is important but weak in providing any sort of collective evidence base for that consensus.

Administrative documents: This source includes the documentation produced during the process of compact development and implementation and includes agendas, papers and minutes of meetings of the Voluntary/Third Sector Partnership Council and ministerial bi-lateral meetings; local authorities, health boards and other public sectoral partners (main boards and sub-committees), compact liaison groups and wider cross-sector partnerships such as local service partnerships and local service boards (main boards and sub-committees); newsletters and annual reports of voluntary sector infrastructure bodies such as WCVA and CVCs. It may have nested within it the other types of documentation discussed above. It is strong on detail but often weak in terms of its public availability. It is surprising that so few compacts and their supporting administrative documentation are available directly on the websites of partners and, if they exist at all, need to be extracted through a laborious trawl of administrative documentation (for which, in many cases, subject searches are not possible).

2.4 Structure of the Review

Section 3 explores compacts in context – national compacts in an international context, local compacts in an international context, compacts in an intra-national context within the UK, and compacts in a social policy context.

Section 4 explores partnerships – definitions, types and models, rationales for engaging in partnership, barriers to success and factors for success.  

Section 5 explores local compacts – overall progress in development and implementation, barriers to success and factors for success, disputes and complaints, thematic compacts and effectiveness.

Section 6 explores the meaning of the statutory requirement at national and local levels in Wales, estimates the extent to which there has been comprehensive and consistent implementation of local compacts in Wales and sets out what the literature says about various interpretations of statutory requirements, including the “Welsh model”. 

3.0 The Bigger Picture: Compacts in Context
	“The Government of Wales Act gave the voluntary sector in Wales a status and role in working with the National Assembly for Wales which surely must be the envy of the voluntary sector not just in the United Kingdom but much farther afield. By the same token the relationship that the government of Wales enjoys with the sector must also be one of the most constructive.”

(Simon Jones, Chair,” Independent Commission to Review the Voluntary Sector Scheme, “Foreword”, Final Report. Cardiff: Independent Commission to Review the Voluntary Sector Scheme, 2004)


3.1 Overview

A compact is not just a compact. It is at the point of intersection of thinking and doing, policy and implementation, politics and administration, the state and society. It has its own meaning but it also draws on and contributes to other, larger, meanings. In this section we examine these larger meanings in an international context, an intra-national context in the UK and a social policy context. 

3.2 National Compacts in an International Context

	“The key question is, of course, not whether the compacts will work in Australia but whether they work anywhere (and what does ‘work’ mean?)”

(Casey and Dalton 2006, 33)


When the UK national compacts were launched with great fanfare as one of the flagship policies of the New Labour Government, they attracted attention internationally (and prompted visits by policy tourists who wanted to see what all the fuss was about). Some nations were attracted by the possibilities of compacts – in “Westminster-based democracies” of the Commonwealth (Rawsthorne and Christian 2005, 1), where there was a ready-made audience for “Westminster-based innovation” (Australia, Canada, New Zealand); in the former Eastern Bloc, where a healthy civil society was seen as a prerequisite of democratisation and national independence (Croatia, Estonia and Hungary); and in the European Union, where the voluntary sector was deemed to occupy an essential place in social democracy (Denmark) and the corporatist state (France). Most of these went on to create – or at least tried to create – their own version of compacts – rebadged under the terms “accord, charter, concordat, cooperative program, protocol, partnership and strategy” (Casey et al. 2008a, 2; Casey 2011, 4).

There are a number of studies of compacts – or “policy documents on cooperation” (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 1/29) – in an international context. They recognise the English Compact or the UK national compacts collectively as an important policy innovation, “the world’s first compact” (Casey et al. 2010, 59), and a policy innovation which was, unusually, capable of global application, “the British template” (White 2006, 46). They focus on what is, in effect, these documents’ dual heritage, “the result of both independent development processes and policy convergence” (Casey 2011, 5). That is, they make cross-national comparisons in order to describe what these documents have in common, what they do not have in common, and how, although “each national example remains unique” (Toftisova 2005, 5/20), when taken together, they provide learning on good practice and factors for success or failure and, overall, on whether compacts/policy documents are the most effective way of achieving desired ends.

By way of definition Bullain and Toftisova catalogue features common to all policy documents on co-operation that are “essential to forging a successful partnership”, including: 

· “a statement of representation concerning the bodies that represent the two sectors… including the mechanisms for their nomination and their mandates, responsibilities and duties”

· “a statement of principles addressing the roles and functions of the two parties… including recognition of their autonomy,… their basic rights and obligations, the legal and logical constraints they may face in fulfilling these obligations and their commitments to mutually respected values defined in the document”

· “areas of cooperation” covered by the document (such as delivery of services, consultation, access to information) and “instruments of cooperation” (such as joint consultation and decision-making bodies, exchange of information)

· “funding-related issues” covered by the document

· “implementation elements” including short-term and long-term objectives, arrangements for monitoring and evaluation for which “specificity here is crucial” (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 2-3/29).

Casey and colleagues summarise some of the ways in which compacts/policy documents on coordination and practical arrangements for their implementation differ, including: 

· legal status: “enshrined in legislation or…  more informal”

· form: “short statements of principles or long prescriptive, detailed documents… stand-alone or… accompanied by a series of supporting documents and specific regulations or codes”

· number and scope of government and non-government signatories: on the government side government as a whole or an agency responsible for relations with nonprofit organisations or specific departments (generally social services departments); on the nonprofit organisation side individual front-line organisations or a few umbrella or “peak” organisations; scope may be all nonprofit organisations or a specific group (for example, social service organisations, international development organisations or volunteer-involving organisations)

· range of government and non-government support structures created to support the documents: “supported by a range of capacity-building institutions and monitored by watchdog organizations that mediate disputes” or “monitored through an ad-hoc coordination committee that meets rarely”

· stated aims: focus on “collaborative processes (developing better relations) or on the achievement of specific outcomes (i.e. new funding regimes, legislative initiatives, improvements in social indicators)”

· timelines specified: “generally open-ended but may have specific timetables for “revision and re-authorization” or an end date (Casey et al. 2008a, 2-3; Casey et al. 2008b, 29).
Only two policy documents on co-operation have a statutory foundation, the Welsh Compact and Estonian Civil Society Development Concept (EKAK). In Estonia the purpose of the Concept was “to increase citizens’ participation in state life” (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 2/29). The process of development and implementation reflected this aim: it was initiated by the Estonian Centre for Not-for-Profit Associations and Foundations, with funding from the United Nations Development Program; developed jointly by politicians, leaders of infrastructure organisations, scientists and academics; validated by several, somewhat “messy” rounds of consultation (Liiv 2001, 6/15); adopted by all political parties and given legislative force by Parliament in 2002; and monitored subsequently by a Joint Commission, chaired by the Minister for Regional Affairs, on the basis of implementation plans. The aim of partners was effectiveness and stability and “this was one of the reasons why in Estonia parliamentary adoption… was chosen – to prevent easy reversal” (Liiv 2001, 9/15) and why it also agreed provisions to review the Concept, with the participation of the sector, every five years, so that each new Parliament would gain ownership. As a result “the Estonian EKAK is among the most advanced in implementation” (Toftisova 2005, 5/20), although there are significant weaknesses in the organisation of ethnic Russian organisations (Mänd 2009; see Liiv 2001, 1-4, 6, 9 and 13/15; Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 1-2/29; Gerasimova 2005, 9/13; Toftisova 2005, 4-5, 7-8, 12-13/20; Casey et al. 2008a, 12-13).

In his pioneering study Liiv sets out an exhaustive list of procedural do’s and don’ts for preparing and implementing compacts. He highlights clarity of purpose; inclusive and flexible arrangements for participation; sensible timetabling; recognition of partners’ varied interests; clear lines of representation (and hence legitimacy) for the sector; accountability for government’s funding of the sector; regular assessment of progress; periodic review and, if necessary, revision of the document; mechanisms for resolution of disputes; implementation at local level; and, generally, not leaving anything to chance. This study, in effect, contains most of the elements which appear in subsequent shopping lists of good practice (Liiv 2001).

Other studies go beyond textual and procedural good practice to show that it is not possible to make bricks without straw, to engage in “deliberate relations” (Casey 2011, 3) in the form of compacts or policy documents on co-operation without fulfilling certain basic requirements. These are, in effect, blindingly obvious (but for that reason often overlooked) and include:

· A government capable of entering into deliberate relations with the voluntary sector. This capability is affected by, for example, constitutional arrangements (whether the structure of the state – unitary; federal; twin-tracked, with special legal arrangements for particular areas or ethnic/social groups; or devolved – is conducive or not), political philosophy/programme (whether such activities are deemed to be useful/valuable or not) and political management (whether such activities can be carried out and sustained or not).

· A voluntary sector similarly capable of entering into deliberate relations with government. This capability is affected by, for example, its size (whether large or small), maturity (whether well-established or newly-formed), structure (whether cohesive or diffuse, whether organised in networks, sub-sectors or some other way or not), leadership (whether capably led by infrastructure or representative bodies or not), “sector consciousness” (whether voluntary organisations or a majority of them consider that they have a shared identity and shared interests or not). 
· The existence of an interface between government and the sector that is sufficiently extensive and important to warrant their entering into deliberative relations. This is affected by, for example, the extent to which government bodies engage with the sector (horizontally and vertically: a few departments or many; central government and/or other agencies/NDPBs and/or local government); the extent to which the sector engages with government (horizontally and/or vertically: large organisations, infrastructure bodies, certain sub-sectors or a broad cross-section); the purpose of their engagement (provision of public services, consultation, advice, campaigning).  
· The existence of reasons for both government and the sector to enter into deliberate relations which, if not the same, are at least compatible and similarly compelling (whether relationships are bad and need fixing or good and need extending; whether there is an evidence base that demonstrates the importance of the sector to government’s projects) (Lyons 2001, 12-16; Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 6/29; Toftisova 2005, 6/20).
If these requirements are met, then this can lead to compact lift-off; if they are not, then this can lead to failure to start engines or, worse, to a crash landing. 

For example, some studies indicate that if deliberate relations (and compacts/policy documents on co-operation) do not have a broad base of support but are identified with particular political interests – e.g. if “compact” “has become a ‘brand name’ associated with New Labour in the UK” and parties of the left elsewhere (Casey et al. 2008c, 2) – then they will be tied to the fortunes of those interests, which wax or wane according to democratic process. That is, they will not be sustainable in the long run. 

In France the Socialist Government and the voluntary sector represented by the Standing Conference of Associative Coordinations, entered into an agreement, the State Association Charter, in 2001, in part to celebrate the centenary of the Association Law 1901 and in part to recognise non-governmental organisations (NGOs) as “a key social actor in French society”. However, when the Socialist Party lost the election shortly afterwards, the Charter was “no longer a priority” and “any impetus for a more comprehensive implementation of Charter principles appears to have been lost” (Newman 2002, 60-61; White 2006, 54-55; Casey et al. 2008a, 11; Casey et al. 2008b, 20-21; Casey et al. 2010, 68-69). 

In Australia, although ten years of energetic development led to the signing of compacts in all eight Labor-controlled states and territories, it was not possible to agree a compact at federal level, controlled by the Liberal Party, until the Labor Party came to power in 2007. As a matter of priority the new government entered into negotiations with the sector and signed a federal compact in 2010 (Lyons 2001, 14-16; Brock 2005; Casey and Dalton 2006, 30-34; Murdock 2006, 18-19; Casey et al. 2008a, 10; Casey 2010, 7-10; Casey et al. 2010, 67). 

In Canada the Liberal Government and the voluntary sector engaged in a lengthy process of consultation and signed the Accord between the Government of Canada and the Voluntary Sector in 2001. The Government also established and funded the Voluntary Sector Initiative to coordinate implementation, but this was, unfortunately, time-limited and ended in 2005. When a Conservative-led Government was elected in 2006, the Accord became “mostly a historical reference, mentioned only in the past tense”. (Lyons 2001, 8-14; Elson 2006; Murdock 2006, 16-18; White 2006, 55-59; Casey et al. 2008a, 7-9; Casey et al. 2008b, 13-17; Elson 2009; Casey et al. 2010, 65-67; Elson 2011a; Elson 2011b, 123-33).

Other studies indicate that if the voluntary sector is not organised, not led representatively and dynamically, not “sector conscious” and not convinced of the value of engaging with government, then it will not be ready, willing or able to engage in deliberate relations (and sign compacts/policy documents on co-operation). 

In Hungary government proposed a Government Strategy towards the Civil Sector, which was to be enshrined in legislation, but abandoned it in 2003 when NGOs resisted the notion of “sector” and “maintained that no such group could possibly represent all NGOs in Hungary”. The Strategy has remained in play, despite the lack of collective agreement by NGOs and enabling legislation, but it has lost momentum. When it was reviewed in 2007, it was downgraded to “guiding principles” and became the responsibility of individual ministries rather than government as a whole (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 1 and 4/29; Casey et al. 2008b, 19, 22-23).

Similarly, in New Zealand government concluded that the preconditions for developing a framework agreement were not present, because there was no consensus among voluntary organisations that there was a single “sector”. This was mainly because the Maori minority has its own set of voluntary organisations and a direct legal relationship with the state based on the Treaty of Waitangi, and it was therefore difficult to reconcile two legal systems and two sets of organisations. Government’s compromise solution was issuing a Statement of Government Intentions for an Improved Community Government Relationship in 2001, which set out principles for future relations (Lyons 2001, 1; Murdock 2006, 19; Casey et al. 2008a, 10-11).

In an interlinked group of studies Casey sets out the reasons why, despite some evidence of deliberate relations between government and non-profit organisations in the United States (most recently the Mayor’s Nonprofit Initiative between the Mayor of New York City and non-profit organisations that contract with the city government), there are no compacts, and there is little likelihood that there will be compacts at any time in the future. He argues that this is because the preconditions for deliberate relations have not been met. Government capability is weak: “Federal structures, and the resulting multi-layered national, state and local funding streams and oversight responsibility makes it hard to determine which levels of government should be party to the development of sector-level agreements”. The capability of the sector is weak: “The size, diversity and complexity of the nonprofit sector make it difficult to identify interlocutors that represent nonprofits”; and “intermediary organisations, such as community foundations and United Way”, which both fund and act on behalf of nonprofits, “further complicate the demarcation of the possible roles of the various stakeholders in sector-based agreements”. The interface between government and the sector is insufficiently important and special. On the one hand “a long history of privatization and marketization of service delivery has meant that nonprofit organizations are more accustomed to functioning under marketplace rules and competing with private for-profit providers, and they have not necessarily sought to demarcate a privileged relationship for nonprofits”. On the other hand “private philanthropy plays a more prominent role in funding nonprofits than in most other countries, so much of the focus and energy of nonprofits is spent on cultivating relationships with corporations, foundations and individual donors”. Finally the reasons for entering into deliberate relations are less than compelling: “The dominant political and cultural norms continue to be the independence of private endeavours and ‘small government’. The nonprofit sector is regarded as a paragon of private and voluntary initiatives, and there is a strong vein of distrust about attempts to strengthen ties to government” (Casey 2009, 8-9; Casey 2010, 7, 10-11 and 15-17; Casey 2011, 7-8).
3.3 Local Compacts in an International Context

As can be seen from the discussion above, these cross-national studies of compacts/policy documents on co-operation/deliberate relations initially focused mainly on activities at national level. This is, in part, because they were written during or shortly after the development of compacts/policy documents and before their implementation had got under way at national level, let alone sub-national level. This is also, in part, because many take a top-down rather than a bottom-up approach to policy development and implementation, and treat sub-national compacts/policy documents as necessarily junior versions of the national – “mini-me’s” in policy terms. Nevertheless some welcome the existence or potential existence of sub-national activity. Liiv couches his approval in terms of downward policy transfer, “a Natural Part of the Process”:

The real success of a compact comes when its ideas are used at the local level where most NGOs are situated. The experience of the preparation of all existing compacts shows that local NGOs, after becoming familiar with the ideology of a national compact, are very keen to start preparation of their own local level compacts. For this they need just a little encouragement and advice” (Liiv 2001, 13/15). 

Bullain and Toftisova note that “the more traditional approach envisages transferring a central compact to a local level” but provide an example of autonomous grassroots development in Gydnia in Poland (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 5/29). Toftisova later adopts a somewhat equivocal position on the utility of compacts: “Local compacts can be useful (England, Poland) but are not essential (Estonia)” (Toftisova 2005, 16/20).

Recently cross-national studies have begun to pay attention to sub-national compacts/policy documents/deliberate relations, particularly in countries – all federal states – where national initiatives have failed (Canada), were a long time coming to fruition (Australia) or were unlikely but intriguing (United States). 

In the case of Canada Elson describes how, following the termination of the Voluntary Sector Initiative in 2005 and the ousting of the Liberal Government shortly afterwards – in effect, the end of deliberate relations at the national level – there has been a surge of activity “to create new structures for political dialogue and sustainable support” across all ten provinces and three territories. He is currently documenting these changes in approach – first Alberta, British Columbia, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia (Elson 2009) and then in these plus Newfoundland and Labrador, Ontario and Quebec (Elson 2011a), with the remainder to come. Both he and White distinguish the exceptional success of the voluntary sector in Quebec. Well-organised, combative and led by “strong and inclusive apex organisations” – it has achieved, often via confrontational tactics, direct access to government at the highest level and a prominent role, not just in the delivery of public services but in “policy co-construction” (White 2006, 64-65; Elson 2011a, 144, 149-50).

In the case of Australia a cluster of studies explores deliberate relations below the national level in six states and two territories. Casey and Dalton describe the state of play in the development and implementation of compacts as at 2005. In particular, they note that these were not uniformly comprehensive in scope – not always between the whole of government (rather individual departments in Queensland and Victoria) or the whole of the sector (“human services organisations” in New South Wales; the “community service industry” in Queensland; the “volunteer sector” in South Australia; and the “health, housing and community sector” in Victoria) and that their trajectories have been diverse and bumpy (Casey and Dalton 2006, 32).

Under the aegis of a project on NGOs and advocacy based at the Centre for Australian Community Organisations and Management (CACOM) at the University of Technology in Sydney a handful of case studies takes a detailed look at deliberate relations in New South Wales. These studies provide an unvarnished account of how a ten-year campaign resulted in a state-level compact, Working Together for NSW, in 2006 and how it has “largely fallen off the policy-making agenda” (Edgar and Lockie 2009, 360). They describe how the sector, concerned about “the most negative consequences of competition policies and consumerist approaches to the contracting of public services” (Casey et al. 2008c, 6), provided the impetus for action. They also describe how it kept going through an unheeded manifesto commitment by the Labor Party in 1999, multiple consultations and extended negotiations, which included at one point the government’s demand to delete the term “compact”, and an expedient narrowing of focus to human service organisations rather than the sector as a whole, only to find that its labours were in vain. In analysing what went wrong these studies cite weaknesses in the drafting of the document (lack of clarity on what would happen next; and lack of mechanisms to create momentum and ensure accountability) and the sector’s lack of solidarity and especially distrust of “peak” organisations that were acting on its behalf (a sentiment shared, paradoxically, with government). But they lay responsibility for the compact’s failure directly at the door of government – its bad faith and aggressive inactivity. Overall, then, they are in two minds about compacts. They set out what they believe to be the recipe for success: 

· “Be known….

· Be monitored….

· Include penalties….

· Have champions” (Edgar 2008, 40-41).

But they also doubt that success is possible, since compacts are “fair weather friends” “unlikely to be around when they are most needed” and suggest that the only alternative is for the sector to approach deliberate relations not from a position of weakness but, if at all, from a position of strength (however that might be achieved) (Rawsthorne and Christian 2005, 6-7, 11-15; Casey et al. 2008c, 4-7; Edgar 2008, 29-30; Edgar and Lockie 2009, 360-64).

In the case of the United States Casey provides feedback on a project to “document and analyse the structures and process of deliberate relations at state level”. In the first tranche of findings he sets out the following measurables: 

· The existence of a state government agency or office for “promoting stronger relations and facilitating nonprofit participation in government policymaking and contracting processes” 

· A “nonprofit industry association” that has “as a major focus the strengthening of relationships with the state government” 

· An “inter-sector framework agreement or other government-nonprofit joint statement” that sets out “how the nonprofit sector can better work with government”

· And any “other engagement strategies and mechanisms” that “involve the broader nonprofit sector and government departments”. 

He has collected evidence on deliberate relations in nine states
. All of these have a state government agency or office; two-thirds, a nonprofit industry association; none, an inter-sector framework agreement; two (Arizona and California), a nonprofit sector statement of principles; and a third, other engagement strategies and mechanisms. These findings roughly support his estimation of the United States as compact-averse, although he is hopeful that the climate for deliberate relations may be changing
 (Casey 2009, 11-15; Casey 2011, 11-13). 

3.4 Compacts in an Intra-national Context within the UK

	“The absence of comparative research… means that there remains a poor understanding of the institutional and political factors that impact on the utility of the compact in managing complexity.”

(Murdock 2006, 15)


One of the oddities of cross-national literature on compacts is that it pays so little attention to the cross-national – or, correctly, intra-national – development of compacts in the very place they originated, the UK. This lack of specificity takes the form of greater interest in goings-on in England than in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, presumably on the basis that England is the most important nation or that it is the part that serves for the whole. It also takes the form of the creation of a fictitious “UK compact”. 

One reason for this is that, superficially, all four compacts appear to be variations on a theme – all launched at the same time, all with the same foreword by the Prime Minister, all with similar aims, all at a time when devolution, although on the cards, had not yet taken place and was not expected (at least in Whitehall) to be particularly disruptive in terms of policy development and implementation in the devolved administrations. It was even mooted at one point that all four national compacts would be capped by “the big one”, a UK super-compact (Morison 2000, 113). So the assumption that there are few significant differences among the compacts, based on their original texts and the circumstances of their appearance on the scene, is one that is easy to make. For example, although Alcock notes the unique statutory foundation of the Welsh Compact/Scheme, he stresses that the English Compact was the model “replicated in the devolved administrations” with varying degrees of compliance (“imposed” in Northern Ireland) (Alcock 2009, 8, 10-11, 13).

Another reason is that most cross-national studies of compacts, which see the UK as the source and the benchmark, focus on what is going on at the other end (for the most part, where scholars are located, outside the UK). This is particularly the case for studies influenced by large cross-national studies such as the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, whose authors, seemingly, find differentiation below the national level a nuisance and a case for “roll[ing] their eyes skywards” (Vincent and Harrow 2005, 377). It is less the case for Eastern European scholars, who are clearly alive to the nuances of small nationhood, and some scholars in the UK, not born and/or based in England, who focus on their own nation or make such intra-national comparisons as they think relevant. Overall, then, the literature on the development and implementation of compacts in all four nations of the UK is neither comprehensive nor robust. This is bad news and a missed opportunity for learning.

If the literature does not say everything or everything important about compacts in the four nations of the UK, what does it say?

One the one hand some studies take a pick and mix approach and point out atypical or particularly salient features of the four national compacts. Bloor notes that the Scottish Compact alone includes provisions on sustainable development; that the English Compact, in contrast to the Scottish and Welsh Compacts, includes provisions on the sector’s right to campaign within the law, involvement of community and black and minority ethnic organisations and mediation and resolution of disputes (Bloor 1999, n.p.). Kearney and Williamson point out that the Northern Irish Compact “went further than the other Compacts in the UK, for example, in jointly recognising that advocacy and campaigning… is a distinctive characteristic of the sector and in supporting the community development process” (Kearney and Williamson 2001, 59). Drakeford and Green highlight the fact that the Welsh Compact’s “statutory requirement is unique in the UK” (Drakeford and Green 2001, 100). Liiv draws particular attention to the English Compact’s emphasis on the participation of community and black and minority ethnic organisations and its inclusion of mechanisms for resolution of disputes. He also notes the Northern Irish Compact’s deeper roots, its wide-ranging preliminary consultation and its authorisation of government and the sector to prepare supporting documents setting out the mechanics of implementation and review; the Scottish Compact’s requirement that government seek nominations from the sector to appointments on boards, agencies, etc.; and the Welsh Compact’s detailed provisions for democratic representation of the sector, its action plan and its involvement of the sector in providing information on under-represented groups and sharing innovative approaches to service delivery (Liiv 2001, 2, 4, 7-9, 12-13/15). Bullain and Toftisova distinguish the English Compact’s provision for annual review and its emphasis on “the rights and status of minority groups”; and the Welsh Compact’s statutory framework (Bullain and Toftisova 2005, 2 and 4/29). Toftisova praises the English Compact’s arrangements for implementation including its website, codes, mini-guide, Compact Week, champions and mechanisms for resolution of disputes; and the Welsh Compact’s inclusion of clear measures for implementation; but he disapproves of the Scottish Compact’s two sets of guidelines for implementation (government and the sector), which led to “divergent implementation approaches, low awareness of Compact values and principles of both parties, and a general lack of compliance with Compact provisions” (Toftisova 2005, 3, 4, 6, 11, 13 and 15/20).

In his baseline review for the Scottish Executive Hayton provides the most detailed (and useful) analysis of the contents and arrangements for implementation of the four national compacts in order to “highlight some of the key processes and outputs that are relevant to monitoring and evaluation; draw comparisons and then look at some of the lessons that might be transferable to the Scottish Compact”. He sets out a “compact development and review model” and notes that, of the five compacts examined (including the Canadian Accord) “the English and Welsh conform most closely to the model” and the Scottish “deviates furthest from it”. This model has the following elements:

· Collection of baseline information prior to development of the compact: This was the case only in Northern Ireland.

· Legal status: Only the Welsh Compact has a statutory foundation: “One clear advantage of such statutory status is that the compact falls within the remit of whatever formal complaints procedures exist for government”.

· Government partners: Both the English and Scottish Compacts involve the full range of central government departments and their agencies and NDPBs; the Northern Irish and the Welsh Compacts involve a narrower range. The Welsh Compact/Scheme is “more limited in its scope than other compacts, dealing with essentially the Assembly’s interface with the sector rather than other agencies and NDPBs…. The exception to this is that those agencies that provide funding on behalf of the Assembly are covered”, although it is “unclear how extensive this group is”.

· Shape: The English and Scottish Compacts are symmetrical (with obligations and commitments by both government and the sector). The Northern Irish and Welsh Compacts are asymmetrical (“more one-sided, covering only government with little explicit indication that a partnership has commitments and obligations on both sides”). In particular, the Welsh Scheme is “far more unbalanced than the original compact in so far as it is very much an Assembly document, outlining what the Assembly intends to do in such areas as encouraging volunteering and consultation with the sector. There is now no explicit mention of what the sector’s obligations are, in marked contrast to the 1998 Compact”.

· Codes of practice: All four compacts have codes on funding (and indeed this is the Welsh Compact’s only code). Both the English and Northern Irish Compacts have codes on community development and volunteering. The English and Scottish Compacts have codes on consultation. Only the English Compact has a code on black and minority ethnic organisations, and only the Scottish Compact has codes on future proofing and partnership. Only the English Compact’s codes are symmetrical, while the Northern Irish, Scottish and Welsh Compacts’ codes are asymmetrical. The Welsh Compact’s funding code, in particular, is “very one-sided. In effect it is a detailed guide to help groups access financial support from the Assembly set out in the form of a series of questions and answers. Nothing is explicitly said about the responsibilities of the sector when receiving financial support”.

· Action plans: Only the Scottish Compact does not have an action plan.
· Annual reviews: These have been carried out regularly for the English, Northern Irish and Welsh Compacts but only once for the Scottish Compact.
· Degree of political involvement and commitment: This is “high” in England, “unclear” in Northern Ireland and “low” in Scotland. It is “high” in Wales – perhaps highest: “The Welsh Compact stands on its own, given that it has a variety of mechanisms for bringing politicians and ministers together with the sector under the compact umbrella”.
Overall, then, Hayton finds that “despite the United Kingdom compacts having very similar origins, especially their roots in the Labour Party’s commitment to developing close links with the sector, they have developed in different ways”. (Hayton 2003, 10-26). Murdock, who cites these findings, goes one better. He concludes that “Scotland is the most devolved part of the UK” (Murdock 2006, 16).

From his analysis Hayton draws a number of lessons for Scotland and elsewhere:

· Good practice guides/codes should “deal with the obligations and commitments of the sector as well as government” – in other words, they should be symmetrical rather than asymmetrical.

· There should be an action plan linked to the process of annual review, which has specific commitments or targets, timescales for action and clear statements of the responsibilities of the various parties.
· There should be detailed commitments by individual government departments to widen ownership and publicise the specific actions for which departments are responsible and can be held accountable.

· Senior departmental officials should be appointed to act as compact champions.

· There should be, as in England and Wales, structures “under the compact banner” for bringing together politicians and the sector “to discuss the compact and the government-sector interface” in order to raise the profile of the compact and demonstrate high-level political commitment (Hayton 2003, 26-27).

On the other hand some studies focus on differences in the development and implementation of compacts as an indicator of the differential impact of economic, social and political changes and, in particular, devolution, on the four nations. While it would seem that the New Labour Government in Whitehall took a sanguine view of the potential centripetal impact of devolution (and regionalisation) on social policy, including the role ascribed to the voluntary sector, some studies give an early indication that things were not likely to stay the same. Both Oliver and Williamson suggest that long experience of conflict and the “European Union model of civil dialogue” and structural funding mean that Northern Ireland was likely to follow its own, more European, path and that “there will be a growing need for policy co-ordination among the increasingly distinct third sector across the British Isles” (Oliver 2000, 73; Williamson 2000, 75). Maxwell notes that the Scottish Compact was “shaped by the distinctive Scottish environment” and that Scotland’s “culture of opposition to central government in London and its agencies” would, given the possibilities of devolution, encourage it to take an independent line (Maxwell 2000, 74). Day and colleagues bemoan the paucity of information about the “nature and formation of contemporary Welsh society”. They worry that Wales’ devolution is inferior to that of Scotland in terms of powers, popularity and the presumed effectiveness of civil society and view the Compact/Voluntary Sector Partnership Council as a lens for viewing “the development of a Welsh civic society” (Day et al. 2000, 26, 28, 34). Drakeford and Green characterise the Welsh Compact as the product of a distinctly Welsh context, including previous developments in partnership working, local government reorganisation, moves for cultural autonomy and a “consistent, strong uniform infrastructure network” (and not emulation of what was happening in England), which were unleashed by the election of New Labour in 1997 and devolution. They speculate that the “civic culture” in Wales may lead it away from the mainstream: 

“A belief in the importance and effectiveness of collective effort and an identification with locality remain close to the centre of political and community gravity in Wales – perhaps more so tha[n] in some other parts of the United Kingdom. This predisposition towards co-operative enterprise provides both a bedrock upon which the voluntary sector is able to secure its own legitimacy and a secure platform from which to take its place in the new pluralism which devolution provides” (Drakeford and Green 2001, 97-99, 107, 113-14).

Other studies, suggestively, posit a divergence of government-sector relationships in the four nations in specific areas of activity (not necessarily compact activity). In a comparison of how voluntary organisations providing health services and in receipt of grant funding form central government in England and Scotland
 perceive government-sector relationships, Vincent and Harrow find that there are differences and that these are indicative of differences in underlying economic and social conditions, which may become greater as devolution progresses (Vincent and Harrow 2005, 378). In a comparison of the roles allocated to the voluntary sector in the four nations Danson and Whittam base their analysis on the distribution of powers between the UK/English Government (reserved powers) and the devolved administrations (devolved powers). They note that the nature and strength of devolved powers differ in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales and governments in these nations “increasingly have been adopting different approaches”. They suggest that Scotland, which has the most extensive devolved powers, including the power (not yet used) to alter the rate of income tax, “has been leading the moves to divergence in social and economic policies across the UK… not least in the role of the VCS”. In particular, they suggest that Scotland is dominated by “a consensual and corporatist culture”, closer to “European norms” than is the case in England, and that this has resulted in a rejection of the Big Society and privatisation/marketisation of public services and a “different trajectory” based on “a healthy volunteering tradition and VCS sector operating in a context of a continuing attachment to the collective provision of public services” (Danson and Whittam 2011, 354, 356-57, 361).

3.5 Compacts in a Social Policy Context

	“While those that support the notion of a compact argue that it represents co-governance and partnership best practice between the state and the voluntary sector and the promotion of genuine participation we argue that it is about reducing the autonomy of the voluntary sector and enhancing state control or concentrating power in governments’ [hands].”

(Hemmings and Casiday 2010, 1)


The UK compacts have been seen as a particular response to far-reaching economic, social and political changes as they impact on government and the voluntary sector within the welfare state – “the formal tip of a very much larger iceberg of changing relations between government and civil society” (Morison 2000 102).

Over the last twenty years a substantial and growing literature has sought to clarify the nature of these changes; explain their drivers, interactions and direction of flow; and isolate their impact on the roles and activities of the state/government and the sector. There are at least three schools of thought (of which this review gives but a brief summary), and these focus firstly on the modernisation of the welfare state in the light of globalisation (and now recession), privatisation/marketisation of public services, and the new (now somewhat middle-aged) public management; secondly on developments in governance and the distribution of power; and finally on narratives of policy formation and implementation. All of these agree on two points, the creation of a “space” for the sector and a “place” for the Compact.
The first set of studies addresses the unsustainability of the welfare state, a “truism universally acknowledged that the days of state intervention to address all the major ills of society are numbered” (Deakin 2000, 2) – that is, the need for reduction in the size (and cost) of the welfare state by transferring delivery of public services so far as possible to the private and voluntary sectors; involving end-users of services in “co-production” and using market forces and “businesslike” methods of procurement and management to create efficiencies of scale and value for money. 

Haugh and Kitson focus on how the restructuring of the welfare state has “led to the gradual movement of the third sector away from the economic periphery towards the socio-economic centre” and has created opportunities for aggrandisement that at least some parts of the sector have been willing and able to seize. In particular, they show how a particular concatenation of factors, mainly economic, has favoured social enterprises, which, by “pursuing financial independence through trading”, might be able to square the circle of providing public services at lower (or potentially no) public cost. These factors include “inadequate markets”, “the failure of the private sector to provide a sufficient quantity of goods and services with a social or environmental impact”; “inadequate public service supply and retrenchment” and the resulting poor quality of services; difficulties in disadvantaged and marginalised groups’ engaging with the public and private sectors; structural changes in the UK economy towards a service economy; the importance of volunteering as a source of “deep-rooted social values that foster and sustain individual altruism”; and New Labour’s pro-voluntary and community sector policies. However, they also point out that there are limitations to how much the sector can be expected to do: it can only, at best, play a “complementary role”. This is, they say, due to its under-capitalisation; the tendency for “successful activities in the third sector… [to be] prone to being privatised and consequently turned into capitalist ventures that adopt orthodox business practices” (for example, demutualisation of building societies); the limited entrepreneurial horizons of the sector’s leadership, “driven by community activism”; and “geographical imbalances” in the distribution of activities (mainly in London and the South East). In their view, then, government aims to maximise the third sector’s contribution and has used compacts as a sort of “unifying” device that recognises the sector’s “weaknesses” but aims to keep it on side. In other words, compacts and partnerships are a better mousetrap for securing the sector’s participation. (Haugh and Kitson 2007, 975, 981-84, 990-91).

The second set of studies looks at governance and its more sinister side-kick, governmentality – issues of decision-making power and accountability and reasons for and methods of involving the voluntary sector.

Kelly lists the reasons why government is keen to involve the third sector in its project of modernisation. The first is the sector’s resources – its “significant deep knowledge of… client groups’ needs and expectations”; capacity to empower and represent clients; and provision of individuals “who can be co-opted/elected to or work in partnership with government’s policy-making and implementation governance bodies”. The second is its procedures – its methods of involving “interest groups, including users and self-help network groups, spatial or other communities in shaping, monitoring, planning and delivering public services”. The third is its organisation, “free from the… sclerosis… often found in conventional public sector bodies” – its focus on results for service users and not on ticking boxes and its capacity, based on closeness to service users, to provide innovative, targeted and appropriate services. However attractive these reasons are, she believes that they are fundamentally wrong. Because they are based on “lack of analytical thinking” and “normative interpretative judgements” about the sector’s values and activities, she concludes that government’s attempt simultaneously to incorporate the sector and to shift the nature of its relationship with the sector from co-production to co-governance and from contracting to “networked partnership” – of which the Compact is the “pivot” – is likely to end in failure or at the very least unexpected negative consequences, including the destruction of those aspects of the sector deemed most admirable and useful (Kelly 2007, 1010-12, 1014-19).

Morison and Carmel and Harlock take this analysis to another level with their exploration of governmentality, techniques for “governing through freedom”– that is, the reduction in government’s formal role and the assumption of this role by other parts of society, including the third sector. 

Morison locates compacts in the context of “degovernmentalization”, critical changes in the rationale for the state, the role of the state and the methods of accountability used by the state. In the first place he describes how the reduction in the provision of services directly by the state at a time when the demand for those services has expanded has opened up a gap to be filled by other providers in the private and voluntary sectors: compacts “recognise” the enhanced role of the voluntary sector in filling this gap. In the second place he describes how “traditional welfarism”, responsive to clients’ needs and governed by professional values, has given way to economic rationality and how government espoused the “third way” in order to present this shift as economism with a human face: compacts “operationalize a particular, ultimately more managerially driven programme by influencing, allying with, and co-opting the voluntary sector as a resource that [governments] do not directly control”. In the third place he describes how traditional bureaucratic and legal methods of oversight and control have been replaced by new mechanisms “including standard setting, monitoring and enforcement, inspection and oversight, adjudication of complaints and grievances, performance pay, indicators and targets, licensing and franchising, and benchmarking and audit”: compacts operate as “government at a distance”, since they aim to calibrate and adjust the “individual and disparate efforts” of organisations in the sector “in relation to what is presented as an agreed best standard, as in the best interests of everyone”. However, he notes the existence of “important distinctions and fault lines” within the sector between compact-friendly parts (especially infrastructure organisations), which are eager to provide public services, be partners and buy into notions of a new “special relationship” with government, and compact-unfriendly or just plain disinterested parts with a “more traditional, volunteering ethos”, which are opposed to co-option by the state or too distant from it to care. And he warns that there may be trouble ahead – that if compacts are “starting points only”, they imply “a schedule requiring a gradual but inexorable move from the very general and incontestable to the more specific and potentially problematic” in the form of a delayed quid pro quo: “something from the sector will be expected in return” and this will be “something bigger than the present exercise in simple recognition” (Morison 2000, 101, 108-9, 118-19, 123, 128, 131). 

Carmel and Harlock identify the components of government’s strategy: the redefinition of voluntary and community organisations as a single “governable terrain” or sector through discourses, strategies and administrative and political changes in order “to demarcate and impose an institutional and normative order as a whole onto an otherwise privately organised and variably regulated group of organisations”; the presentation of partnership as “thinkable and practicable” through an emphasis on shared values and the apolitical and non-conflictual nature of the relationship; the rebadging of the voluntary and community sector, including social enterprises, as the third sector and as a major provider of public services; and the professionalisation of the third sector with an emphasis on performance management and capacity-building. They conclude that the Compact “institutionalised the idea of a single, unified social actor, with whom the government and the public sector could deal” and that it functions as “the device for rendering governance of the voluntary and community sector thinkable and practicable” (Carmel and Harlock 2008, 155-71, especially 156 and 158; see also Hemmings and Casiday 2010).

The third set of studies looks at policy formation and implementation – why, when, by whom and how particular policies were adopted and then put into action. 

Elson uses an “institutional” approach to explain why the Canadian Accord was unsuccessful and the English Compact was, in contrast, successful. Drawing on the policy implementation framework developed by Sabatier and Mazmanian (1989), he aims to “identify the variables that affect the achievement of the policy objectives throughout the process”. From a menu of four material, seven structural and five contextual variables he examines the ten most likely to have an impact and gives the Accord an overall “implementation effectiveness rating” of “minimal” and the English Compact, in contrast, a rating of “adequate/substantial”. In particular, he points to critical differences between the architecture of implementation in Canada and England. The first is the organisation, leadership and access of umbrella organisations: in Canada these organisations were not seen as having representative legitimacy, while in England they were seen as “holding the collective voice for the whole sector”. The second is the commitment of politicians: in Canada only politicians of one party supported the Accord and even these were “disengaged” (and then out of power), while in England politicians from the Prime Minister downwards made the Compact a main plank of New Labour’s agenda (and remained in power). The third is ”hierarchical integrity”: in Canada the administrative unit charged with the implementation of the Accord was isolated, without horizontal powers of coordination, and had “major political priorities unrelated to, and disconnected from the voluntary sector”, while in England the unit was dedicated, located at the heart of government and had a wide remit and powers of coordination (Elson 2009, 2-3, 5-8/12). 

In a second study Elson looks beyond this framework for assessing the effectiveness of government-sector relations at federal level to explore the reasons why there have been such promising developments at the provincial level post-Accord. Assuming that “history shapes institutions and institutions shape politics”, he focuses on “historical trajectories” and “key turning points or critical junctures”. At the provincial level he points to three drivers of change, which were part of the process of implementing the Accord – the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organisations, which documented the size and activities of the sector at national and provincial level and demonstrated its importance for the delivery of public services and its economic weight in terms of income and employment; the Canadian Volunteerism Initiative, which stimulated and legitimised the activities of community groups and volunteers; and consequential policy alignment by provincial governments which recognised that they had “a vested interest in seeing that this relationship was well managed, that public funds were appropriately allocated and that the general public was receiving the services that the government was paying for”. Thus even though the Accord failed, it generated critical information and raised the profile of the sector in a way that prompted provincial governments to recognise the importance of the sector and then to do something about it (Elson 2011a, 135, 138, 142-43).

In more concrete terms Kendall describes the “mainstreaming of the third sector into public policy” in England, the transformation of the third sector from a minor to a major player and of policy on the sector from “piecemeal and ad hoc… the sum of different component parts at the level of the various fields of public policy” to a “coherent whole”. This constituted, he says, “a major break from the past”. He notes that the policy process requires actors – government, opposition, civil servants, direct stakeholders, the public and the media – and that its dynamics are determined by three elements – problems, policies and politics. Using Kingdon’s analytical framework (Kingdon 1995), he suggests that, unlike in the United States, where policy issues are exhaustively worked through by an array of specialist research communities, policy analysts and government agencies, the UK was a “remarkably open field for policy innovation”. Having declared the existence of the voluntary sector in the Wolfenden Report in 1978, over the next fifteen or so years the UK’s specialist policy community, although expanding and gaining in confidence, found little purchase in government for its message, had little access to the sort of hard information that could drive its interests, and received no boost from the sort of crises/scandals or feedback from large programmes that were common in the United States. However, all this changed with the opening of a “policy window” in the mid-1990s, when the Conservative Government was on its last legs; when policy entrepreneurs such as Nicholas Deakin, who chaired the Commission on the Future of the Voluntary Sector in England, and Alun Michael MP, who wrote New Labour’s pre-1997 election strategy on the voluntary and community sector (and later played an important role in the implementation of compacts in both England and Wales), pushed for the importance of the sector; and when New Labour made the sector the keystone of its “third way” agenda. As a result the recommendation of the Deakin Commission for a concordat and that of New Labour for a compact prevailed and went from idea to done deal in just over two years. In his view the Compact is both the symbol and the driver of a significant change in the role of the third sector: “It is hard to imagine any other field in which such a major policy innovation could move to the centre of public policy so rapidly, and this can only reflect a unique combination of propitious policy conditions; a new field of policy consequently remarkably permeable… to new thinking; and the catalytic role of… entrepreneurs, and those supporting them” (Kendall 2000, 542, 544, 555).

3.6 Learning Points
	· All compacts are unique and reflect the histories of cross-sectoral relationships and circumstances of their localities.

· Certain preconditions must be met in order successfully to develop and implement compacts: a government capable of entering into compact working  with the sector; a sector capable of entering into compact working with government; an interface between government and the sector that is sufficiently extensive and important to warrant their entering into compact working; reasons for both government and the sector to enter into compact working which, if not the same, are at least compatible and similarly compelling.

· In order to be sustainable compacts must have a broad base of support and not be too closely tied to particular political or sectoral interests.

· In order to be sustainable, compacts must be symmetrical (with obligations and commitments by both government and the sector).

· A formal architecture of implementation must be in place and include the following: responsible leadership within government (politicians, administrative unit, senior civil servants); mechanisms for securing active involvement and representative leadership of the sector; action plans with specific targets, timescales and responsibilities; annual assessments of performance; regular reviews/revision of the document; and provisions for resolution of disputes.
· Compacts do not exist in a vacuum but are given various meanings, according to different political ideologies and beliefs: these meanings are contestable and have been contested.


4.0 Partnerships
	“A variety of methods have been tried in London boroughs and elsewhere to improve consultation by the local authority with the voluntary sector. They have had mixed success, sometimes because the relationship has been perceived as unequal from the start, sometimes because of mistrust especially in times of financial cutbacks, sometimes because the mechanisms have been unwieldy, and sometimes because not all voluntary sector interests have been able to participate.

We believe there would be a greater chance of success if the process was seen as one of developing partnerships. This would involve developing mutual understanding and respect for the different roles of the two sectors and examining a number of strategies for developing partnership at different levels.” 

(London Voluntary Service Council 1998, 15)


4.1 Overview

All compacts are (or should be) partnerships, but not all partnerships are compacts. Partnerships and compacts may have different aims, different structures, different mixes of participants, different methods of operation and different timescales. Partnerships appeared on the scene before compacts and have continued in operation alongside compacts. Early experiments in partnerships between government and the voluntary sector were, in effect, market makers for compacts since participants’ experiences of partnership formation and working created a demand for something more and something better.

While there was never a golden age of government-voluntary sector relationships (other than “not now”), the late 1980s and early 1990s certainly appear to have been a dark age, as an array of economic, social and political changes put pressure on these relationships almost to breaking point and created fertile ground for misunderstandings, anxieties and bad feelings on both sides. Moves to restructure the delivery of public services, through legislation such as the NHS and Community Care Act 1990, recast government in the role of enabler and private and voluntary sectors in the role of provider and introduced additional layers of organisational and financial complexity. Central government’s initiatives to reduce local authorities’ scope for independent action, mainly through restrictions on spending, caused local authorities to cut services, reorganise departments and reduce staff – all in the face of vociferous local opposition. “Efficiency-based” policies targeted funding on activities likely to contribute to fulfilling government’s aims (see Home Office 1990) and began to shift funding from grants to contracts, which created greater competition within the sector, increased on-costs and heightened demands for greater accountability (and paperwork). The promotion of new models of joint working through urban regeneration schemes (such as City Challenge and the Single Regeneration Budget [SRB]) and anti-poverty programmes (such as those funded by the European Commission) aimed to (but did not always) involve voluntary organisations, especially small neighbourhood-based organisations, in decision-making and programme delivery and led to some voluntary organisations feeling that they had been used as “bid candy”. Finally local government and NHS reorganisations unsettled existing relationships and in many cases meant rebuilding them anew (Bond and Benfield 1993, 14-15; Bemrose and MacKeith 1996, 6; NCVO 2003, 1, 5; Cairns et al. 2006, 11-12; Jackson 2010, 17-18; Rees et al. 2012, 6-8).

Bemrose and MacKeith describe how these changes caused tensions between local authorities and the voluntary sector – how “local authorities and voluntary organisations, whilst working in the same field, have different roles within that field and operate under different pressures and constraints”, which, if left unresolved, could turn into “vicious circles” of unyielding and counterproductive behaviour. Local authorities feel “pressure to contract out and [find a] shortage of providers”, while voluntary organisations feel “pressure to expand mainstream services and [receive] less funding for traditional activities”. Local authorities “want to exercise responsible control on how taxpayers’ money is spent”, while voluntary organisations “want to retain flexibility and independence”. Local authorities “need to ensure quality and value for money, [and] therefore require service delivery statistics”, while voluntary organisations “need to present [a] complete picture of activities”. Local authorities are “required to take an overview and balance consultation with service provision”, while voluntary organisations are “required to represent particular groups and influence policy”. Bemrose and MacKeith suggest that the way to prevent the development of or to break out of existing “vicious circles” is through partnership, which should foster greater understanding among partners of their different roles and organisational cultures, reduce their unrealistic expectations of each other and enable them to adapt to changes in their operating environment which were, for the most part, beyond their control (Bemrose and MacKeith 1996, 36-38). 

4.2 Definitions of Partnership

	“The partnership phenomenon is vastly different in scale from anything seen before.”

(Plowden 2001, 34)

“There are several different kinds of agreement that can be described as partnerships. However, the term has now been applied to so many different types of arrangements there is a danger that the idea of partnership itself will be devalued.”

(Welsh Assembly Government 2004, 1-2)


Given the importance of partnerships for successive governments, the plethora of partnerships in the policy landscape and the substantial resources invested in partnerships over the last thirty years, it is surprising that studies have made “relatively little progress in addressing the ‘what’, ‘who’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions” – that is, definitions of partnership, different mixes of participants (and sectors) involved in partnership, rationales for partnership and mechanics of partnership working (Powell and Dowling 2006, 305). This is, in part, because the concept of partnership has been presented as normative, a “good thing”, rather than relative, “a good thing for some”. It is also, in part, because partnerships are so diverse that answers to the “what”, “why” and “how” questions have been tailored to fit the answers to the “who” question. Moreover, the literature is particularly reliant for theory and practice on partnerships in urban regeneration, which were first to be developed and have cast a long shadow.

Definitions of partnership range from the broad to the narrow, from the general to the specific. 

For example, the Audit Commission, writing for public sector managers and relying on an examination of fourteen different partnerships, mainly among public sector bodies or between public sector bodies and the voluntary sector, uses a general definition in terms of “who”, “why” and “how”. For the Audit Commission partnership is a term used “to describe a joint working arrangement where the partners”, potentially from the private, public and voluntary sectors:
· “are otherwise independent bodies;

· agree to co-operate to achieve a common goal;

· create a new organisational structure or process to achieve this goal, separate from their own organisations;

· plan and implement a jointly agreed programme, often with joint staff or resources;

· share relevant information; and

· pool risks and rewards” (Audit Commission 1998, 5, 8).

The Welsh Assembly Government’s definition is similarly general in terms of “who” (“the statutory, private and voluntary sectors”) but more specific in terms of “why” (partners’ genuine commitment) and “how” (equality among partners and “jointness” of working arrangements). It understands partnership “to involve:

· Collaboration between organisations or stakeholders that have their own independent identities….

· A real sense of shared purpose with clearly identified and jointly agreed objectives (a ‘partnership’ must be seeking to achieve specific outcomes or outputs that all agencies have agreed upon).

· Genuinely shared decision-making and joint ownership where each partner has an equal say over terms of reference, criteria, policy and distribution of resources (it does not exist where one organisation dominates the decision making process and others are merely there to be consulted).

· A formalised structure that is agreed by all partners at the outset (this may include, for example, an agreed statement of how the partnership operates, a partnership protocol, an agreed programme or meetings, a separate legal entity)” (Welsh Assembly Government 2004, 1-2).

Finally, London Voluntary Service Council (LVSC) takes a very specific view as to “who” (local government and the voluntary sector) and “why” (mainly funding) in its definition. A partnership (or strategy) is:

“A mechanism for bringing together the voluntary sector and the local authority to discuss how they can collaborate at borough level in assessing local needs. The approach to grant-aid is one important aspect of this relationship” (LVSC 1998, 2).
Partnerships are then, what they participants want them – and can make them – to be.

4.3 Types or Models of Partnership
	“It seems partnerships represent the ‘indefinable in pursuit of the unachievable’.”

(Powell and Dowling 2006, 305)


There are a number of ways of describing partnerships – in terms of models or typologies which answer some of all of the questions “what”, “who”, “why” and “how”. These focus, variously, on (and this list is not inclusive) aims, arrangements for governance, function, legal status and organisational structures (for a summary see Powell and Dowling 2006). Most are descriptive, but some aim to explore deeper, political, aspects of the relationship.

For example, the Audit Commission describes four main models for partnerships in terms of their legal identity and organisational structures: 

· “Separate organisation” in which “the partners set up a distinct organisation with a separate legal identity from that of the individual partners”; this model is especially suitable for “larger partnerships with a medium- or long-term lifespan and for those which need to employ staff or oversee large programmes of activity”

· “‘Virtual’ organisation” which has a “separate identity, but… [not] a distinct legal identity”, with staff and management of resources provided by one of the partners

· “Co-locating staff from partner organisations” in which “a group of staff from the partner organisations work together to a common agenda, usually under the aegis of a steering group”; this model is especially suitable for “partnerships that do not need to present a strong separate identity to the outside world” but not for “managing major new projects”

· “Steering group without dedicated staff resources” in which implementation is via partners’ existing work and staff; this model is “an ideal model for a partnership that aims to improve the co-ordination of day-to-day service delivery across organisational boundaries” but not for “partnerships that need a long lifespan to achieve their objectives, or a separate identity either to galvanise partners into action or to attain external credibility” (Audit Commission 1998, 17-19).

In their review of studies of partnerships for service delivery Rees and colleagues set out a list of six “forms and structures” grounded in the reality of contracting and commissioning in the UK:

· “prime contractors and their supply chains…;

· joint bidding consortia and procurement groups…;

· shared services organisations to support trading TSOs and reduce costs…;

· umbrella groups – including UK wide federations…;

· mergers and group structures…;

· other forms of partnership with the public sector (including place based commissioning), private sector (mainly transactional) with charities (sometimes for mutual support)” (Rees et al. 2012, 16).
The Welsh Assembly Government locates partnerships among many different ways of working together and classifies partnerships, which “are well-suited to uncertain environments that require a high degree of adaptation between stakeholders”, by their purpose, which is to foster:

· “Inclusivity”: to “enable much greater engagement of the community than is possible through statutory consultation” 

· “Integration”: “by enabling agencies whose remits and responsibilities have an impact on a service or on a ‘cross-cutting’ issue to work together”

· “Efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery or governance”: “by bringing together the different resources and capacities of different organisations” (Welsh Assembly Government 2004, 6).

Boyle sets out types of partnership between local government and the voluntary sector by form of interaction in ascending order of intensity:

· “Information exchange: Identifying local and service needs where cross-boundary working is needed and could be effective.

· Action planning: Mutual learning, knowledge of what each partner does and could do. Joint problem-solving approaches to agree actions and processes. Identifying (the need for) new partners.

· Co-ordination: Active co-ordination process: co-ordinator knows what’s going on, draws on each partner as appropriate, helps to nurture development and involvement of new partners.

· Implementing projects and service plans: Mutual trust, identifying specific inputs from each partner, commitment to act on agreed elements.

· Collaboration: Joint problem-solving and action. Shared values and agendas.

· Full partnership: Shared value, pooled resources, blurred boundaries, continuously developing to meet changing needs. Less powerful partners supported to play a full role” (Boyle 2002, 3).
Drawing on theories of ladders of participation (Arnstein 1969) and empowerment (Burns et al. 1994) and on research on partnerships for local regeneration and local governance (Local Strategic Partnerships [LSPs] and Local Area Agreements [LAAs]) Jackson categorises the role of the voluntary sector in partnerships with local authorities in terms of, in effect, a ladder of involvement in governance with eight rungs:

· Level 1: “As a communicator of activities” to “local authorities, other public sector partners, the private sector and other Third Sector organisations” via “newsletters, publicity material, articles in local newspapers and through other areas”; this is especially important for spotting gaps in the provision of services and identifying opportunities for funding

· Level 2: “As a local authority/community broker” “between communities and local government, their partners and local governance mechanisms”; this is especially important for disseminating information, identifying local concerns and creating trust

· Level 3: “As an advocate of policy” in “gaining information about, understanding and filtering to communities new national and local policy developments” via attendance/presentations at “workshops, events and roadshows”

· Level 4: “Through a Third Sector infrastructure body” by “being members… and providing viewpoints”; this is especially important for contributing “towards future policy development and local priorities”

· Level 5: “As a thematic partner” with particular knowledge and expertise – for example, in fields such as crime, employment, environment, health and sports – to contribute to specialist groups of LSPs and raise the profile of particular fields of activity

· Level 6: “As a strategic partner/lead” on main boards of partnerships to ensure “input into… target setting and monitoring”

· Level 7: “As a service deliverer”; this is especially important as “a key ‘shoe-in’” to local governance activities

· Level 8:”As a strategic deliverer” by mapping “how their activities correlate to LAA outcomes and targets” and setting out track records in service delivery “with an ability to monitor activities against targets stringently”; this is especially important to show that organisations are up for the high end of service delivery, “delivering projects against specific targets, outputs or outcomes” (Jackson 2010, 17-18, 24-28).

Ward (who cites the Audit Commission’s definition: see above) uses an analysis derived from the Prince’s Trust’s experiences of nineteen local partnerships in seven English regions, Scotland and Wales; a small number of national partnerships; and delivery of its core programme to construct a typology of partnership by function, delivery or non-delivery (setting “a framework for working with others”) and then sub-divides these types according to their method of working (“through, for, or with others”):

“Ways of working when delivery is involved

· “Delivery partnerships (working through others) – where The Trust contracts other to deliver on its behalf.

· Commissioning partnerships (working for others) – where other organisations contract The Trust to undertake work for them.

· Joint-delivery partnerships (working with others) – where both parties undertake activities in order to deliver a common project or outcomes.” 

“Ways of working when delivery is not involved

· Strategic partnerships (working with others) – where a protocol sets out how two or more organisations plan to work together at a strategic level.

· Referral partnerships (working for or through others) – where some form of strategic agreement and process exists between two organisations to refer young people to or from one organisation to the other” (Ward 2005, 12-13, 57).
The most intriguing (and potentially the most useful) model of partnership is set out by Mackintosh and refined and extended by Hastings. Both studies are based on the experiences of urban regeneration schemes. Both go beyond the descriptive and somewhat uncritical approaches set out above to explore the reasons for the “very high level of ambiguity” in the concept of partnership and to reveal the political debate “not between advocates and critics of partnership, but ‘within’ the concept, concerning its potential meanings and effects” (Mackintosh 1992, 210).

On the basis of her research on public-private and public-voluntary sector partnerships (including City Challenge and SRB) and on “growth coalition” and “social regeneration” literature in the United States and the UK, Mackintosh sets out three multi-dimensional models of partnership which are “simplifications or partial formalisations of the different processes at work within partnerships, which hold them together and make them ‘work’ in the participants’ terms”. 

The first is the “synergy” model, which is “the ‘ideal’ partnership model, or the public face of partnership”. This is usually represented as applying to “cross-boundary partnerships… of two distinct economic sectors, each with identifiable pools of assets and capacities, and with clear and distinct (but not wholly mutually exclusive) objectives” and usually takes the form of “a joint venture between a profit-seeking commercial firm and a ‘public interest’ organisation of some kind (a governmental organisation, a non-profit charity) with non-commercial (social) objectives”. Its essence is “the creation of additional profits, through the combining of the different assets and powers, and an associated negotiation process over the distribution of those profits, partly to increase the returns to private shareholders, and partly to serve social ends” – in effect, a way of producing more than the sum of parts. 

The second is the “transformation” model. This embodies various government and market-based agendas for change in all three sectors, to make the public and voluntary sectors more efficient and cost-effective and to make the private sector more socially aware and responsive. It targets the “hidebound” characteristics of all three sectors – short-term rather than strategic objectives, self-defence by in-groups rather than service of wider public or commercial interests, rigid rather than innovative ways of working – and it mandates “a mutual struggle for transformation”: “Each partner… is not merely trying to work with the other and find common ground for mutual benefit. Each is also trying to move the objectives and culture of the other more towards their own ideas”. Its essence is a dialectical process without resolution but with constant conflict and adaptation. 

The third is the “budget enlargement” model. This is a response to economic stringency and financial opportunities offered mainly by central government and the European Community. It takes the form of marriages of convenience between partners in order to access funding not available to partners on their own. Its essence is “show us the money”. 

Mackintosh posits that these models are not mutually exclusive but are in real life and in real time overlaid, “all… present in most of the partnership schemes we studied”. She thus presents a view of partnership which is turbid rather than clear-cut, dynamic rather than fixed, conflictual rather than harmonious and “particularly problematic for public sector and other non-profit organisations”. Overall, then, partnership is “the broader conflict over the future organisation and scope of the public sector” writ small (Mackintosh 1992, 213-18, 221).

Relying on research on community participation in estate regeneration in Scotland under the Urban Partnerships, Hastings takes Mackintosh’s analysis to another level “to show that these concepts can capture more than one set of meanings”. She excludes the “budget enlargement” model (no multiple meanings whatever) but instead concentrates on the “synergy” and “transformation” models. According to Hastings, Mackintosh’s “synergy” model is about “resource synergy” only and is therefore too narrow to capture the full range of drivers. Hastings adds “policy synergy” to the model – “a process by which new insights or solutions are produced out of the differences between partners”. According to Hastings, Mackintosh’s “transformation” model is about “uni-directional” transformation only, which “involves an unequal power relation, in which, crucially, one or all parties are unwilling to change” and is therefore too focused to capture the full range of possibilities. Hastings adds “mutual transformation” to the model – a process in which partners accept the need for change in themselves as well as in others and have “a desire to learn as well as to teach” (Hastings 1996, 256, 259, 262).

Unlike Mackintosh, Hastings links different aspects of both “synergy” and “transformation” models to specific political approaches, since “perceptions of the processes or micro-politics of individual partnerships will be informed by the wider political context”. She argues that a conception of partnership which prioritises resource synergy, “with a predilection to minimise public expenditure”, is consistent with “an exclusionary Thatcherite agenda”, while one which prioritises policy synergy, which values “the inclusion of a wide range of partners” to provide fuel for interaction, is consistent with “an inclusive, democratic conception of partnership”. She believes, then, that different emphases lead to different roles for community partners:

“A model of partnership which focuses on extracting added value in strictly financial terms is likely to downplay and devalue the role which can be played by partners not in control of large budgets. Such a model would seem to limit the potential influence of the community partner, since it is not able directly to contribute financial resources to the Partnership’s activities. An approach… which stresses… the need to build on the unique of different perspectives and approaches of individual partners could give the community partner a considerably more influential role.”

Hastings also argues that a conception of partnership which favours uni-directional transformation is similarly consistent with the Thatcherite agenda of centralisation and command and control, while one which favours mutual transformation is more consistent with a democratic agenda of more equal, or less antagonistic, power relations. However, in the case of partnership based on policy synergy she suggests that there is a pitfall. If mutual transformation occurs, then the potential for synergy is reduced, since minimising differences “remove[s] the opportunity for policy synergy to occur”, but if uni-directional transformation occurs, then the potential for synergy will be lost. She suggests that even if both forms of transformation occur in policy synergy, it is still more inclusive than resource synergy – “further toward the democratic end of the political spectrum” (Hastings 1996, 260, 262-63). 

Hastings concludes by noting how assessment of partnership activities has shown that partners from all sectors are, typically, set in their ways and unwilling to compromise:

“Thus, although representatives of statutory bodies felt they could exert pressure for change on the community partner, they were less susceptible to suggestions that they should learn from either the community partner or from the private sector. The private sector felt challenged by the community partner but not by the public sector, which they believed could learn from the private sector’s way of working. The community partner was keen to challenge other partners, but did not believe that its own practices or objectives could be modified in a positive way by the Partnership process. The idea of the simultaneous reciprocal or mutual transformation of all the partners is therefore absent.”

In her view, the outlook for a democratic notion of partnership is, therefore, bleak (Hastings 1996, 266).

While most of these models of partnership are descriptive rather than analytical, anodyne rather than critical, and analytical and critical studies such as those of Mackintosh and Hastings are mainly academic and not widely disseminated, most practitioners are and have been aware that typologies of partnerships represented a reality that was not warm and fuzzy but inherently conflictual – whether as “a Thatcherite exclusionary agenda v a democratic inclusionary agenda”, “resource synergy v policy synergy”, “uni-directional transformation v mutual transformation” or “us v them”, as can be seen from Phaure’s comparison of partnership as differently understood by the voluntary sector and by central government: 

“The form of partnership recommended [by LVSC] identifies a greater role for voluntary groups in planning and delivering services, alongside ways of supporting their pioneering and campaigning work. Central government, on the other hand, seems to value partnership more as a mechanism for levering in additional resources from the private sector. It acknowledges that partnership involves ‘recognising the individuality and strength of each sector’ and ‘harnessing our different skills and expertise’ (Michael Howard, Home Secretary, launching the Make A Difference initiative). But when set against the backdrop of huge cuts in public expenditure, the Government’s ideological stance sets partnership in a different context to the one outlined [by LVSC]” (Phaure 1994, 1-2).

4.4 Rationales for Partnership
	“How genuine is collaboration, and in any case collaboration for what?

(Plowden 2001, 35)

“Much of the academic debate on partnership has bemoaned the lack of shared definition of the term…. This is partly because it is the sort of term that has been deployed by many of its users to mean simply what they want it to mean.”

(Rees et al. 2012, 13)


Rationales for engaging in partnership are usually presented for public consumption. They accentuate the positive. They are aspirational. They do not disrespect partners and potential partners. They rarely, if ever, refer to the underlying contradictions and party political motives addressed by Mackintosh and Hastings. On the whole they refer to the satisfaction of “obvious” needs, whether of one or more partners or of communities generally. 

For example, they refer to the need to establish or maintain productive working relationships between partners:

“We believe that the way forward must lie in an urgent reappraisal of the voluntary/statutory sector relationships, a greater understanding that the two sectors need to develop an effective partnership in targeting and addressing the pressing needs of their communities, and the joint development of coherent strategies and mechanisms for implementation which build on existing good practice and avoid some of the mistakes of the past” (LVSC 1998, 7).

They refer to the need for synergy in the sense of achieving more together than separately: 

“A partnership… is only worthwhile if it adds to the total of what two or more organisations could achieve alone and if it helps each organisation to achieve its aims” (Ward 2005, 15). 

They refer to the need for transformation, in the sense of achieving greater understanding, tolerance and respect and hence the capacity to work better together:

“Health authorities, local authorities and voluntary organisations all operate within their own very different cultures. They have their own language or jargon, their own working methods, their own organisational structures and timetables, their own professional and political priorities. In our own institutions, we create our own barriers within which we feel relatively safe and can exercise a degree of power. Words like ‘collaboration’, ‘partnership’ and ‘participation’ imply a deliberate breaking down of those barriers: a recognition of the value of other skills, knowledge and perspectives, and a sharing of power. Collaboration, if it is to be meaningful, goes well beyond mechanistic arrangements and makes considerable demands on people and agencies. It takes time and energy and continuing determination” (Mocroft 1989, 16).

They refer to more functional aims and problem-solving: 

“Why work in partnerships?
· to deliver co-ordinated packages of services to individuals;

· to tackle so-called ‘wicked issues’ [e.g. complex and intractable problems];

· to reduce the impact of organisational fragmentation and minimise the impact of any perverse incentives that result from it;

· to bid for, or gain access to, new resources; and

· to meet a statutory requirement” (Audit Commission 1998, 9).
They refer to achieving benefits for voluntary organisations:

· “Getting additional resources for your organisation.

· Improving your ability to identify needs and plan for the future.

· Increase your organisation’s skills and capacity.

· Help you build coalitions and relationships.

· Improving the quality of services by making them more joined up and by getting new ideas. Increase reach of services.

· Improving long term sustainability of services.

· It may provide added appeal to funders.

· Possible savings in time and money.

· Avoid possible duplication of administration.

· Possible increased strategy development.

· More extensive consultation processes” (WCVA 2011).

They refer to achieving benefits for local authorities:

“The formulation of a clear overall policy toward the voluntary sector will help each local authority to create the necessary framework within which its departments will be able to set their own specific aims and objectives for the provision of services and use the capabilities within the voluntary sector to achieve them. The process by which funding support is provided will be far less ad hoc, become more needs-based and so more able to meet the requirement of a department to deliver quality services to the community” (Bond and Benfield 1993, 2).

Which may include compliance with directives from above:

“The community strategy must be prepared in partnership with other bodies, including the voluntary sector, and agreed by the partnership [by 2004]. In devising the strategy it is also expected that local communities will be engaged and involved. The voluntary sector is an excellent route to gain access to local people” (Welsh Local Government Association [WLGA] and WCVA 2003, 6).

They refer to achieving benefits both for the voluntary sector and local authorities jointly, the classic win/win situation: 

“Voluntary groups were expected to benefit from partnership through recognition of their distinctive roles and their diversity, and from a stable, planned approach to grant aid. Local authorities stood to benefit from more effective targeting of limited financial resources and improved planning to meet local needs” (Phaure 1994, 2).

They refer to delivering benefits for those who use public services and those associated with them:

· “Strong user and carer involvement: some organisations are user-run, many involve their users in planning, evaluation and decision making. Services are thus often highly responsive to user and carer needs and preferences.

· Community engagement: organisations that are strongly rooted in their local communities can provide easy access to wider services and activities and can promote social inclusion and user/carer empowerment.

· Access to ‘hard to reach’ groups: local voluntary and community organisations may have stemmed from or built up relationships and trust with traditionally excluded minority populations whom conventional services find hard to reach.

· Innovation: many of the most significant innovations in service delivery have been developed by voluntary organisations before being adopted into the mainstream.

· Cost efficiency: driven by the desire to maximise the resources available for their charitable or social objectives, third sector boards and managers are often highly skilled at controlling costs without compromising quality.

· Volunteers: charity trustees are by definition volunteers, and third sector organisations may also benefit from the involvement of committed and knowledgeable volunteers working alongside, and sometimes instead of, paid staff.

· Absence of stigma and threat: many people remain wary of contact with state-run agencies and often find voluntary organisations much more friendly, approachable and unthreatening” (National Strategic Partnership Forum 2007, 17-18).

Finally, they refer to achieving benefits for communities: 

“It is widely recognised that a healthy and vibrant voluntary and community sector… is a crucial part of strong communities. Local authorities need to work closely with the range of organisations active in local communities as part of their community leadership role. Strong democratic society requires both sectors to actively engage with each other. Equally an increasing number of key policies and initiatives require the two sectors to work in partnership. The VCS can contribute to better public services by delivering in partnership and providing a strong user and citizen voice to drive up standards; it can support the work of the council in developing greater community engagement; and through these roles adds to the social capital of the area” (de Groot, “foreword”, in Cairns et al. 2006, 3).

4.5 Barriers to Success/Factors for Success
	“Many of the techniques and practices that help successful partnerships to deliver are straightforward: there is no great mystery about them. But although they are common-sense, they are by no means common practice.”

(Audit Commission 1998, 50)


Given the imprecision of definitions of partnership, the different types or models of partnership with their different foci and perspectives, and the multi-layered and politic rationales for partnership, it is easier to catalogue barriers to successful implementation and their concomitant, factors for successful implementation, than it is to pinpoint the most important barriers and the key factors for success. Studies have treated both barriers to success and factors for success as high-level abstractions (integrity, trust and mutual respect) as well as practical actions at the coal face (investment in IT, proper servicing of meetings) and have focused on the whole process of development and implementation as well as specific elements of that process. The result is a large grab bag of problems, prescription and guidance.

The Audit Commission divides obstacles into national and local. National obstacles, which stem from “national policies or requirements”, can: 

· “impose conflicting high-level objectives;

· restrict agencies’ ability to pool resources and information;

· impose performance monitoring regimes that discourage collaboration;

· limit the powers available to agencies to address problems; and
· distort locally identified needs and priorities”.
Local obstacles, which stem from “the inherent difficulties of getting a range of agencies with differing purposes, structures and ways of doing things to work together”, include:

· “getting partners to agree on priorities for action;

· keeping partners actively involved;

· preventing the partnership from becoming simply a talking shop;

· making decisions that all partners endorse;

· deciding who will provide the resources needed to achieve the partnership’s objectives;

· linking the partnership’s work with partners’ mainstream activities and budgets;

· monitoring the partnership’s effectiveness;

· working out whether what is achieved justifies the costs involved; and

· avoiding ‘partnership overload’, particularly where agencies are each involved in large numbers of partnerships” (Audit Commission 1998, 7).

The Audit Commission’s recipe for success bypasses national obstacles, which are beyond the power of partnerships to remove, and addresses local obstacles. It indicates that key ingredients for success include:

· “clear, shared objectives;

· a realistic plan and timetable for reaching these objectives;

· commitment from the partners to take the partnership’s work into account within their mainstream activities;

· a clear framework of responsibilities and accountability;

· a high level of trust between partners; and

· realistic ways of measuring the partnership’s achievements.” (Audit Commission 1998, 49).
Ward divides barriers into external and internal. External barriers include:

· “Short-term funding opportunities – which can affect credibility to deliver and the sustainability of long-term partnership arrangements

· Partnerships required to be established before funding bids made

· Crowding out of voluntary and community services by statutory organisations which results in competition for resources and young people

· Different data systems

· Lack of investment in IT infrastructure

· Lack of clarity on how to share risk between organisations – especially in joint-delivery arrangements

· Small organisations not having capacity for insurance cover by larger organisations

· The full costs of working in partnership are not always recognised

· Differences in performance standards and expectations across organisations

· Differences in qualifications between youth workers in the voluntary and community sector and statutory organisations – and consequent mistrust of voluntary organisations by statutory agencies

· ‘Tick-boxing’ by some statutory partners, to satisfy funders and inspectors that they are working in partnership with the voluntary and community sector

· Funding streams implicitly suggest that partnerships are always worthwhile. While it is positive that funding streams encourage joint work, it can restrict flexibility to deliver in other ways”. 

Internal barriers include:

· “Lack of resource to maintain relationships

· Lack of investment in networking and contact management

· No clear aim and justification for the project

· Mismatch of aim, objectives and targets between organisations

· Not knowing who to work with or how to work with them

· Not knowing what success will look like, and how to measure it

· Protocols and agreements which do not focus on outcomes

· Putting organisational status before young people

· Lack of training for activities related to brokering and maintaining partnerships

· Lack of selectivity – saying yes to everything

· High risks associated with partnership working – insurance, reputation, relationships

· Cultural reluctance to work in partnership

· Conflicts of ownership between organisations

· Environmental facts – areas with too much or too little youth provision can make partnership building difficult

· Partnerships can be more complex than working alone” (Ward 2005, 30-31).
Like the Audit Commission Ward avoids barriers that are, for the most part, beyond the power of partnerships to remove (in this case external barriers), and sets out factors for success in her “10 step guidance for building and maintaining partnerships”, which covers four stages of development and implementation:

“Preparation

1. Know your organisation’s objectives and forward strategy

2. Map existing relationships against priority objectives to understand where gaps lie

3. Build relevant Networks and alliances”: remember that “Networking is an important pre-requisite to partnership working”

“Decision-making & planning

4. Identify potential partners….
5. Decide who to work with….
6. Decide how to work with partners….
Implementation

7. Formalise the agreement”: remember that “A written agreement should always be signed whenever organisations work in partnership with each other”; there should be SMART targets “focused on the outcomes and added value to be achieved and not the process”; and there should be flexibility over the lifetime of the partnership with opportunities to review and amend (with specific review dates)

8. “Manage the partnership”: remember that failure is mainly “due to lack of clarity at the beginning, lack of robust agreements and unsuitable collaborations”; and that other issues to be dealt with include staff churn, information sharing, failure to deliver and disputes/breaches (“All agreements should have a mediation clause”)
“Review & learning

9. Review and evaluate the partnership effectively: “Of the four indicators outlined in this report [see above], efficiency has proved particularly difficult to measure” 

10. “Have an exit strategy (Ward 2005, 37-52).
The Scottish National Rural Partnership points to factors that impact negatively on partnership such as “the proliferation of partnerships” and consequent demands on partners’ resources; lack of co-terminosity of boundaries of government bodies, a product of local government and NHS reorganisation (“a highly sensitive issue”); organisational culture which is resistant to change (“patch protection”); and “disparities in the capacity of the voluntary sector”. However, it stresses the need for rural-proofing – that partnership working is more difficult and therefore more time-consuming and resource-intensive in rural locations than in urban locations (Scottish National Rural Partnership 2002, 13-16).

Jackson emphasises “cultural barriers” to local authorities and the voluntary sector working successfully together in LSPs and LAAs, which “also have implications for the role of the Third Sector in local governance”. These include:

· “a lack of trust between local authorities and Third Sector organisations;

· inadequate channels of communication between senior local authority officers and the sector;

· poor relationships leading to a belief Third Sector organisations are ‘junior’ partners;

· an organisational weakness when it comes to joint working;

· a lack of understanding and data as to what third Sector organisations deliver within a locality;

· a lack of professional skills within the Third Sector, notably project and policy management; and

· an unwillingness on the part of the sector to compete for contracts but to continue to rely upon grants” (Jackson 2010, 22-23).

Jackson focuses on what voluntary organisations should do to surmount these barriers. He suggests that in order to work successfully with local authorities voluntary organisations should recognise their weaknesses and play to their strengths in a robust way:

· “Strong involvement across local authority boundaries”: in cases where voluntary organisations are operating in more than one local authority they should push themselves forward “through a thematic group, the strategic board or in delivery terms in LSPs and LAAs within their geographical boundaries” and should recognise “the importance of developing long-term relationships with local authorities and highlighting the value of groundwork through strong performance and good delivery of projects”

· “Importance of playing to [their] strengths” in thematic areas where organisations are experienced and achievements are recognised 

· “Involvement based upon knowledge and long-standing delivery activity” with the “way in” through contacts with senior officers of local authorities and “a track record of good delivery activity”

· “An important third sector co-ordinator” to act as “strategic driver of the local voluntary and community sector, particularly for non-infrastructure bodies” (Jackson 2010, 21-22).
Phaure drills down to the day-to-day workings of local authority-voluntary sector relationships, as revealed by case studies of five London boroughs, and sets out a number of barriers to partnership, primarily those erected by local authorities:

· Lack of political commitment (“stating the obvious”), when local councillors, who are “in the driving seat when it comes to partnership”, are not interested in or willing to engage in partnership

· Lack of a formal framework for partnership, when there is no “written reference point” around which to focus the activities of the partnership 

· Lack of review and evaluation, when there are no provisions for updating and revitalising the partnership

· Lack of liaison with local councillors, when there are no mechanisms for engaging and sustaining councillors’ (especially newly-elected councillors’) interest in partnership

· Lack of support by chief executives

· Lack of support by key officers with lead responsibility for liaising with the sector

· Circumvention of agreed procedures, when partners do not act in good faith and there is no come-back
· Sloppy administration, “a major hindrance to joint working”, when there is inadequate servicing of the partnership and associated activities (Phaure 1994, 24-25).

In response to the question, “If the recipe for success is ownership by members and chief officers of the partnership process, how can this be achieved?”, Phaure answers with a list of recommendations:

· “regular reports to the appropriate committee on the progress being made in implementing partnership aims;

· top-level member involvement on the joint working party recommending partnership policy implementation – ideally from the minority as well as majority parties;

· wide representation of service departments, as part of a corporate strategy;

· senior officer involvement on the joint working party, but on a selective basis as and when appropriate for departments to be represented;

· mechanisms for feeding back joint working party deliberations to all departmental staff affected; 

· efficient administration at all times, including adequate notice (and cancellation) of meetings and competent minuting” (Phaure 1994, 23-24).

Drawing on key outcomes from the Partnership Improvement Programme pilot and action plans developed by the pilots, Cairns and colleagues describe five challenges:

· “Capacity of partners”: Partnership was “immensely time consuming”, and “the sheer volume of partnerships itself created problems”, especially in large authorities, where partnerships were more numerous; rural authorities, where travel time and costs of networking imposed an additional burden; and two-tier authorities, where “there was sometimes confusion between accountability at a district and county level”.

· “Representation and participation”: Local authorities expected the voluntary sector to present a unified front, but most voluntary organisations found it difficult to speak for any organisation but their own, and many were unwilling or lacked the resources to participate in the consultation and feedback process necessary to provide legitimate representation: “It was widely felt that partnership working would be improved by both parties having clearer expectations of how representation of, and consultation with, the VCS might best and most appropriately be achieved, within the constraints of available resources”. 

· “Governance of partnerships”: Many partnerships had poor arrangements for governance, mainly due to the circumstances of their formation, which left little time to consider membership issues, aims, outcomes and methods of operation: “It was widely suggested that, ideally, the structure of membership of partnerships should follow from an overall purpose and intended outcomes, but, again, this did not always happen”.

· “Funding mechanisms” or rather misunderstanding of funding mechanisms: Many local authorities seemed to lack “a common understanding of, and approach to the ‘added value’ that the VCS could bring, in addition to the straightforward delivery of services for an agreed price”, while many voluntary organisations seemed to be unable “to demonstrate their value beyond anecdotal evidence”. 

· “Relationships between partners”: Both local authorities and voluntary organisations had different cultures (for example, in “meeting culture and jargon”), harboured stereotypic views about each other and were not always able to operate on the basis of trust (Cairns et al. 2006, 15-21).

Cairns and colleagues suggest that these challenges could be met through taking on board a number of lessons. The first is that policies on partnership can act as a dead hand on the practice of partnership. Despite hype from on high about the value of partnerships in general and about the value of engaging with the voluntary sector in particular, “it is extremely difficult to work across sectoral divides” and “the problem was not essentially about willingness or compliance. Rather it was, in effect, a policy implementation gap; in other words, a mismatch between, on the one hand, public policy directives and, on the other, the practical reality on the ground”. There is a need, therefore, to bring policy and practice closer together. The second is that the search for uniformity that is a characteristic of centralisation and top-down methods for managing change – when “toolkits and checklists imply that, if participants follow a set of prescribed guidelines, relationships and outcomes will be improved” – can act as a dead hand on the ways and means of individual partnerships. There is “subtle but significant variation when it came to identifying practical, locally appropriate, solutions to identified problems” and this was rooted in pre-existing relationships (good or bad, driven by shared aims and trust or by conflict and mistrust); the attitudes of key people, councillors and officers, in local authorities to voluntary organisations (useful and desirable partners or the awkward squad); the legitimacy of leadership in the voluntary sector, including “transparent models for the recruitment and selection of individuals” able to act as “champions” (co-ordination and representation or competition); and capacity for joint working, including people “with the necessary set of skills, in addition to time and resources, to work across sectoral divides”. There is, therefore, a need to recognise “the critical importance of local solutions” (Cairns et al. 2006, 23-24).

Cairns and colleagues conclude by listing the conditions for successful cross-sector partnership working for both sectors:

· “increased trust and mutual understanding

· new approaches to governance of partnerships, including the introduction of pre-partnership agreements

· new initiatives to respond to the challenges of representation and communication

· investment in building skills and capacity” (Cairns et al. 2006, 26).

In Taylor’s summary of early findings from a programme of research on partnerships funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, she notes that partnerships “can be judged by [their] capacity to release a diversity of resources for welfare; and [their] effectiveness for users and citizens, especially the most excluded groups” and that they are most effective when they are the product of “a long tradition of local organising”. In order to ensure the success of partnerships for service delivery she suggests that local authorities should:

· “Invest in market development to encourage and sustain a variety of providers both of mainstream and complementary services….
· Ensure that the procedures they develop for funding, regulation and monitoring are appropriate to the diversity of organisations in the sector, especially for small organisations.

· Develop more effective measures to ensure accountability to users on the part of purchasers and providers.”

In order to ensure the success of partnerships for policy formation, where there is “considerable ambivalence about partnership among both authorities and voluntary organisations” and where “success ultimately depends on the weakest link”, she suggests: 

· “Clear targets for involvement of voluntary and community organisations in policy and service planning….

· Commitment throughout authorities….

· Clear allocation of responsibilities within authorities, with dedicated time and resources, to develop and service partnerships.

· Monitoring, benchmarking and review mechanisms which provide incentives for and reward partnership.

· Resources for voluntary sector partners and time to allow them to get up to speed before all the key decisions are taken.

· Mechanisms for involvement which recognise the many demands on organisations with limited resources and use their time effectively.

· A willingness to understand and accommodate the different cultures, values and resource capacities of voluntary organisations.” 
She concludes by arguing that partnerships are a different way of working and “cannot be tacked onto the edges of existing systems” (Taylor 1997, 2-6). 

In order to extract key factors for the success of partnerships from this voluminous and heterogeneous literature it is worth returning to the four basic requirements for the success of policy documents on co-operation (discussed above) and applying these to partnerships between local government bodies (local authorities, health authorities/boards/trusts, police forces, fire services, LSPs/LSBs, etc.) and the voluntary sector: 
· A local government body capable of entering into partnership with the voluntary sector. This capability is affected by, for example, the size and type of local authority (whether unitary or two-tier); the scope and degree of co-terminosity between local authorities and other government bodies (for example, whether local authorities and health bodies share the same boundaries); the approach of local politicians (majority and minority) to partnership with the voluntary sector (whether such activities are deemed to be useful/valuable or not); the extent of penetration of partnership working horizontally among departments of the local government body (some or all) and vertically among staff (senor staff only or key staff with functional contact with the sector or all staff); and the degree of commitment and involvement of  councillors, senior staff and other key staff.

· A voluntary sector similarly capable of entering into partnership with local government bodies. This capability is affected by, for example, its size (whether large or small), its structure (whether cohesive or diffuse, whether organised in networks, sub-sectors or some other way or not), its leadership (whether capably led or not; whether its leaders have representative legitimacy or not); its “sector consciousness” (whether voluntary organisations or a majority of them consider that they have a shared identity and shared interests or not). 
· The existence of an interface between local government bodies and the sector that is sufficiently extensive and important to warrant their entering into and sustaining partnership. This is affected by pressures on partners to conform to external policy agendas rather than to do it their way; the extent to which the departments of government bodies engage with the sector (horizontally and/or vertically, a few departments or many); the extent to which the sector engages with government (horizontally and/or vertically: large organisations, infrastructure bodies, certain sub-sectors or a broad cross-section); and, most importantly, the nature of their engagement (provision of public services, consultation, advice, campaigning).  
· The existence of reasons for both local government bodies and the sector to enter into partnerships which, if not the same, are at least compatible and similarly compelling. These include whether relationships are bad and need fixing or good and need extending; whether there is shared commitment or not; whether there is trust or not; whether organisational cultures are compatible or not; whether there is an evidence base that demonstrates the importance of the sector to government’s projects or not.

To which we add a fifth: 

· The existence of administrative arrangements for implementation which are fit for purpose and drive forward the partnership. These include, for example, a written agreement to set out shared aims, agreed outputs, responsibilities, risk sharing and accountability; a liaison committee composed of representatives of all partners (including councillors/board members, senior officers and key officers of local government bodies and representatives of the local voluntary sector); an action plan for carrying forward the day-to-day work of the partnership; arrangements for monitoring progress against the action plan; arrangements for review and, if necessary, renewal of the agreement; arrangements for dealing with disputes or breaches of the agreement; arrangements for sharing information and training of key participants; and, last but not least, sufficient resources to underpin networking and contact management. 
In this review we have explored partnerships at some length – definitions, types or models, rationales, barriers to success and factors for success – mainly because partnerships were the matrix from which compacts developed and, as will be seen below, an important source of thinking and doing about compacts. 
It is interesting to note that, just at the point when partnerships had been going long enough to have established a track record and compacts were on the horizon, the jury was still out on the value of partnerships. Bemrose and MacKeith attempt to take a balanced view (and one which, moreover has contemporary resonance, as leading elements in the voluntary sector are currently manoeuvring to keep in the public service delivery game as sub-contractors by entering into compact-like arrangements with the private sector; see Murdock 2012): 

“Whilst some authorities in this study had developed such strategies and had found them to be useful tools in their work with the voluntary sector, others felt that there was no clear rationale for preparing a strategy for the voluntary sector because the voluntary sector is only one part of the wider independent sector with which local authorities must now relate. It could therefore be argued that local authorities should move towards developing strategies for their work with the independent sector as a whole, rather than just for the voluntary sector.

However, neither promoting the voluntary sector nor promoting the independent sector is an end objective for any statutory body. They are intermediate objectives through which the end objectives outlined in Chapter 2 are achieved, namely providing experimental or complementary services, promoting self-help and community development, and facilitating user participation. Thus it could be also argued that local authorities should have neither voluntary sector strategies nor independent sector strategies, but should have strategies for achieving each of the above objectives. Thus, for example, the authority would have a strategy for promoting self-help and community development, and within this would outline the potential contribution of the voluntary sector alongside the contribution of the public and private sector.

The evidence of this study is insufficient to draw conclusions one way or another on this issue. However, it is likely that considerations regarding the promotion of the wider independent sector will become more pressing for local authorities as the mixed economy of care takes root. Thus the emphasis on strategic thinking in this area is likely to shift slowly and subtly from the voluntary sector to the independent sector” (Bemrose and MacKeith 1996, 35). 

Taylor, however, is more sanguine (or less of two minds). She notes that government has adopted the Deakin Commission’s recommendation to develop a compact and suggests, on the basis of her research “that where comparable exercises have been carried out at local level, their value lies as much in the process of developing a mutual understanding as in the final statement”. She notes, hopefully, that compacts may be the way forward: “If local compacts are seen as a dynamic process of mutual learning, used as the basis of training and organisational development and subject to review, then they may be the means through which the rhetoric of partnership gradually becomes reality” (Taylor 1997, 6). 

4.6 Learning Points

	· Partnerships preceded compacts and have continued in operation alongside compacts: they have, in effect, acted as market makers for compacts.

· Ideal-type definitions of partnerships and the claims made for the benefits of working in this way mask the diversity of the relationships and arrangements partnership may involve.

· Partnership as a concept is fluid, and partnerships are bespoke, with different aims, structures, mixes of partners, methods of operation and timescales, as determined by the context of their development and the needs of partners.

· The development of partnerships is about power, in their approach to the relative roles and standing of partners, and about politics, in their application of party political agendas to their aims, structures and methods of working.  

· The key factors that determine the success or failure of a partnership include the conditions under which it is formed; the inherent difficulties of getting a range of people to work together; lack of commitment or understanding on the part of the local authority; lack of capacity and commitment on the part of the voluntary sector; and the inadequacy of the arrangements for its governance and administration. 

· The basic requirements for a successful partnerships are: local government body capable of entering into partnership with the voluntary sector; a voluntary sector similarly capable of entering into partnership with local government bodies; an interface between local government bodies and the sector that is sufficiently extensive and important to warrant their entering into and sustaining partnership; reasons for both local government bodies and the sector to enter into partnerships which are at compatible and similarly compelling; and adequate administrative arrangements for implementation.


5.0 Local Compacts
	“But are local compacts the answer? And if they are, how can they most effectively be developed?”

(Craig et al. 1999, 2)


5.1 Overview 

Most relationships between government bodies and voluntary organisations are local, and for most voluntary organisations these are the most important relationships, but few studies provide information about the development, implementation and impact of local compacts. 

One reason for this is that the task of gathering information is challenging. On the government side the number of partners/potential partners – local authorities, parish and community councils, parts of the National Health Service, fire and rescue services, police forces and others – is very large indeed
. On the voluntary sector side the number is even greater – upwards of half a million voluntary organisations, although the most likely participants are a small proportion of the whole but still numerous and include infrastructure organisations such as CVSs/CVCs, rural community councils, race equality councils, volunteer centres, specialist fora and networks as well as large organisations – and the configuration of their involvement varies significantly from place to place. Most government bodies other than parish/community councils have been involved in compacts with the voluntary sector or its vanguard organisations – whether in generic or thematic compacts, whether separately in bilateral compacts and/or together in multi-party compacts, and whether in the past and/or now – and most local compacts have been revised at least once. This means that the landscape of local compacts is complex: it has many overlapping layers and has changed over time.

Another reason for this is that collecting, managing and publishing information has not been a priority for those responsible for local compacts in government or the voluntary sector. This is in part due to their recognition that mapping local activity, let alone analysing it in a meaningful way that goes beyond anonymised case studies, small surveys and hopeful assertions, requires substantial resources and considerable technical expertise. This is in part due to their lack of sustained interest in doing so. 

In Scotland the Scottish Executive made a good (in fact, comparatively, the best) start by investigating existing and potential sources of monitoring information; defining core indicators for awareness, dissemination, use and usefulness; and commissioning research on the implementation and impact of national and local compacts, but its interest ended with regime change in 2007 (Scottish Executive 2002; Hayton 2003; Hayton et al. 2005; Henderson 2006). 

In England the Home Office commissioned three evaluations of the national compact, of which the first two gave some and the last gave detailed consideration to local compacts (Carrington 2002; Hems 2002; Hems et al. 2002; Craig et al. 2005). These evaluations were critical of government’s stewardship of the compact project at all levels and did not find favour. Before it lost interest the Home Office commissioned a module on the compact in its State of the Sector Panel (2003/04 to 2005/06), but neither the Cabinet Office nor Communities and Local Government, when they had the opportunity in later large-scale quantitative surveys, the National Survey of Third Sector Organisations 2008/National Survey of Charities and Social Enterprises 2010 and the Place Survey 2008, chose to do so. Exceptionally the Commission for the Compact, as a dying act, commissioned a summative evaluation of the compact, which, inter alia, considered local compacts (Zimmeck et al. 2011). On the voluntary sector side the Working Group on Government Relations/Compact Working Group/Compact Voice maintained a national register of local compacts and published annual reviews of compact activity, including the number and coverage of local compacts, findings from annual surveys and an overview of the work of the Compact Advisory Programme but then stopped – in 2006 in the first two cases and in 2007 in the last (see Compact Voice 2006; Compact Voice 2007). In response to criticism Compact Voice reinstated its annual surveys, which, unfortunately, are technically flawed and therefore unusable (Pickering 2011; Pickering 2012), and posted online its collection of local compacts, which, because the chain of collection had been broken, is not reliably comprehensive. 

In Wales the Partnership Council commissioned WCVA to carry out annual surveys of local compact working (for discussion see below), but these report the views of a small number of respondents in CVCs and not those in local government bodies and the wider sector. The Independent Commission lost its chance to take a detailed look when a planned review of local compacts to run in parallel with and feed into its own work did not take place and it had to stick to its remit: 

“The Commission received a considerable amount of evidence about the relationship between local authorities and the voluntary sector that fell outside the context of the Scheme, and therefore the review. Although recognising the significance of the issue to the sector, the Commission does not consider that the general health of these relationships is within its remit. It can only comment on the extent to which the Scheme has impacted locally and on ways in which the provision of the Scheme might be used to strengthen relationships at the local level (Independent Commission 2004, 21-22, 38).

All in all, it is disappointing that such a large, diverse, fascinating and perplexing quantum of local compact activity, which is of more than passing interest to partners and those relying upon their actions, has been so little studied (and mostly not recently studied) and that opportunities for collecting high-quality information have been lost. 

5.2 Local Compacts: What the Evaluations Say
	“Effective partnership working – which takes the concerns and needs of local communities and voluntary organisations seriously rather than dragging them along in the slipstream of policy programmes – requires enabling them to organise and respond as much on their terms and at a pace which is manageable, rather than at the speed determined by overarching political and policy imperatives…. Moving from the rhetoric of partnership to the reality of partnership requires government and those holding power to engage in a major shift not only in thinking but also in their practice.”

(Craig and Taylor 2000, 19)


There is a close relationship between partnerships and compacts: compacts are partnerships of a particular kind. They share many of the same characteristics, rationales, barriers to success and factors for success; and potentially they can have similar impacts. Studies of compacts are fewer and narrower in focus than those of partnerships and tend to fall into one of two groups – a small number of policy-based and more theoretical evaluations, which will be reviewed in this section, and a large number of good or bad practice guides on operational matters and dispatches from the front of cross-sectoral relationships, which will be reviewed below.
The largest and most substantial body of research on local compacts is that carried out by Craig, Taylor and colleagues at the Universities of Hull and Brighton, mainly with funding from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, which was informed by earlier research on partnerships (Craig et al. 1999; Wilkinson 1999; Craig and Taylor 2000; Craig et al. 2002; Craig and Taylor 2002; Syed et al. 2002; Craig et al. 2004; Craig et al. 2005). In the first or “mapping” stage they use large postal surveys of local authorities and other local government bodies and voluntary organisations in England, Scotland and Wales; interviews of key informants in national infrastructure bodies; and eleven case studies (including two in Scotland and two in Wales) to gather information about the state of play in the development of partnerships and compacts and to look at the relationship between partnerships and compacts. At this early point in the development of compacts they are unsure of their value: “But are local compacts the answer?” They find that there was already considerable partnership activity in the three nations and that this was less fully developed in England than in Scotland and Wales, where there had been national campaigns to promote partnership/policy agreements prior to the advent of compacts. They also find “a significant level of interest in the idea of local agreements” and hint at an answer to their question by citing the favourable views of respondents: 

“But most respondents saw attractions in the idea of a compact. In many cases – and particularly in the context of local government reform – it offered the chance to review, consolidate and establish a clear foundation for the future relationships. Against a background of widespread financial constraints, it offered a basis for transparency and a more systematic approach. In a policy environment which demanded increased consultation with the voluntary and community sectors, it offered some opportunity to adopt a common approach as opposed to the proliferation of ad hoc partnerships. As a process, it also offered opportunities for increased understanding on both sides” (Craig et al. 1999, 2, 11, 24).

In the second or “evaluative” stage of their research Craig, Taylor and colleagues take a detailed look at the development of local compacts in ten, later extended to twelve, local authority areas (including two in Scotland and two in Wales) chosen to include different types of local authority, different “local political traditions” (“a proxy for thinking about the way in which the local VCS had developed in terms of size, funding and opportunities for engagement with statutory bodies”) and different demographic characteristics. On the effectiveness of local compacts they conclude that at this point “it is too early to say” and that “success will have come when compacts are a negotiation between equals towards common goals, building on trust rather than compensating in a formal or contractual way for a lack of trust”. Using additional qualitative work to explore the experiences of black and minority ethnic organisations in compact working, they report that these organisations were not engaged in and were alienated from local compact working, partly because they were small and under-resourced and partly because local authorities and voluntary sector infrastructure organisations had made little effort to involve them (Craig et al. 2002, 31, 36; Syed et al. 2002, 1). 

In the third stage of their research Craig, Taylor and colleagues examine voluntary organisations’ tactics in negotiating relationships with local government bodies. Using “locality studies” in four different types of local authorities in England and national case studies of three policy areas (environment, regeneration, older people), they explore voluntary organisations’ “difficult strategic decisions in balancing the opportunity to gain influence with the need to maintain their independence and autonomy”. They conclude that organisations’ adoption of different strategies – “conflict, cooperation, co-option and confrontation” – at the same time and at different times (a characteristic much deprecated by government bodies that wished voluntary organisations to “speak with one voice” and voluntary sector infrastructure organisations that wished to provide that voice) was a successful one, “beneficial in terms of the effectiveness of organizations in achieving commonly held aims”. They also conclude that local government bodies need “a more sophisticated approach”, which, on the form demonstrated in local compact working, is not likely to materialise any time soon (Craig et al. 2004, 221, 223, 237-38).

In the final stage of their research Craig, Taylor and colleagues provide a progress report on the Compact in England for the Home Office, a study “to explore the impact of the Compact on government/VCS relations and to provide advice on a comprehensive strategy for monitoring and evaluation of Compact-related activities”, in which they look at national, regional and local compacts. Using interviews of key informants in local authorities and voluntary organisations, including infrastructure organisations and regional networks, and seven case studies (one was abandoned due to “particularly difficult” relationships), they explore what was happening in ninety-six local authority areas chosen to be representative in terms of political control and type of authority, with equal representation of those that had and did not have local compacts. Now able to answer the question they first asked in 1999, they suggest that “a balanced view of Compacts emerging from this research would be that Compacts can make a difference – but that they should not be endowed with unrealistic ambitions or expectations” (Craig et al. 2005, 41, 54, 57).

In their summative evaluation of the Compact for the Commission for the Compact and follow-on research, which is based on analysis of policy documents, interpretation of high-quality quantitative studies, interviews of key participants and an investigation of the characteristics of local compacts available on the internet, Zimmeck and colleagues explore in some detail the incidence and effectiveness of local compacts in England. In the first place they suggest that the national policy context was not helpful to the development of effective local compacts. They show that central government’s thinking on local compacts was instrumental: local compacts were necessary to demonstrate the success of the national Compact and not to meet the needs of local government bodies and their local voluntary sectors. They show how this top-down focus prevented it from meeting the bottom-up needs of local partners for stability of purpose, consistency of support and mainstreaming of monitoring and reporting back into the accountability regimes of local government. They show that its emphasis on the “compact count” and awards to a relatively small number of successful “usual suspects” deflected interest from gaining a clearer and more nuanced understanding of what was happening on the ground. In the second place they attempt to gauge the health of local compact working. They analyse the restructuring of local compacts from the notional one per local authority in the early days to more complex combinations and, in particular, the migration of compacts from district councils to county councils in two-tier authorities. They conclude that local compact working is in a far worse state than the remorseless boosterism of the Cabinet Office and Compact Voice would suggest – in terms of the coverage of local compacts and their actual levels of activity – and that perhaps only a third of local compacts are “active” rather than “resting" or “dead”. Finally they attempt to estimate the outputs of local compact working. They conclude that, although local compact working has been very successful in some places, the case for its overall effectiveness is not proven (Zimmeck 2010; Zimmeck and Rochester 2011a; Zimmeck and Rochester 2011b; Zimmeck et al. 2011; Zimmeck and Rochester 2013). They also warn that local compact working, whatever its internal/local contradictions, is in danger of being undermined by external/national forces: 

“We are relatively optimistic about the Compact’s going local and appreciate that there are areas where relationships between local government bodies and voluntary and community organisations have been Compact-proofed or improved as a result of, at least in part, local compact development. We do, however, have concerns about the continued well-being of local compact activity which has been prompted by the deprioritisation of the national Compact as a flagship policy, which has trickled down into the local areas; the Coalition’s view of the Big Society as a self-regulating mechanism in which people come forward, solutions emerge and things happen – all without hard work, an organising principle or proper resources; savage funding cuts levied by government bodies against their erstwhile partners…; and, for this unusually long-running initiative, weariness. We fear that these negative factors may outweigh the positive achievements and that local compact activity on a national basis may be at the point of no return” (Zimmeck and Rochester 2011b, 19-20).

In Scotland there was one evaluation of local compact working. As part of the Scottish Executive’s project to put evaluation of national and local compacts in Scotland on a firm foundation, the Scottish Executive commissioned Henderson to “undertake a review of the evidence base on Local Compacts” in Scotland and to make comparisons, where helpful, with England. The aims of the research were to identify and map existing local compacts, identify barriers to success and factors for success in developing and implementing local compacts, develop “good practice/transferable principles” to assist with further development of local compacts and “identify any further action which might be required” to support local compacts. Using site visits to compact and non-compact partnerships (nine in Scotland and two in England), telephone interviews of key informants in national infrastructure organisations, postal/telephone surveys of CVSs and voluntary organisations in four compact-active areas, Henderson finds that voluntary organisations were engaging to a greater degree than previously with local government bodies and were doing so on a broader front and with more points of contact. He finds that “about a third… had had a problem or issues with a public body at some point” – mainly about cuts to or withdrawal of funding, lack of communication or failure to consult and tensions in “overall policy approaches”. He also finds that they were well-disposed towards partnerships: many were already engaged in partnerships but none were engaged in local compacts because there were “virtually no Compacts in Scotland which are fully operational”. Given the Scottish Office’s earlier promotion of partnerships/policy agreements and the stuttering start of the national Compact, he does not think it particularly surprising that there was “little consistency across Scotland in the management of the relationship between public bodies and the voluntary sector” or that compacts were by no means the first or even second choice, since local authorities and their local voluntary sectors were able to choose from a menu of partnership statements, community planning strategies, general and subject-specific support groups, staff liaison groups, joint policies on key issues, joint working on issues as they arose and “ad hoc relationships”. His forecast for the future is that local government bodies and local voluntary sectors will adopt local compacts if they believe that this approach is likely to be the most valuable – that is, if it is “grounded in wider policy and administrative structures” and meets local needs (Henderson 2006, 1-2, 28-29, 31-32, 52).

In Wales, with one exception, there were no formal evaluations of local compacts. The Independent Commission, as mentioned above, was unable to rely on the planned review of local compacts, but it did make a number of observations on the impact of the Scheme at local level. It notes that this was patchy and uneven. In particular, it notes that local authorities were more satisfied with the Scheme than voluntary organisations: 

“Local authorities were positive about the principles of the Scheme, which was said to have impacted positively on local communities and voluntary groups, allowed Councils to ‘become an enabler in the process’, and strengthened local relationships. Local voluntary organisations, however, felt that much more remained to be done.” 

It suggests “that the Assembly Government should do more through the provisions of the Scheme to ensure that its principles are applied at the local level, by promoting the rigorous implementation and monitoring of Compacts using the recommended indicators of good practice set out in ‘A Future Together’”. It also suggests that the Partnership Council “consider, in drawing up its new strategic action plan, the extent to which it or the Assembly Government should take a role in monitoring and evaluating the implementation and impact of Compacts, and whether there is a need for any further guidance to local authorities in this area” (Independent Commission 2004, 39, 40). It is worth noting that WCVA uses the recommended indicators in its surveys of local compact activity but that there is little evidence that its findings have been actively used by the Partnership Council or the Welsh Government as part of a regime of “rigorous implementation and monitoring”. 

The exception and the only full-service evaluation of a local compact in Wales is that of Ben Reynolds Consulting (“BRC”) carried out on behalf of the City and County of Swansea Council, Swansea CVS and “the Voluntary/Community Sector in Swansea”. The aims of the study were to evaluate best practice in Wales and Britain; “produce an evidence based assessment of the appropriateness of a Compact agreement with the Better Swansea Partnership [LSB], rather than one only with the City and County of Swansea”; develop a “viable and vibrant Compact together with a ‘route map’ for its successful and purposeful implementation”; and “address the issue of conflict resolution and arbitration within a political environment”. Swansea’s compact was signed in 1999, and a review by the CVC in 2003-04 suggested substantive changes, as it was “not working to optimum effect”, but its recommendations were not implemented. Formal arrangements for liaison were minimal albeit “unique” – “meetings between the relevant Cabinet Member and the Chair of the Voluntary Sector Compact Reference Group”. BRC’s research was commissioned to get things moving. (Ben Reynolds Consulting 2006, 5, 15-16). 

On the basis of desk research on best practice; focus groups and follow-up interviews with informants from the voluntary sector and the local authority (councillors from majority and minority parties and officers) and LSB and surveys of managers in the public sector and voluntary organisations BRC lists a number of problems “that the Compact process will need to address if it is to succeed”. There is “extreme variation” in voluntary organisations’ dealings with the local authority “both between and within departments”, which is “largely due to the personalities of individual officers and a few Members”. There is no evidence that compact values such as integrity, trust and mutual respect have had any impact in cross-sector interactions: voluntary organisations, especially small organisations, expressed “a considerable degree of cynicism over the value of Compact and the likelihood of the Compact process moving forwards” and “made it clear that the idea of them being equal partners was derisory”. Despite input by voluntary organisations into consultations, indeed so much so that serial responders claimed to be suffering from “consultation fatigue”, there is no evidence that the local authority has taken their contributions on board. There is no single route for voluntary organisations to gain access to the local authority, which presents an opaque and unwelcoming front. There is little sense of ownership of the compact by either side, and the issue is unnecessarily clouded by the existence of the Compact Fund, legacy monies from the Strategic Development Scheme, from which grants are made: “Both the Local Authority and the voluntary/community sector need to see the Compact as a relationship, rather than just a fund”. There are issues with political leadership, as the local authority changed to no overall control in 2004. There are issues with the role of the CVC, which is seen to be active and professional but more responsive to the needs of large rather than small and medium-sized organisations and of “traditional” health and social care organisations rather than environmental, sports and arts organisations. There is no accountability, no process for monitoring and evaluation and no “teeth” for dealing with disputes, either locally or nationally. Finally, there is little appetite for moving the locus of the Compact to the LSB, but there is interest in including the local health board in a new, tripartite, compact. In short, BRC’s assessment is that compact working in Swansea is in a serious trouble. Its recommendations, which are sensible, comprehensive and do-able, might have made a difference if they had been adopted (Ben Reynolds Consulting 2006, 18-22, 51, 57-58, 62-63, 66, 68-69).

In response to BRC’s report the local authority took the view that, “whilst [the report] does not reveal serious weaknesses, it does indicate some important improvements that should be made”. It affirmed the draft of the compact (which nevertheless still appears on its website as a “draft”) and BRC’s principal recommendations. It noted that “in an ideal world [we] would want to see them all delivered” but signed up only to adding the voluntary sector to the portfolio of a relevant Cabinet member, re-establishing the joint liaison committee and tasking it with “identify[ing] the contribution made by the voluntary/community sector”, reviewing officer support and then reporting back. It noted that “genuine cultural change” would take time and resources, which were in short supply. (City and County of Swansea 2007, 1-2, 6, 8). Subsequent compact working seems to have been more formal than previously, but it does not seem to have been more energetic or productive. It was only when the local health board, in receipt of instructions from NHS Wales, picked up the baton that the long-anticipated tripartite compact was signed in 2011. 

In Wales there were also a number of studies that considered partnership working, in most cases in the light of local compacts, in the settings of community planning, service delivery generally and commissioning specifically. These contribute valuable practice-based insights into the nature of partnership and compact working and suggest how this can be strengthened and sustained. 

Smith’s study for the Carmarthenshire Association of Voluntary Service on behalf of the Community Planning Steering Group and the Voluntary Sector Liaison Committee “is designed to be a practical tool for anybody [in both statutory and voluntary sectors] tasked with involving voluntary organisations and groups in Community Planning in Carmarthenshire”. Its aims were to ensure the consistent involvement of voluntary organisations in community planning partnerships; define the voluntary sector’s roles – “representation, consultation and involvement” – and when to deploy each of these; and ensure that community planning “incorporates the principles of working with the voluntary sector that already exist within partner agencies, eg Carmarthenshire County Council’s Voluntary Sector Compact”. For the avoidance of doubt she sets out the relevant parts (on partnership, participation and consultation) of the Carmarthenshire Compact. She also sets out the guiding principles for involving voluntary organisations at a strategic level – that representation is “of the voluntary sector as a whole”, “presents a collective viewpoint, where possible via attempts to achieve consensus” and holds “a democratic mandate” – and detailed guidelines for representatives, including methods for election or, if necessary, selection; person and role specifications, expectations on the dissemination of information to the sector and feedback of information from the sector; and ways of dealing with conflict of interest (Smith 2002, 5-6, 12-14, 28-29). 

In a qualitative study, commissioned by Carmarthenshire County Council as a member of the Compact Liaison Panel and based on focus groups and interviews with key informants, Amcan Enterprises and colleagues follow up Smith’s study and review the arrangements for the voluntary sector’s delivery of health and social care services and the support provided by the CVC to enable it to do so. The local authority’s Health, Social Care and Well-being Strategy mandates working with the voluntary sector and others to deliver services, and the Carmarthenshire Compact Action Plan includes measures to increase voluntary organisations’ participation in service planning and service delivery. However, Amcan and colleagues find that the local authority’s and local health board’s funding regimes are muddled. There is an “endemic lack of distinction between contracts and grant funding” and little incentive to clarify the situation. They find that larger organisations, “many of which have a National/UK presence”, rather than locally-based organisations carry out most of the direct service delivery. They also find that the local CVS has “limited awareness” of health, social care and well-being services, a tradition of operating in “silos generated by income streams” and “no culture of promoting its members services to the public sector”. They note that the Compact and its Funding Code are “well-crafted and balanced” but need to be “reinvigorated”. They suggest that the compact and other mechanisms for engagement can be, once the problems outlined above have been overcome, a vehicle for greater involvement by organisations and better services: 

“Given that the network of Community Forums… is now in doubt, the need for a formalised Compact is very important to the ongoing notion of community engagement and community planning. As such there is an opportunity to refocus the whole community planning agenda around a reinvigorated Compact” (Amcan Enterprises et al. 2009, 3-4, 6, 10-11, 13, 21-22, 36, 41-44).

In two studies, funded by the Welsh Assembly Government’s New Ideas Fund, Matthews looks at the capacity of Powys’ voluntary sector to deliver new services and the resources, including partnership, needed to enable it to do so. Using two surveys of voluntary organisations, focus groups with voluntary organisations and interviews with key informants in the local authority, he explores the amount and type of partnership working, the structure of and linkages between informal and formal networks, the amount and type of involvement in service delivery, strengths and weaknesses of service delivery, future intentions about service delivery and capacity-building and support needed for future service delivery. He finds “good levels of partnership working” between the public and voluntary sectors and within the voluntary sector, which is mainly on a small scale in terms of the number of partners and the size of the projects. He notes that organisations that were delivering services were more likely than others that were not to be involved with local community fora and other networks. He warns that there is a growing split between “business-orientated” organisations and those “operating in a more traditional grant-maintained way” and that the latter group is in danger of being squeezed out by large national voluntary organisations and private sector organisations unless organisations came together in effective and competitive partnerships. He recommends that there should be a concerted approach to both partnership working and contracting and that the Powys Tripartite Compact should “raise an action point to address the role of the Voluntary Sector in service delivery” (Matthews 2006, 4, 7, 11, 16, 18, 21; Matthews 2007, 4, 6, 11, 13, 20, 23). 

In a review for the National Leadership and Innovation Agency for Healthcare/Good Practice Wales. Wei describes how the Cardiff Tripartite Voluntary Sector Compact Liaison Panel developed shared understanding among partners and formulated a shared approach to commissioning and grant funding in the form of a framework for decision-making in funding health and social care services and a shared process based the Institute of Public Care’s model. In her view the work has “facilitated a marked increase in understanding and trust between the statutory and voluntary sector representatives involved which has subsequently been built upon and demonstrated to a wider audience” (Wei n.d., 1-3).

In another review for the National Leadership and Innovation Agency for Healthcare/Good Practice Wales Jepson describes how in Conwy the local authority and local health board worked together with the voluntary sector to “develop and implement initiatives for joint commissioning, reviewing and monitoring of services”. Their activities included a facilitated meeting between the local health board and Conwy Voluntary Health and Social Care Network, the establishment of the Voluntary Sector Commissioning Group, the exploration of innovative models and best practice, a small pilot, the drafting of service specifications for service level agreements, and the appointment of dedicated partnership and commissioning staff. As a result the local authority and the local health board have rolled out their new joint service level agreement and small grants process to organisations providing services to older people, people with physical or learning disabilities and people with mental health problems – a total of nineteen three-year service level agreements to date. Jepson finds that the development of joint commissioning has provided a degree of stability to voluntary organisations through three-year funding and mainstreaming the source of funding (no longer from a small special fund) and a support structure “in line with best practice in partnership working”. He notes that it has also had a transformational impact on the local authority’s elected members and senior officers who “have had to learn to change their perspective” – in particular, about “why it doesn’t make sense to always shift the lions share of the risk onto the voluntary organisations”. He also records the expectation that in future the joint commissioning framework will form the basis of a Funding Code of Practice to be “accepted and endorsed by the Voluntary Sector Joint Liaison Committee as part of the Compact” (Jepson n.d., 1-3).

McLaughlin documents the activities of the Commissioning Policy Development Project, funded by the local health board, to develop a joint commissioning code in Merthyr Tydfil and Rhondda Cynon Taf. The Code was published in 2011 (Commissioning Policy Development Project 2011). This was an unusual and ambitious project, which had to negotiate national and local demands, “WAG’s principles applied to funding… while bearing in mind recent local authority reservations plus additional principles in the Merthyr Tydfil Compact… [and] any additional principles that should be included”; juxtapose high-level principles and “strong practical arrangements”; cope with the politics of two different local authorities, one compact-active (Merthyr Tydfil) and the other not (Rhondda Cynon Taf); and deal with the different relationships between those local authorities and their voluntary sectors and CVCs. The project aimed to produce a Code that was not only fit for use locally but for a much wider audience as an exemplar of good practice: 

“This is an area crying out for greater cohesion and consistency. Clarity in how to involve the third sector in commissioning leads to greater clarity in commissioning per se and improving commissioning practice leads to improved working with the third sector organisations and better outcomes for citizens. This is a virtuous circle which this project provides us with the opportunity to create.” 

McLaughlin notes that “there is lots of guidance on what to do but less on how to do it” but then describes in cogent fashion just how they did do it, which involved agreement of clear objectives and procedures, dedicated leadership, extensive consultation, co-ordination with other policy initiatives and, in the case of Merthyr Tydfil, building on previous positive experiences of compact working (McLaughlin 2010a, 3-4, 18, 61; see also Commissioning Policy Development Project 2010; McLaughlin 2010b; McLaughlin 2011).

5.3 Barriers to Success/Factors for Success

	“Despite growing evidence of the vital importance of the development phase of Compact implementation being one of extensive consultation and debate focused on securing ‘hearts and minds’ local ownership of the resulting partnership, there remains a tendency for local authorities to adopt a prescribing approach to the structure, scope and timetable for setting up a Local Compact. Investment in development time and resources is often inadequate. Not only can this lead to substantial sections of the voluntary and community sectors being excluded from the process but the mutuality that is so central to the Compact principles is undermined. A failure to realise the full potential of the Compact is an inevitable consequence of such a formulaic approach.”

(Carrington 2002, 21)


As was the case with partnerships discussed above, there is no shortage of lists of barriers to success and factors for success in evaluations of local compacts and other studies and in the avalanche of good practice guides, toolkits, checklists and case studies which indicate how to overcome the one and maximise the other. Sometimes a pithy and heartfelt list of barriers says it all:

“Why didn’t the Compact work?

With hindsight, it is easy to see why the first Wandsworth Compact did not have much impact on relations between the VCS and local public bodies – it was never really used! But why was this the case?....

· There was a lack of clarity about what the Compact is really intended to do and how to use it;

· The document did not feel practical and applicable to VCS organisations and their relationships with the public sector;

· The principles in the Compact needed to be translated into practice;

· As a partnership tool, it had no ‘teeth’;

· Nobody took ownership of promoting the Compact or monitoring compliance” (Wandsworth Voluntary Sector Development Agency 2010, 3).

But at other times a kitchen-sink list that conflates cause and effect is just confusing:

· “Existing funding processes do not always allow voluntary and community groups to plan ahead

· Voluntary and community groups find it difficult to influence policy development

· Co-ordinated consultation across the sectors does not take place

· The value of the contribution of voluntary and community groups is not always recognised

· Organisations across all sectors do not always work together effectively to avoid duplication

· Standards of accountability and governance within all sectors are inconsistent

· The sectors do not always communicate with each other effectively” (Conwy County Borough Council et al. 2004, 2).
The Institute for Voluntary Action Research (IVAR) has produced a master list of critical success factors, “a useful practice tool for anyone who is involved in making Local Compacts work”. It stresses the importance of process in ensuring the success of compact working:  

“The examples of success factors… seem to support the view that a Local Compact is not particularly useful as a prescriptive guide or a punitive instrument. When a Local Compact is working well it can be used as a rallying point, codifying the behaviours that are needed for good partnership working. Moreover, the process of developing and overseeing the implementation of Compacts can be an important means of cementing some of the key building blocks of successful cross-sector working - mutual understanding, openness, respect and trust.” 

IVAR’s schematic for success includes:

1. “Increased understanding of the complexity of this relationship” and awareness of other partners’ roles and constraints which can be facilitated by

· “Use of compact champions

· Embedding compact in local governance structures

· Development process itself

· Leadership from senior people

· Multi-sector involvement”

2. Motivation to work in partnership with compacts seen as 

· Means to an end: “not a desire to have a Compact, but a desire to use partnership working as a means to achieve the greater goals of improved services and better outcomes for local communities”

· Source of collaborative advantage, achieving more together
3. Previous history of positive partnership working

4. “The importance of process”

5. Building skills and motivation for partnership working, including “openness, ability to communicate at a variety of levels, understanding of the political environment and ability to step outside individual and organisational interests and represent a wider view” with the aim of building trust

6. Applying compact principles in practice through tangible outputs, including toolkits, summaries, training, log of wins

7. Local circumstances: “The findings from this research suggest that it might be easier to implement successful Compacts in smaller geographical areas, where participants are likely to know each other better and where partnership governance structures are less complex” 

8. Resources – “critical in making it work”

9. Representation, including the capacity to deal with 

· Tensions within the sector 

· Practical difficulties in creating mechanisms (IVAR 2008, 2, 34-39).
In addition to IVAR’s elegant framework there is a substantial literature for practitioners which provides guidance on effective compact working and focuses on organisational and administrative matters. This includes general guidance on the development and implementation of compacts by, inter alia, the Scottish Executive (2006), which covers issues from first steps to implementation agreements and monitoring; Barasi for Compact Working Group, which provides information, advice, good practice examples, prompts and indicators on thirty-nine topics plus toolkits (2006); Commission for the Compact, which provides checklists for the third sector and public sector organised by type of undertakings (2008c); Compact Voice, which includes information and advice on compact liaison groups, officers and champions; communications among partners, events and training, action planning, monitoring and evaluation; revising or renewing compacts and dealing with non-compliance (2012b); Thurrock CVS, which sets out a good practice matrix full of pithy examples of good and bad practice (coloured green and red) by the statutory sector and third sector on a range of issues from managing funding cuts to appropriate lines of working (http://www.thurrock.cvs.demonweb.co.uk/page46.html). The literature includes more specialist guidance by, inter alia, Commission for the Compact on commissioning (2009a) and implementation for community groups and local public bodies (2010); Compact Voice on implementation for public bodies and black and minority ethnic voluntary and community sector organisations (2012a); and Cooke for Compact Voice on operating in the new local health landscape (2012). It also includes sets of case studies produced by the Commission for the Compact and Compact Voice.

The difficulty is making sense out of information overload. A useful way of doing this is to divide barriers to success and factors for success into those that are capable of action at the local level and those that are not – for example, to use the Audit Commission’s division of obstacles into local and national (Audit Commission 1998, 7) or Ward’s division of barriers into internal and external (Ward 2005, 30-31) – in which cases the former categories are capable of action and the latter, on the whole, are not – or the Conwy Compact’s distinction between short-term and long-term problems (Conwy County Borough Council et al. 2004, 2) – in which case both categories are capable of action, although short-term usually trumps long-term. Another useful way of doing this is to divide barriers to success and factors for success into structural or underlying factors and operational or organisational/ administrative factors. 

There are three structural issues which are of particular importance.  

The first is the imbalance in power between central government and local government. As noted above, efforts in England by central government to secure comprehensive coverage of local compacts more or less in the format of the national Compact and its codes, without providing consistent leadership, effective oversight, sufficient resources or a framework of accountability, overheated and to some extent discredited local compact working before it had had a chance to bed in. As Hems and colleagues note in their evaluation, “There has been an assumption that the Compact structures and mechanisms, processes and products utilised so effectively at national level are applicable at a local level”. There is, they say, “some mileage in this assumption” but operationalising it might have negative consequences due to “a failure to invest in the relationship building processes”:

“Specifically, the overarching shared vision, shared goals, principles and undertakings presented in the national Compact document are appropriate at the local level…. Whilst these have relevance at a local level they have not been generated by a process sensitised to the local context and in most cases have also not been legitimised by a local process” (Hems et al. 2002, 8).

It is worth noting that most studies emphasise that local compacts are – and should be – the product of local forces: “The decision to develop a Local Compact can only come from local partners” (Henderson 2006, 52). Moreover, they reflect “the natural history of the VCS and… the relationships existing between the sectors at the time” (Craig et al. 2002, 13). The paradox of compacts, formulated by Craig, Taylor and colleagues is that local government bodies and their voluntary sectors face a future largely determined by their past and that those with good relationships are good at partnerships and compacts and those with bad relationships are bad at partnerships and compacts and that change for the better requires substantial and sustained effort:

“Compacts are most likely to be developed and to work best in those areas where relationships are already good, i.e. in those areas where they are least needed…. The most successful Compacts were in areas where relationships between the VCS and local government in particular were fairly robust, where discussions between the sectors were mature and where government processes allowed for effective planning, including financial planning. The creation of Compacts therefore presented relatively little difficulty (although these areas were no more able to escape pressures of time and resources within a crowded policy arena than any other). Conversely, where relationships were poor and Compacts held the promise of encouraging genuine improvements, they were less likely to get off the ground” (Craig et al. 2005, 9).

The second structural issue is the imbalance in power between local government bodies and the voluntary sector within partnership and compact working. Despite the shared values of integrity, trust and mutual respect enshrined in the texts of virtually all local compacts, compact working in reality is asymmetrical in terms of the relative powers of the partners. If, as Alcock and Scott noted, “real power is a positional good and, for partnership working to be based on redistribution of power between partner agencies… some have got to lose in order for others to gain” (Alcock and Scott 2002, 116), then most local government bodies’ default setting is to share as little power as possible. If they are too blatant for too long in the exercise of their power over their partners in the voluntary sector – if the transformational flow is uni-directional (Hastings 1996, 262-63), if they fail to support less powerful partners (Boyle 2002, 3), if their partners do not have an equal say, then there will be no partnership: “It does not exist where one organisation dominates the decision making process and others are merely there to be consulted (Welsh Assembly Government 2004, 2). 

Powys County Council’s current approach to the renewal and extension of its compact is a case in point. This compact, signed in 2006, was tripartite, between the local authority, the local health board and the voluntary sector. In the light of the development of a single integrated plan, the LSB “tasked” the Voluntary Sector Liaison Group to draw up a new version to include members of the LSB. This proved to be awkward, since there were many partners and “no one organisation has ownership”. However, “in acknowledging the Council’s leadership and democratic role”, the Voluntary Sector Liaison Group as a first step sent the draft to the local authority. The local authority agreed the draft in principle, subject to a number of amendments, but the revised draft “has not embraced all the recommended amendments”. There were three sticking points, all about power. The first was “that reference is made to ‘partners of equal value’, as Powys County Council is a democratically elected organisation” and therefore more than equal. The second was that the number of voluntary sector representatives proposed for the Compact Liaison Panel was too high and “membership of this panel needs to be balanced to reflect the nature of the priorities in the One Powys Plan”. The third was the establishment of a Compact Compliance Group, which was “questioned”, as “the Cabinet’s view is that ‘any complaint of compliance should be referred to and resolved by the LSB’”. The local authority considered three options – withdrawal from the Compact, which “might have a detrimental effect to the Council’s reputation” and diverge from the Welsh Government’s “direction of travel”; agreement subject to the acceptance in full of its recommendations; and agreement in principle “to consider a further compact from the Powys LSB once the comments from all the other parties has [sic] been drafted”. With regard to this last eventuality the local authority was surprised to note that partnership working might require compromise: “It may be difficult to reach a detailed Compact that meets the specific needs of individual partners that all partners collectively sign up to. A compromise of higher level statements which reflect the spirit of what the Compact is trying to achieve might need to be considered as a compromise”. That is, the compromise was not to compromise. The recommended course of action was to accept either the second or third options (Powys County Council 2012, 1-6).

The third structural issue is the organisation of the voluntary sector as a partner in partnership and compact working. Given the well-publicised desire on the government side that the sector “speak with one voice” and the scale and diversity of the sector, which means that it speaks with many voices, it is difficult to provide – and be seen to provide – mechanisms that enable it to participate as a collectivity. At one end of the spectrum is the view that organisations can only speak for themselves and at the other is the view that infrastructure organisations can speak for all or most or at least the most important parts. There are two particular sub-issues nested within the larger issue of representation. The first is the reality that some organisations are more interested in and more able to play the partnership and compact game. It is clear that there is increasing segmentation between small and large, staffed and volunteer-powered, service delivering and non-service delivering, entrepreneurial and traditional voluntary, state-funded and non-state-funded, those in politically important service areas and those that are not or feel that they are not, “insiders” and “outsiders”, those interested in making a bigger mark in the outside world and those that are not. The second sub-issue is that this segmentation affects the perceived legitimacy of infrastructure organisations – who they represent, by what means they represent, how they represent and how they are seen to represent by other partners. While in England infrastructure organisations are more numerous and competitive and operate as “representative bodies” by declaration rather than election, in Wales there is a more structured relationship between the Welsh Government and WCVA and via WCVA the CVCs/volunteer centres, with clear expectations of roles and responsibilities and long-term funding. This is backed up by the formal representative structure of the Partnership Council via representation of thematic networks.

At the local level problems associated with representation arise in two ways. The first problem is that CVCs do not represent all organisations in their areas and tend to represent a skewed sample of organisations, with under-representation of, for example, community organisations, rural organisations, black and minority ethnic organisations, faith organisations. They are open to all and hope to increase the number and spread of members, but they are nevertheless seen to represent certain sorts of organisations and not others and may actually tailor their outlook and services to reflect this reality. Gweini, the Evangelical Alliance Wales, recognised that the “Church to date has largely been left out of Compact negotiation” because churches were not on the whole members of CVCs. It took an unusually constructive position, that “the disenfranchisement is of our own making” and the Church “must re-engage with local CVCs” (Boucher 2001). The second problem is that local government bodies, particularly local authorities, take note of these ambiguities and use them as the basis for the view that voluntary organisations and their representatives can only be junior partners because they lack the “democratic legitimacy” that underpins the position of local authorities as senior partners – discrimination which Craig and Taylor suggest is selective:

“Community representatives are frequently challenged about their ability to represent diverse and disparate constituencies…. However, this important question is rarely addressed to other partners, such as those from public agencies and the business sector (with marginal variations according to circumstances). These partners are rarely required to legitimise their involvement in the say way as community representatives. While communities are still expected to ‘squeeze’ their views through one or two representatives, public sector agencies (and business partners) rarely experience the challenges of representation that communities struggle with” (Craig and Taylor 2002, 140).

The more politically savvy organisations and infrastructure organisations therefore espouse measures to increase their democratic legitimacy by generating representatives through electoral processes and opening up compacts to individual sign-ups, which makes it completely clear which organisations are participating and removes some of the pressures on infrastructure organisations to be all things to the sector. 

The literature discussed above has given some indication of the various factors which hinder or help successful compact working. It is useful again to consider the five basic requirements for the success of partnerships (discussed above) and apply these to compacts between local government bodies and the voluntary sector: 
· A local government body capable of entering into a compact with the voluntary sector. This capability is affected by, for example, the size and type of local authority (whether unitary or two-tier); the scope and degree of co-terminosity between local authorities and other government bodies (for example, whether local authorities and health bodies share the same boundaries; whether there is involvement of the LSP/LSB); the approach of local politicians (majority and minority) to compacts with the voluntary sector (whether such activities are deemed to be useful/valuable or not); the extent of penetration of compact working horizontally among departments of the local government body (some or all) and vertically among staff (senor staff only or key staff with functional contact with the sector or all staff); and the degree of commitment and involvement of  councillors, senior staff and other key staff.

· A voluntary sector similarly capable of entering into a compact with local government bodies. This capability is affected by, for example, its size (whether large or small), its structure (whether cohesive or diffuse, whether organised in networks, sub-sectors or some other way or not), its leadership (whether capably led or not; whether its leaders have representative legitimacy or not); its “sector consciousness” (whether voluntary organisations or a majority of them consider that they have a shared identity and shared interests or not). 
· The existence of an interface between local government bodies and the sector that is sufficiently extensive and important to warrant their entering into and sustaining a compact. This is affected by pressures on partners to conform to external policy agendas rather than to do it their way; the extent to which the departments of government bodies engage with the sector (horizontally and/or vertically, a few departments or many); the extent to which the sector engages with government (horizontally and/or vertically: large organisations, infrastructure bodies, certain sub-sectors or a broad cross-section); and, most importantly, the nature of their engagement (provision of public services, consultation, advice, campaigning).  
· The existence of reasons for both local government bodies and the sector to enter into a compact which, if not the same, are at least compatible and similarly compelling. These include whether relationships are bad and need fixing or good and need extending; whether there is shared commitment or not; whether there is trust or not; whether organisational cultures are compatible or not; whether there is an evidence base that demonstrates the importance of the sector to government’s projects or not.

· The existence of administrative arrangements for implementation which are fit for purpose and drive forward the compact. These include, for example, a written agreement to set out shared aims, agreed outputs, responsibilities, risk sharing and accountability; a liaison committee composed of representatives of all partners (including councillors/board members, senior officers and key officers of local government bodies and representatives of the local voluntary sector); an action plan for carrying forward the day-to-day work of the compact; arrangements for monitoring progress against the action plan; arrangements for review and, if necessary, renewal of the compact; arrangements for dealing with disputes or breaches of the agreement, preferably with “teeth”; arrangements for sharing information and training of key participants; and, last but not least, sufficient resources to underpin networking and contact management. 
5.4 When Things Go Wrong: Disputes and Complaints

	“An issue which is tentatively mentioned in guidance, but which is not often fully explored, despite its significance, is that of conflict resolution.”

(Ben Reynolds Consulting 2006, 30)


Although local compacts were expected to increase the good – trust, understanding, co-operation – in partners’ relationships, they were also expected to deal with the bad – distrust, misunderstanding, non-co-operation. Many, if not most, local compacts contain provisions, whether in principle or in detail, for the resolution of disputes. Indeed many local compacts that did not originally contain such provisions added them in later versions as a response to the realities of compact working. While there is a wealth of reportage about disputes and complaints in the voluntary sector press, mainly but not exclusively about cases in England, there is no definitive information about the number of disputes and complaints, partners involved, subject matter and outcomes (whether resolved among the partners or taken elsewhere and turned into “official” complaints). 

The literature, however, shows three things. First of all it shows that “the primary point of abrasion is at the local level” (Commission for the Compact 2008a, 1). However egregious and well-publicised are the failings at national level (for example, New Labour’s termination of the Campaigning Research Programme shortly after it announced the award of grants; the Coalition’s non-compliant consultations on the proposed renewed Compact, third sector commissioning and the termination of the Citizenship Survey), they pale in comparison with the sheer volume and constant flow of such failings at local level, not only by local authorities but also health bodies and others. Secondly it shows that the existence of such disputes is one of the main drivers of the notion that “something should be done”, including giving compacts “teeth” by some means or other (see below). Thirdly, it shows that “official” complaints are only a minority of all disputes (although the ratio of official to all is not known) and suggests that an important issue for consideration is why so few voluntary organisations, however sorely provoked, go down the path of making official complaints. 

Voluntary organisations in England were fortunate in that, in addition to the remedies generally available elsewhere – mediation and conciliation, local authorities’ complaints procedures, the Local Government and Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsmen, and judicial review – they had access to specialist sources of support and advice, including legal advice, which enabled them to use these remedies to best advantage. 

The Compact Mediation Service, “the first user-specific scheme” (Third Annual Compact Meeting 2002, 12), took as its inspiration para.14 of the original Compact, which stated that “as far as possible, disagreements over the application of the Compact should be resolved between the parties. To assist this process, where both parties agree, mediation may be a useful way to try to reach agreement, including seeking the views of a mediator” (“Resolution of disagreements”, Home Office 1998). The service was provided by the Centre for Effective Dispute Resolution (CEDR) Solve, which had operated a similar joint mediation service with NCVO since 1999; was funded by the Home Office/Cabinet Office; and ran from March 2003 to March 2008. In its first year the scheme only covered disputes between central government and voluntary organisations, but thereafter its remit was extended to cover disputes with local authorities and other local government bodies. It was spectacularly unsuccessful and something of an embarrassment: it dealt with only two cases in five years (Commission for the Compact 2008a, 1).

The Compact Advocacy Programme collects information about how the Compact is working and supports voluntary organisations that are having difficulties at the coalface of disharmony through briefings and one-to-one support, including acting on their behalf in negotiations and the preliminaries of legal action. It was established in September 2003; is based at NCVO; and since November 2007 has been part of Compact Voice. Like the Compact Mediation Service it dealt at first only with disputes with central government, but after a year its remit was extended to cover disputes with local authorities and other local government bodies. Over the years it has been funded by NCVO, the Community Fund, the Baring Foundation and, between 2006 and 2012, as part of a consortium, by the Big Lottery. It has been involved in “hundreds” of cases (http://www.ncvo-vol.org.uk/compactadvocacy).

Empowering the Voluntary Sector was a consortium of the Compact Advisory Programme, the Public Law Project and NAVCA funded by the Big Lottery from 2006 to 2012. Its aim was to provide a full range of services for organisations in conflict – with the Compact Advisory Programme providing advice and support services up to but not including legal advice; the Public Law Project providing legal advice and litigation; and NAVCA hosting the project, publishing the newsletter and offering training through workshops and other learning events. Since funding ran out and the project closed, the Compact Advisory Programme has continued to provide the advice helpline; and NAVCA, the workshops. In the first three years of the project the Public Law Project provided legal support to over 300 organisations, and NAVCA delivered 100 workshops on the use of public law and the Compact to 1,100 participants. In its fourth year the Compact Advisory Programme provided advice to 139 organisations (of which 40 also received legal advice from the Public Law Project) and NAVCA delivered 34 training courses to 323 participants. In six years NAVCA provided 200 workshops to 2,000 participants (Perkins 2009, 1-2; Andersson and Perkins 2010, 1, 4; http://www.navca.org.uk/services/learningopps/evs).
The Local Government Ombudsman provides an “independent means of redress” in cases of “injustice caused by unfair treatment or service failure by local authorities, schools and care providers” (http://www.lgo.org.uk/about-us/mission-and-objectives). It provides services, inter alia, to civil society organisations and individuals represented by civil society organisations that have experienced maladministration. Until recently the Ombudsman excluded cases dealing with “commercial or contractual transactions” – that is, decisions on funding (Whitfield 2008, 4) but now “can investigate complaints where commissioning or contracting may be at issue since the law was changed to allow us to investigate certain contractual matters, such as complaints of a flawed contract bidding processes”. It mentions two cases involving voluntary organisations. The first case was brought by two individuals and an older persons’ forum against a local authority for failure to consult properly and to carry out an equality impact assessment before changing arrangements for concessionary travel. As a result of the Ombudsman’s intervention the local authority apologised, carried out a consultation with an equality impact assessment and paid compensation to the individuals who had complained. The second case was brought by a community association against a local authority for closing a village library and transferring management without making arrangements for the running costs of the library, facilitating the training of volunteers and helping the association to secure alternative funding. The Ombudsman ordered the local authority to provide compensation to the association and to support it while it seeks funding (Local Government Ombudsman Advice Team 2012, 1-3). 

Judicial review is “an expensive, stressful and time-consuming exercise, but essentially the best way to hold a public body to account” (Whitfield 2008, 5). Empowering the Voluntary Sector’s website lists a number of cases in which voluntary organisations and/or their clients instituted or threated to institute judicial review. One of these is the “Cardiff case”
. In this case Riverside Advice, a local advice agency that provides services to people with mental health problems, was funded by Cardiff Local Health Board but was given notice after a review that its funding would not be renewed after March 2005. The local health board provided no reasons for this decision, even though the agency had been highly rated in the review. The agency protested but there was no appeals process, and the local health board then “raised an argument that in law they did not have the power to fund us in any event”. With the assistance of the Public Law Project clients of the agency, in receipt of legal aid, instituted proceedings for judicial review. The local health board conceded the point on the unfairness of its decision-making process but not the point on lack of power to fund. On this issue the High Court supported the local health board but gave leave to appeal – at which point the Department of Health intervened to state that in its view the local health board did have the power to fund an advice project. The Court of Appeal then gave judgment in favour of the agency and its clients. This case established a precedent “that health authorities and PCTs can fund advice projects” (Bland 2006, 1-3). 

Table 5.1 summarises available information about the number of official complaints made by voluntary organisations in England. This information comes from a number of different sources. It is patchy and inconsistent and is thus not particularly helpful in indicating the quantum of complaints or trends in making complaints over time. 

Table 5.1: Summary of cases of official complaints made by voluntary organisations, 2003-04 to 2011 (number)

	
	Compact Advocacy Programme
	Public Law Project
	Compact Mediation Service
	Local Government Ombudsman

	Year
	Local
	National
	Total
	
	
	

	2003-04
	
	15
	15
	
	2
	

	2004-05
	8
	15
	23
	
	
	

	2005-06
	8
	18
	26
	
	
	

	2006-07
	50
	30
	80
	
	
	

	2007-08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2006
	
	14
	
	300
	
	

	2007
	
	39
	
	
	
	

	2008
	
	38
	
	
	
	

	2009
	
	10
	
	
	
	

	2010
	
	22
	139
	
	
	

	2011
	
	7
	
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	At least 2


Sources: Compact Voice 2007, 21 for local, national, total 2003-04 to 2006-07; National Audit Office 2012, 24 for national, 2006 to 2011; Andersson and Perkins 2010, 1, for total, 2010; Perkins 2009, 1 for Public Law Project 2006-09; Commission for the Compact 2008a, 1 for Compact Mediation Service; Local Government Ombudsman Advice Team 2012, 2-3 for Local Government Ombudsman

The Compact Advocacy Programme’s reports to Compact Annual Meetings provide some information about the characteristics of disputes. Between 2003-04 and 2006-07 (November to November) the programme recorded 144 cases involving 196 complaints or 1.4 complaints per case. Forty-six percent of all cases dealt with local issues (36 percent in 2004-05 rising to 63 percent in 2006-07). Seventy-eight percent of all cases dealt with breaches of the Funding and Procurement Code (59 percent in 2003-04 rising to 89 percent in 2006-07); 33 percent, the Consultation and Policy Appraisal Code (41 percent in 2003-04 falling to 34 percent in 2006-07); 10 percent, the overarching Compact document (20 percent in 2003-04 falling to 9 percent in 2006-07); 9 percent, the Black and Minority Ethnic Voluntary and Community Organisations Code (6 percent in 2003-04 rising to 11 percent in 2006-07); 4 percent, the Communities Groups Code (9 percent in 2004-05 falling to 4 percent in 2006-07); and 1 percent, the Volunteering Code (3 percent in 2004-05 and 4 percent in 2005-06) (Compact Voice 2007, 21; calculations by the author).

As Table 5.2 shows, of the 50 local cases in 2006-07 78 percent were with local authorities and the remainder with primary care trusts, Prison/Probation Services and a government office. Top causes of complaint included: terminating funding without providing three months’ notice or stating the reasons why; not consulting on issues likely to affect the sector; being insensitive to the impact of proposed changes in funding on organisations; lack of open and meaningful consultation (decisions already made); not involving the sector in programme design; not providing full cost recovery; not attempting to resolve performance issues before terminating funding; disproportionate monitoring requirements and inappropriate allocation of risk (Compact Voice 2007, 17).

Table 5.2: Proportion of cases and complaints handled by the Compact Advisory Programme, 2006-07, by cause and location 

	Cause of complaint
	Local
	National

	
	% local cases
	% local complaints
	% national cases
	% national complaints

	Funding and Procurement Code
	92
	58
	83
	69

	Consultation and Policy Appraisal Code
	48
	30
	12
	8

	BME Code
	10
	6
	13
	11

	EU funding
	0
	0
	13
	11

	Compact generally
	10
	6
	0
	0

	Total (number)
	50
	80
	30
	36


Source: Compact Voice 2007, 17, 19; additional calculations by the author

In 2009-10 IVAR carried out a detailed analysis of 34 cases drawn from “over 200 cases which have reached some sort of resolution and have been handled under the Compact Advisory Programme”. It mapped these disputes by cause of dispute and type of resolution described “in such a way to reflect the preventative or curative nature of the outcome” (from policy changes to release of funds). Overall these 34 cases contained 119 complaints or 3.5 complaints per case (somewhat more complex than those reported by Compact Voice in the years 2003-04 to 2006-07). Of these complaints 54 percent dealt with local issues and 46 percent with national issues (IVAR 2010, 5-7; calculations by the author).

The top complaints were about funding (40 percent of all), especially cuts in funding programmes; consultation (27 percent of all), especially no consultation and unrealistic timescales for consultation; and procurement (13% of all), especially unrealistic timescales for application. In terms of resolution cases involving cuts in funding generally ended with acknowledgement of the breach and payment of compensation (but not restoration of lost funding); and in cases involving delayed payments, with the release of funds. Only one funding case resulted in a change in policy. In terms of resolution cases involving no consultation, mainly linked to national programmes, generally ended with acknowledgement of the breach and assurances of better behaviour in future; those involving unrealistic timescales, mainly local, with promises of changes in working practices. In terms of resolution cases involving procurement issues (full cost recovery, delayed decisions, unrealistic timescales for application) generally ended with acknowledgement of the breach and improved application conditions. Overall, then, this study provides evidence that outcomes of cases were not necessarily the most desirable for those making complaints; promised “systemic or behavioural change” rarely materialised; and complaints “had not really improved relations” and may have exposed organisations to later retribution. As a result organisations which had once made complaints were disinclined to repeat the experience. (IVAR 2010, 8-10, 15, 18; see also Buckley 2010).

There are, then, reasons why voluntary organisations do not always fight their corners when they feel that they have been wronged, even if they have compacts on which to base their arguments for fair treatment and specialist advice and assistance on which to rely. These reasons are the product of both external and internal forces. They reflect voluntary organisations’ grounded experience of asymmetrical partnership – their recognition that, in comparison with local authorities and other government bodies, they are relatively powerless. They reflect their natural reluctance to rock the boat unless it is already sinking. They reflect their expectation, reasonable in the light of IVAR’s analysis, that symbolic but ephemeral solutions are not necessarily worth having and not necessarily worth delayed retribution. But they also reflect cultural and operational factors at work within their organisations. For example, in discussing the failure of the Compact Mediation Service to attract customers the Commission for the Compact referred to aspects of voluntary organisations’ world view, their reluctance to be bound: “the language of mediation/alternate dispute resolution alienates potential parties to mediation as there is a perception that they are entering an adversarial, quasi-legal engagement with each other”; and a sort of righteous intransigence, their “unwilling[ness] to pay to resolve what they felt were the wrongs of others” (Commission for the Compact 2008a, 1).

In an evocative analysis of disputes in the charitable sector in England and Wales, Morris takes an overview of all types of disputes, including those between charities and local government bodies, and explores cultural and operational factors that shape their behaviour, including their “limited take-up” of alternative dispute resolution. In her examination of different types of disputes she notes that charities differ from organisations in other sectors in that they are more prone to disputes and more likely, once started, to carry on to the bitter end. For example, charities were twice as likely as other employers in the private and public sectors to end up in employment tribunals in disputes with employees and “smaller charities with non-existent or poor personnel policies and larger, non-unionised charities which had recently experienced rapid growth in employee numbers” were especially likely. She suggests that there are certain factors present in charities that trigger disputes and keep them going. These include poor management of change (structure, size, personnel); interventions from outsiders, including consultants and regulatory bodies; “dominant personalities and personal agendas” – those with “emotive personalities who obviously care about the causes for which they are working”; lack of knowledge and skills; the way grievances are handled – escalation rather than discussion, doing nothing or doing something very slowly. And she notes that particular types of charities are more disputatious: “emotive charities” such as animal charities and self-help groups; charities with memberships; charities that are members of umbrella bodies; charities run by and employing family members and friends; charities in rural areas; and newly-established charities (Morris 2003, 6, 8, 14, 22, 24-26). 

From this analysis Morris draws a number of lessons for the avoidance of all-out disputes and the take-up of alternative dispute resolution. These include:

· “Prevention is better than cure.”

· “If hard decisions need to be taken in order to resolve a dispute… then these decisions need to be made without delay.”

· There is “need for an increased role for umbrella and resource bodies” to provide support.

· “Many charities would benefit from increased knowledge of legal matters relating to their activities” and therefore there is a need for education, communication and dissemination of information.

· “A healthier approach to dispute resolution, which demands a move away from crisis management and an acknowledgement that dispute resolution can be used as an opportunity, is required.” (Morris 2003, 32-33). 

Morris’s lessons are suggestive and support the view that, especially as times get harder, voluntary organisations may need, with the assistance of support agencies, to pick their ground and stand up for themselves, first by praying compacts in aid and, if this does not work, by exercising their legal rights. 

Whitfield and Collier, two lawyers from the Public Law Project, find voluntary organisations’ fatalism and timidity both difficult to understand and annoying:

“A worrying feature of [public law cases]… we have come across is the view often held in the voluntary sector that nothing can be done to change a decision even where it is unfair or unjust. Accountability of public decision-makers does not only come at the ballot box. Individual decisions can be challenged successfully by judicial review and frequently this can produce real benefit to whole classes of people affected…. It is important not to forget that any decision by a public body in the public law sphere can be the subject of a challenge.” (Whitfield and Collier 2005, 2).

5.5 Thematic Compacts

	“The relationship between Arts Council Wales and its clients is a partnership.”

(Arts Council of Wales 2009a, 9)


Thematic compacts are based not on geography but on other factors such as provision of specific services (for example, the recent emergency services Memorandum of Understanding in central Scotland [Central Scotland Strategic Co-ordinating Group 2012]) or particular types of organisations (for example, the Black and Minority Ethnic Voluntary and Community Organisations Code and the Community Groups Code attached to the original English Compact [Compact Working Group and Home Office 2001 and 2003]). They are relatively unusual, and it is ironic that there are a number of examples in Wales, where there are detailed arrangements for representation on the Partnership Council and at ministerial bi-lateral meetings of twenty-five networks of voluntary organisations engaged in key areas of activity.
 These thematic compacts were promoted by some ASPBs/AGSBs as part of the implementation of the Compact/Scheme, initially in its early days and later in the wake of the publication of the current strategic action plan and the revised Code of Practice on Funding. The Independent Commission reported that five out of eight ASPBs that provided evidence to it had thematic compacts with the sector; three “had regular meetings with the WCVA to monitor the relationship”; and the others “met with umbrella bodies and individual organisations” (Independent Commission 2004, 36). It did not identify these ASPBs, and it has only been possible to identify the four thematic compacts reviewed below. 

The oldest and most effective of the thematic compacts is the Environmental Compact. This was negotiated between the Countryside Council for Wales, Environment Agency Wales and Forestry Commission Wales on the government side and WCVA, Wales Wildlife and Countryside Link and Wildlife Trusts Wales on the voluntary sector side; and signed by an additional seventy-three organisations in all three sectors (including two local authorities and a CVC) in 2001. Its rationale, in the context of the Assembly’s Sustainable Development Scheme, was “to deliver more effective protection and enhancement of the environment and use of natural resources, whilst supporting social and economic development”. Signatories committed themselves to partnership based on “equality of ownership, decision-making and recognition of each party’s distinctive contribution”, unlike “the supplicant/applicant funding relationships” of the past. They also committed themselves to operationalising five key priorities:

Step 1: “Develop a collective vision for the environment in Wales”, which involved harmonising “existing visions… and developing future local visions”

Step 2: “Identify and promote a better understanding of the roles of the statutory and voluntary sectors working for the environment of Wales”, which involved clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the three government bodies, capturing and harnessing the diversity of voluntary organisations and exploring ways of working together

Step 3: “Improve communication and understanding”, including dealing sensibly with “conflicts of view and interest”

Step 4: “Increase the capacity of all sectors to engage in delivering the principles of the Compact” – that is, “deliver actions” and not just words

Step 5: “Agree procedures for making best use of resources, sharing information, developing policies and implementing joint programmes and projects”.

Mechanisms for implementation included a Compact Steering Group and an implementation plan to be monitored and periodically reviewed. The Compact Steering Group was serviced by Wildlife Trusts Wales (Countryside Council for Wales et al. 2001, 4, 6, 8-15, 17; Wales Environmental Compact Steering Group 2010, 4/5).

In July 2010 the Compact Steering Group took the decision to “stand back and just keep a ‘watching brief’” – because it felt that the Compact had achieved its aims “and both statutory and voluntary organisations in Wales are working much more closely together – in the spirit of the principles of the Compact”. In its final report it set out its achievements:

Step 1: Collective vision – “development of the WAG Environmental Strategy following extensive consultation… a first example of a government document produced collaboratively by the statutory and voluntary sectors”

Step 2: Better understanding – website and online database, Who’s Who in the Welsh Environment, “particularly useful as a sign-posting site and in raising the profile of smaller environmental organisations”

Step 3: Communication and understanding – online database plus hosting a marquee at the Royal Welsh Show which has “allowed smaller environmental organisations to showcase their work at a prestigious and high-profile event”

Step 4: Increased capacity – Corporate and Business Planning workshop in 2007 to increase cross-sectoral understanding

Step 5: Best use of resources, etc. – involvement in two projects, Pride in Our Communities and Wetlands for Wales, and in the development of the Assembly’s strategy, Woodlands for Wales.

Overall, then, the Compact Steering Group was “extremely pleased” with progress and anticipated that its good work would continue. It left its documentation on the website “until 2015” “as a testament to the work that has been achieved, the signatories’ commitment to working through the Compact principles and as a reminder to all of what the environmental sector’s ways of working should be” (www.walesenvironmentalcompact.org). On 1 April 2013 the Countryside Council for Wales, Environment Agency Wales and Forestry Commission Wales will be merged to form Natural Resources Wales. There is currently no reference to the Environmental Compact on any of their websites, and the webpage for Who’s Who in the Welsh Environment is no longer active. 

The second thematic compact is the Learning Compact. This was between the National Council for Education and Learning for Wales (ELWa) and that part of the voluntary sector “involved in every aspect of [post-16] education and lifelong learning… as a provider, as an employer, as a consumer and as a partner”, represented by WCVA, and it appeared in draft in 2002. It was “a prerequisite to realising our joint vision of creating an inclusive learning society” and its aims echoed government agendas rather than emphasising individuals’ personal growth and enjoyment. It described the voluntary sector’s role in functional terms – through learning to engage people in democratic participation and “the development and regeneration of their communities” and through advocacy and outreach to work with groups “outside the traditional education and training system”. Proposed mechanisms for implementation included a National Compact Liaison Group, a two-year “targeted action plan” (attached), a “joint framework to monitor and evaluate operation” and an annual report – with all to be in place by the end of 2003. The process of its agreement and implementation evidently stalled when, following a review of ELWa’s organisational structure and criticism of its financial management, the Welsh Assembly Government announced that it would be merged with the Department for Children, Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills on 1 April 2006 (ELWa 2002, 5, 9, 13).

The third thematic compact, in the second wave of development, is the Cultural Compact. This was between the Arts Council of Wales and the “voluntary cultural sector”, “delivering or supporting artistic engagement within the communities of Wales”, and it was published in July 2009. There was no signatory on behalf of the voluntary sector. It had aims that were even more “on message” than those of the Learning Compact. These included helping people to “feel more confident and healthy”, “develop new skills”, “reinforce Welsh cultural identity”, promote social inclusion and community development and cohesion” and, through the sector, “make a major contribution to Welsh Gross Domestic Product”. Mechanisms for implementation included a Joint Liaison Committee to be in place by the end of 2009, a communications strategy to be developed by the end of March 2010, an action plan (published separately) to be monitored annually and triennial review (Arts Council of Wales 2009a, 2-3, 6; Arts Council of Wales 2009b). There is no evidence of anything happening once it had been signed.

It is interesting to note that the “voluntary cultural sector” seems to have had little enthusiasm for partnership with the Arts Council of Wales. Only four organisations and three individuals responded to its consultation on the draft Compact; and only six organisations, to its slightly later consultation on its participation strategy (Arts Council of Wales 2009c, 1; Arts Council of Wales 2010, 1). Respondents to the consultation on the draft Compact were not particularly keen on either the idea of a compact or the construction of the “voluntary cultural sector” used in the draft: 

“The need for a compact was questioned a number of times. Some respondents were not convinced of the value of the distinction of the Voluntary Sector in relation to arts and culture (as opposed to its value in addressing health and social concerns), as innovation and imagination can be found across the arts sector.” 

They queried “how, when and by whom will the Compact be implemented and monitored”. They suggested that the “right to create artistically-satisfying art” was more important than the “emphasis on social and economic values”. They hypothesised that “if resources were provided to facilitate the consultation, the process might be more democratic tha[n] it currently is”. They also took exception to what they perceived as “a false distinction/value judgment” in favour of professional (or in the prevailing jargon, “community”) arts, the main recipients of the Council’s funding, vis à vis the voluntary (or “participative”) arts, largely run on volunteer-power (Arts Council of Wales 2009c, 1-2, 4). Powys Arts Forum, which supported the points set out above, noted that “the overwhelming majority of arts and culture takes place in small-scale and rural contexts” and that this did not make them “any less important in the cultural life of Wales” (Wells 2009, 1). The Cultural Compact was, then, a compact seemingly without legs or one whose legs had been cut off at the knees by uncomprehending and ungrateful “partners”.

The fourth and last thematic compact is the Welsh Language Compact. This was between the Welsh Language Board, Welsh Assembly Government and Lottery funding distributors (Arts Council of Wales, making its second appearance; Big Lottery Fund, Heritage Lottery Fund and Sport Wales) on the government side and the third sector represented by WCVA, and, after consultation in late 2008 and early 2009, it was signed in June 2010. Citing the Scheme’s strategic action plan as its impetus, it declared that its purpose was “to strengthen the Third Sector’s support for the use of Welsh as a community language” – in particular, “that there should be equal opportunities for service users to use the Welsh and English languages in the Third Sector”. Mechanisms for implementation included a National Compact Liaison Group to meet twice a year and a two-year rolling action plan (attached). The Compact Liaison Group duly met four times between December 2010 and March 2012. It had no time to discuss the “Action Plan – where we are now, where do we want to go” at its meeting in September 2011 (Welsh Language Compact Liaison Group 2011, 4), and at the next meeting it was too late: “With the Board coming to an end” [due to the transfer of its functions to the Welsh Language Commissioner and its responsibility for the Welsh Language Compact to the Welsh Government on 1 April 2012] we will need to invite the Commissioner to become part of the Compact” (Welsh Language Compact Liaison Group 2012, 8). This does not seem to have happened, as there is no reference to the Compact on the Commissioner’s website. 

Of all the thematic compacts the Welsh Language Compact makes the least sense. It merely reiterates the roles, duties and hopefully helpful activities of the signatories in delivering the National Action Plan for Bilingual Wales, with an oddly obsessive interest in recruiting Welsh-speaking volunteers. It left the Compact Liaison Group with little to do but listen to presentations about things happening elsewhere. Moreover, it was supplementary to the real way of getting the job done. Under the Welsh Language Act 1993 the Board had statutory powers to investigate public bodies for cases of non-compliance, make recommendations and ultimately shove vexing cases upstairs to the Minister for Heritage. Under the Welsh Language (Wales) Measure 2011, which established the principle “that the Welsh Language should be no less favourably treated than the English language”, the Commissioner has powers to impose a duty on qualifying businesses and voluntary organisations and to ensure compliance with its standards (Welsh Language Commissioner 2012, 3).

These thematic compacts are, to say the least, of mixed utility. Three out of four were discommoded by machinery of government changes, and none of the four seems to have survived into new regimes. Only one, the Environmental Compact, was symmetrical in its involvement of government and voluntary sector partners; demonstrated buy-in from the wider world of government, voluntary and even private sectors; had mechanisms for implementation which were workmanlike and workable; sustained its work over nearly a decade; and achieved desired outcomes. Three out of four seem to have been top-down tick-box exercises. Only one was the product of genuine joint endeavour on the basis of shared needs and aspirations. Overall, then, this experiment of overlaying a national generic compact, which had specific representation of the diverse elements of the voluntary sector, with additional thematic compacts was not a success.

5.6 Effectiveness of Local Compacts

One of the primary tasks in social policy research is to assess the effectiveness of an intervention such as local compacts. On the face of it this seems simple enough: “Referred to as the business case, many people ask if the investment in time and effort required to promote Compact yields a return that can be shown by evidence” (Government Office for the West Midlands 2009, 2). But it is not simple, and it is rarely done well. There are a number of reasons for this. 

The first is causality, the linkage of inputs to outputs, which is extremely difficult in a complex environment with many actors, many actions, many sites of actions and lots of policy noise. Did something happen because of compacts or because of something else? Paradoxically, there can be compact-like outputs without compact inputs. In the Trafford Partnership’s introduction to its new compact in 2007 it noted that the original compact had lost momentum and “there has been little progress that can be specifically attributed to the Compact” but that there had, nevertheless, been progress in the role of the voluntary sector and in partnership working:

“That is not to say there has been no progress at all and five years on, the voluntary and community sector in Trafford looks considerably different. The range of services provided by voluntary organisations to Trafford’s communities is vast: from care and support around health, to sport and leisure projects, to work with children and young people. [The CVS’s] database of groups and organisations has grown from 200 to almost 500 since 2002 and we have seen an increasing number of networks and forums… bringing together voluntary groups and individuals from our local communities.

The statutory sector has also seen significant change and there are good examples of how it has set up its own forums and networks to work with the voluntary and community sector, such as Trafford’s Care Services Partnership, a forum for council-funded organisations that provide support for carers and the BME Service Improvement Partnership….” (Trafford Partnership 2007, 5).

The second is measurement, defining indicators of inputs and outputs and devising ways of using them in research to make sense of what has happened, preferably over time between a baseline (“before”) and then subsequently (“after”). There is no shortage of proposed measurables, some extremely elegant, but the difficulty lies in using them. Hayton for the Scottish Executive set out “core monitoring indicators” for awareness, dissemination, use and usefulness, consultation, policy proofing, partnership, funding, mutual understanding, confidence and trust (Hayton 2003, 59-61) and went on to carry out the baseline survey (Hayton et al. 2005). Craig, Taylor and colleagues offered a particularly fine list of “key indicators” for inputs, process, outputs and outcomes, but these have not been used (Craig et al. 2005, 71-74). 

The third is resources, both technical and monetary. In order to be usable research outputs need to be of high quality, and for the most part this means quantitative rather than qualitative – the collection of hard data with provenance and statistical viability. Open-call web-based surveys of an unknown population, case studies, focus groups, snowballed interviews and anecdotes are useful in their way, and they can certainly provide insights, but they cannot provide the “killer” information that is needed to make the case for effectiveness. Carrying out this sort of research requires deep pockets and the services of professional researchers and statisticians. This kind of research is a rarity.

There is only one source of robust information (albeit not very much robust information) on the effectiveness of local compacts, the State of the Sector Panel, which was commissioned by the Home Office to provide information required for monitoring performance against its Public Service Agreements for the voluntary and community sector. This research included an annual postal survey on the subject of organisations’ activities and funding over four years (full sample of 5,600 organisations) and three telephone surveys per year over three years, including one on the subject of organisations’ engagement with government, including national, regional and local compacts (reduced sample of 3,600 organisations). It provided high quality and comparable information – available nowhere else – for critical years between 2002/03 and 2004/05. This includes information on awareness and use of the compacts and perceptions of their impact.
As Tables 5.3 to 5.5 show, in this period the proportion of members of the Panel that were aware of the national Compact increased from 54 percent to 64 percent, and the proportion that used it increased from 12 percent to 21 percent. The proportion that was aware of local compacts also increased from 43 percent to 47 percent, and the proportion that used them increased from 18 percent to 21 percent. These are positive developments. Members’ awareness and use of all of the Codes also increased in this period, and it is interesting to note that use of the Funding and Procurement and Volunteering Codes was actually greater than use of the Compact proper. It is also curious to note the high levels of reported awareness and use of the Compact Mediation Service, which had a caseload of only two over five years. This testifies to the pitfalls of research, even gold-standard research.
Table 5.3: State of the Sector Panel: Members’ awareness of the national Compact and its parts, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)

	Survey year
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05

	National Compact
	54
	61
	64

	Code of Good Practice on Funding and Procurement
	65
	69
	77

	Code of Good Practice on Volunteering
	63
	62
	73

	Code of Good Practice on Consultation and Policy Appraisal
	57
	61
	67

	Code of Good Practice on BME Voluntary and Community Organisations
	55
	56
	62

	Code of Good Practice on Community Groups
	51
	52
	60

	Reports of Compact Working Group monitoring progress
	30
	33
	34

	Compact Mediation Scheme
	28
	29
	33

	None of the above
	23
	22
	11


Base: All organisations; N = 3,599, 3,600, 3,600 (headline figure); organisations that were aware of the National Compact; N = 1,959, 2,182, 2,309

Source: Green (2009), Table 3.3, 13; Table A3.5, 24

Table 5.4: State of the Sector Panel: Members’ use of the national Compact and its parts, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)

	Survey year
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05

	National Compact
	12
	13
	21

	Code of Good Practice on Funding
	14
	14
	23

	Code of Good Practice on Volunteering
	13
	12
	22

	Code of Good Practice on Consultation and Policy Appraisal
	8
	9
	15

	Code of Good Practice on BME Voluntary and Community Organisations
	9
	8
	15

	Code of Good Practice on Community Groups
	8
	7
	14

	Reports of Compact Working Group monitoring progress
	4
	4
	6

	Compact Mediation Scheme
	2
	2
	3

	None of the above
	77
	79
	67


Base: All organisations; N = 3,599, 3,600, 3,600 (headline figure); organisations that were aware of the National Compact; N = 1,959, 2,182, 2,309; 
Source: Green (2009), Table 3.4, 14; Table A3.5, 24

Table 5.5: State of the Sector Panel: Members’ awareness and use of local compacts, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)

	Survey year
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05

	Awareness
	
	
	

	Local compact with local authorities
	39
	40
	46

	Local compact with other bodies
	4
	3
	4

	All
	43
	42
	47

	
	
	
	

	Participated in the Compact
	18
	19
	21


Base: all organisations; N = 3,600 for all (headline)

Source: Green (2009), Table A3.8, 25

Members who used the national Compact were most likely to have used it with local authorities (71 percent), followed by NHS bodies (23 percent), central government (19 percent), LSCs (14 percent), police forces (11 percent) and fire services (5 percent), and these proportions held steady over the three-year period.

As Tables 5.6 and 5.7 and Figure 5.1 show, in this period members of the Panel who had used local compacts reported in the earliest year a greater impact on them than did those who used the national Compact, except in the cases of providing a better understanding of the limits that government works within, improving communication between government and the organisation and being of benefit to the organisation. They also show that members reported that the impact of the national Compact declined and that of local compacts increased over time. Finally they show that the most important impacts were providing a better understanding of the limits that government works within, enabling a starting point for improved trust and being of benefit, while the least important impact, sadly, was enabling an organisation to have more influence on government policy.

Table 5.6: State of the Sector Panel: Members’ views on the impact of the national Compact, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)
	Survey year
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05

	Improved the organisation’s engagement with government
	35
	33
	30

	Enabled the organisation to work in partnership with government
	33
	35
	33

	Enabled the organisation to have more influence on government policy
	26
	23
	22

	Provided a better understanding of the limits that government works within
	55
	52
	54

	Enabled a starting point for improved trust between the organisation and government
	50
	45
	44

	Improved communication between government and the organisation
	41
	36
	33

	Been of benefit to the organisation
	52
	47
	46


Source: Green (2009), Table 3.4, 14; Table 3.7, 19

Table 5.7: State of the Sector: Members’ views on the impact of the local compacts, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)
	Survey year
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05

	Improved the organisation’s engagement with government
	37
	37
	41

	Enabled the organisation to work in partnership with government
	41
	38
	45

	Enabled the organisation to have more influence on government policy
	29
	29
	28

	Provided a better understanding of the limits that government works within
	47
	47
	57

	Enabled a starting point for improved trust between the organisation and government
	54
	51
	54

	Improved communication between government and the organisation
	38
	36
	43

	Been of benefit to the organisation
	51
	47
	52


Base: organisations that had participated in a local compact with a local authority; N = 562, 613 and 648, respectively

Green (2009), Table 3.9, 20

Figure 5.1: State of the Sector Panel: Members’ views on the impact of the national Compact and local compacts, 2002/03 to 2004/05 (%)
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BRC has collected information on perceptions of the relationship between the voluntary sector and the local authority in Swansea, but, due to the small number of respondents, this is indicative rather than definitive. It is particularly useful because it allows direct comparison between the views of voluntary sector and local authority respondents. BRC found abysmally low levels of awareness of the compact among both voluntary sector and local authority respondents. Thirty percent of local authority respondents had no awareness at all, and only 2 percent of voluntary sector respondents and 12 percent of local authority respondents had good/very good awareness. It also found low levels of use (reference to) the compact: 58 percent of voluntary sector respondents and 65 percent of local authority respondents had never used it, and only 2 percent and 4 percent, respectively, had done so frequently/very frequently. Sixty percent of voluntary sector respondents and 67 percent of local authority respondents had no view on its effectiveness and only 10 percent and 4 percent, respectively, thought that it was effective/very effective. Nevertheless 40 percent of voluntary sector respondents and 37 percent of local authority respondents agreed/strongly agreed that the voluntary sector and the local authority had a good working relationship. However, only 16 percent of voluntary sector respondents and 32 percent of local authority respondents agreed/strongly agreed that consultation with the voluntary sector was effective; and 20 percent and 44 percent, respectively, agreed that voluntary sector intermediary bodies provided effective and representative means of consulting the sector. All in all this is a somewhat confusing and depressing picture (BRC 2006, 33, 34, 38, 40, 41).

Many studies have views about the effectiveness of local compacts, although they can only assert rather than prove them. And these are reasonably consistent. Craig, Taylor and colleagues set out a list of “concrete” benefits:

· “A difference to the life chances of specific organisations” 

· “A higher profile for the voluntary and community sector in many areas”

· “A stronger sense of identity within the VCS”

· Stronger partnership working

· Greater understanding of “the potential and the constraints which characterise each sector”

· “Structure for dealing with messy relationships”

· “A lever for institutional change”

· Stronger participation (Craig et al. 2005, 41-45).

Matthews approaches from a different angle but echoed many of these benefits:

· “Improved service, including:

· Services delivered over a wider area

· Services delivered to a higher standard

· More co-ordinated service delivery

· Enabling a service to be delivered

· Fundraising – enabling a joint application to be made

· Reduced costs – sharing resources/joint purchasing

· Providing training

· Sharing information

· Enabling strategic working

· Promoting service and wider recognition/raising profile

· Participating in consultation

· Providing ‘useful’ employment” (Matthews 2007, 16)

In the end there is not much of an evidence base for the effectiveness of local compacts. While this is regrettable, it is not the end of the world. There will be effective local compacts when people need them and are prepared to work for them, not just because outsiders, however influential, tell them to do it.

5.7 Learning Points

	· Although most of the interaction between government bodies and voluntary organisations takes place at local level there have been few studies of local compacts.

· There is no evidence to “prove” definitively the effectiveness of compacts – that is, to describe and measure it, although practitioner literature documents best practice and practitioners clearly recognise effectiveness when they see it. 

· There has been uneven development of local compacts based on the “paradox” that in areas where relationships between local government and the voluntary sector are poor – where compacts are needed the most – they are the least likely to develop and, conversely, where relationships are good – where compacts are needed the least – they are the most likely to develop.

· There are three structural issues that are of particular importance to successful compact working:

· the imbalance in power between central government and local authorities which, in England, has led to a top-down rather than a bottom-up approach and an emphasis on national requirements rather than local needs.

· the imbalance or asymmetry in power between local government bodies and the voluntary sector within partnership and compact working

· problems with the organisation of the voluntary sector as a partner in compact working and the difficulties involved in ensuring the legitimacy of those who represent the sector 

· The five basic requirements for the success of partnerships that are discussed above are equally applicable to compacts. 

· Dealing with disputes between partners is an essential part of compact working, and most compacts include some arrangements for handling disputes. There are other alternatives, ranging from mediation to litigation, and in England but not in Wales there is specialist support available for dealing with “compact cases”. However, take-up is low, in part because organisations fear retaliation and in part because conflict rarely seems to result in any meaningful change. In Wales there is no information about the number, nature and outcome of disputes. 

· Experiments that aimed to add thematic compacts to the generic national and local arrangements for government-voluntary sector relationships in Wales have been, at best, of mixed utility and none of the four we reviewed has survived. 


6. The Statutory Requirement
	“Under Section 144 of the Government of Wales Act our statutory obligation is to devise a scheme to promote the interests of relevant voluntary organisations and explain how the Assembly intends to exercise those functions affecting the voluntary sector. We must explain how the Assembly intends to consult the sector, how it intends to provide financial assistance and how that assistance will be monitored. As you see, those requirements are very specific. The Assembly must consult the voluntary sector before devising and publishing the scheme so that the sector can keep it under review. The scheme must be devised by the Assembly. That is unique, as there is no statutory basis for such a scheme in England and there is no comparable provision in the devolution legislation elsewhere. It is an obligation that we will fulfil with enthusiasm, building on the terms of the Compact.”

(Alun Michael, AM, First Minister, National Assembly for Wales, Official Record, 21 July 1999, 61-62)


6.1 The Statutory Requirement at National Level: The “Welsh Model”

As noted above, Wales is the only nation in the UK that provided a statutory foundation for its national Compact/Scheme. It did so in the context of “the three golden threads” (or more prosaically “the three prongs”) of partnership with business, local government and the voluntary sector– each recognised, treated with “equal respect” and allocated a scheme to “sustain and promote” them (Michael and Davidson in National Assembly for Wales 1999, 63 and 77, respectively).

Section 144 of the Government of Wales Act 1998, as amended by s.74 of the Government of Wales Act 2006, sets out the bones of the Voluntary Sector Scheme:

Table 6.1 Characteristics of the Voluntary Sector Scheme under the Government of Wales Acts 2000 and 2006

	(1) The Assembly shall make a scheme setting out how it proposes, in the exercise of its functions, to promote the interests of relevant voluntary organisations….
	“(1) The Welsh Ministers must make a scheme… setting out how they propose, in the exercise of their functions, to promote the interests of relevant voluntary organisations….

	(3) In determining the provision to be included in the scheme the Assembly shall consider how it intends to exercise such of its functions as relate to matters affecting, or of concern to, relevant voluntary organisations.
	(3) In determining the provision to be included in the voluntary sector scheme, the Welsh Ministers must consider how they intend to exercise such of their functions as relate to matters affecting, or of concern to, relevant voluntary organisations.

	(4) The scheme shall specify –

(a) how the Assembly proposes to provide assistance to relevant voluntary organisations (whether by grants, loans, guarantees or any other means),

(b) how the Assembly proposes to monitor the use made of any assistance provided by it to relevant voluntary organisations, and

(c) how the Assembly proposes to consult relevant voluntary organisations about the exercise of such of its functions as relate to matters affecting, or of concern, to such organisations.
	(4) The voluntary sector scheme must specify –

(a) how the Welsh Ministers propose to provide assistance to relevant voluntary organisations (whether by grants, loans, guarantees or any other means), 

(b) how the Welsh Ministers propose to monitor the use made of any assistance provided by them to relevant voluntary organisations, and

(c) how the Welsh Ministers propose to consult relevant voluntary organisations about the exercise of such of their functions as relate to matters affecting, or of concern, to such organisations.

	(5) The Assembly shall keep the scheme under review and in the year following each ordinary election (after the first) shall consider whether it should be remade or revised.”
	(5) The Welsh Ministers –

(a) must keep the scheme under review, and

(b) may from time to time remake or revise it.

	(6) The Assembly may not delegate the function of making, or remaking or revising, the scheme.


	

	(7) The Assembly shall publish the scheme when first made and whenever subsequently remade and, if the scheme is revised without being remade, shall publish either the revisions or the scheme as revised (as it considers appropriate).
	(7) The Welsh Ministers must publish the voluntary sector scheme when they make it and whenever they remake it, and, if they revise the scheme without remaking it they must publish either the revisions of the scheme as revised (as they consider appropriate).

	(8) The Assembly shall consult such relevant voluntary organisations as it considers appropriate before making, remaking or revising the scheme.
	(6) Before making, remaking or revising the voluntary sector scheme, the Welsh Ministers must consult such relevant voluntary organisations as they consider appropriate.

	
	(8) If the Welsh Ministers publish a scheme or revisions under subsection (7), they must lay a copy of the scheme or revisions before the Assembly.

	(9) After each financial year the Assembly shall publish a report of how its proposals as set out in the scheme were implemented in the financial year.”
	(9) After each financial year the Welsh Ministers must –

(a) publish a report of how the proposals set out in the voluntary sector scheme were implemented in that financial year, and

(b) lay a copy of the report before the Assembly.”


The main changes between the Acts of 2000 and 2006 (in italics) are the transfer of responsibility for the Scheme from the National Assembly to the Welsh Government (“Welsh Ministers”); removal of the requirement that the Assembly consider remaking or revising the Scheme in the year following ordinary elections; removal of the requirement that the Assembly not delegate remaking or revising the Scheme; addition of a requirement that Ministers must lay before the Assembly any scheme or revisions and all annual reports (which ensures that the Assembly remains in the loop).

In summary, the principal components to be included in the Scheme as set out in the Acts of 2000 and 2006 are:

· Proposals for providing financial assistance to relevant voluntary organisations

· Proposals for monitoring of use of assistance by relevant voluntary organisations

· Proposals for consulting relevant voluntary organisations

· Continuous review of the Scheme

· Periodic remaking or revision of the Scheme (after consultation with the sector; with copy laid before the Assembly)

· Annual report of progress (with copy laid before the Assembly).

The Scheme, adopted after consultation in 2000 but not updated to reflect the Act of 2006, puts flesh on these legislative bones. It reiterates, reinterprets and amplifies the requirements of the legislation: 

· Assembly to maintain policies on working in partnership with the voluntary sector (para.2.11), consultation of the voluntary sector (paras.2.11, 4.1-4.7), voluntary-sector proofing of policies (paras.3.18 and 3.19), volunteering and promotion of volunteering (paras.2,11, 2.12-2.16 and 5.1-5.2.5), community development (paras.2.11, 6.1-6.14) and measures to support them

· Assembly to develop and maintain “a separate Action Plan by which performance against the Scheme can be monitored effectively” (para.2.4)

· Annual review of “the implementation and impact of the Scheme and Action Plan” to be conducted and report to be submitted to the Assembly (para.2.5)

· First Minister to have “overall responsibility” for the Scheme and an Assembly Minister to have “specific responsibility for the interests of the voluntary sector” (para.2.11)

· “Every part of the National Assembly – Cabinet, committees and officials – to promote the interests of the sector in its work and decision making” (para.2.11)

· Code of Practice on Funding to be published as a separate document (paras.2.11, 2.12-2.16) 

· Assembly, with the assistance of WCVA, to identify networks and umbrella bodies “with an interest in its work” and to “agree practical arrangements for dialogue and co-operation at the operational level” (to cover exchanging information, engaging with and contributing to the work of the Assembly, informing the Assembly of “developments and concerns identified” by the sector; consulting on new policies or programmes; and dealing with administrative arrangements for funding programmes) (para.3.6)

· Meetings to be held between all Ministers and “representatives of the relevant networks of voluntary organisations covering their areas of responsibility” to review operation of the Scheme at least twice per year with reports of meetings to be incorporated in the annual report (par.3.7)

· Voluntary Sector Partnership Council to be established and maintained; to be chaired by a designated Minister; members to include representatives of Assembly, WCVA and sector networks; to be facilitated by the Assembly and WCVA; to meet at least twice per year; remit to include advising on implementation, monitoring and review of the Scheme (paras.3.9-3.16)

· Assembly to promote knowledge and understanding of the sector through collecting and publishing information on the demographics, activities and capacity of voluntary organisations; identifying opportunities for joint training or secondments/shadowing of staff; and holding joint events (para.3.17)

· Assembly to establish and maintain “an internal liaison group comprising representatives of each Assembly Department having contact with the voluntary sector to exchange information and ensure that the principles and commitments of the Scheme are being upheld” (para.3.21)

· Partnership Council “to attempt to resolve disputes between the voluntary sector and the Assembly Government” via Assembly Government’s complaints procedures (para.3.24) (National Assembly for Wales 2000, 3, 5-6, 8-21).

The Scheme’s strategic action plan, adopted in 2008 and still in force, provides even greater detail about the form and content of the interaction between government and the sector but makes no changes to its basic structure (Welsh Assembly Government 2008).

The Code of Practice on Funding, agreed in 2001 and revised in 2009, notes that the Welsh Assembly Government has powers to “provide funding to Third Sector partners to deliver services or administer grants or loans on its behalf” under s.70(a)-(c) of the Government of Wales Act 2006 and s.71 of the Charities Act 2006; “generally [it] would consider funding Third Sector organisations operating on an all Wales basis”; and it “would not normally provide direct funding to local groups” but “instead… provides support to other agencies to deliver specific funding support at a local level”. It also sets out a number of principles for “operating an effective and sustainable funding framework for the Third Sector” on which it bases its decision-making for funding:

· “Delivery of strategic policy objectives – acknowledgement of the role the sector can play in delivering these.

· Respect for the sector’s independence – recognition that the sector can often reach groups that the Assembly Government cannot and provides innovation.

· Early and constructive dialogue – opportunities to discuss proposals well in advance of the formal application deadline and early in the budget planning cycle.

· Timely decisions – notification of grant approvals for each financial year by 31 December of the preceding year unless, in exceptional circumstances, notice has already been given of an alternative timescale.

· Security of funding – longer term commitments, subject to performance to support a sustainable approach to funding: up to 5-7 years for strategic core funding and commitment for the life of any specific projects which are funded, providing firm year one funding and clear baselines for subsequent years.

· Fair funding levels – Levels of funding for the sector should be determined no differently than for other sectors or agencies where increases for inflation and growth at least equal to inflation uplifts for public services can be built into bids.

· Full Cost Recovery – Levels of grant funding will be based on and reflect the principles of Full Cost Recovery.

· Fair procurement – procurement funding will be based on price, not cost, and will follow the good practice guidance set out by Value Wales….

· Payment in advance – provision for advance payment of grant, where a clear financial need is established, including those schemes provided by Assembly Government Sponsored Bodies and European funding provided through the Wales European Funding Office.

· Fair and reasonable treatment – prior discussion and reasonable notice before any policy changes or decisions which would lead to withdrawal or significant reduction of grants.

· Joint approach to monitoring and evaluation – the simplest procedures consistent with ensuring proper use of public funds.

· Who does what best – commitment to identifying where the Third Sector might take the lead in or contribute to the implementation of new policies, and ensuring that there are appropriate funding mechanisms in place” (Welsh Assembly Government 2009, 2-5).

Overall, then, the Scheme and the Funding Code apply to all departments of the Welsh Government, AGSBs and NHS bodies but not to other bodies such as local authorities and LSBs. The exact meaning of the statutory foundation for practical purposes – that is, when things go wrong – is not entirely clear. It certainly means that “if Welsh Ministers failed to have a scheme, or that scheme fails to specify the provision of support for the sector, then the Welsh Ministers would have failed to meet their statutory duty and would have acted unlawfully”. It also seems to mean, somewhat tortuously, that commitments under the Scheme, Funding Code and local compacts, although “not contractual” are also “not… optional”: “Failing to comply with the Voluntary Sector Scheme, Funding Code or local compact may mean the decision may have failed to comply with public law principles and, if this is the case, remedies may be sought” (WCVA 2011c). 

These remedies include complaints to the Funding and Compliance Sub-Committee of the Partnership Council (established in 2005; complaints under the Funding Code only); head of Corporate Services, Welsh Government (refusal of tender bid); local authorities’ monitoring officers (decision-making process within local authorities); local authorities’ scrutiny committees (call-in of decisions for further consideration); relevant ombudsmen (maladministration and injustice); and judicial review (error of law, procedural impropriety, irrationality, abuse of power) (WCVA 2011c). However, only one of these remedies, recourse to the Funding and Compliance Sub-Committee, is additional to those already available to voluntary organisations. And, moreover, there seems to have been (and may still be) some confusion about “the legal position regarding ‘sanctions’ available to the committee”, since it was “untested in law, and differences sometimes occurred between the advice of the Assembly Government’s counsel, and the National Assembly’s”. There also seems to have been a lack of urgency in dealing with complaints about local authorities, as it was thought more important to prioritise national arrangements and anyway “political pressure” and bad publicity might well do the trick (Voluntary Sector Partnership Council 2005, 1, 3).

There is little evidence about take-up of any of these remedies in annual reports of the Scheme, WCVA’s annual surveys of CVCs (save for a cryptic question on satisfaction with “rectifying action” taken under the Code of Practice on Funding) or elsewhere, although anecdotes suggest that only a small number of formal complaints have been made.

6.2 Local Compacts: Mandatory but Not Statutory?

	“We will also keep open our options to take statutory powers to require compliance with Compact principles.” 

(Welsh Assembly Government 2008, 43). 


Despite the fact that local compacts in Wales do not have a statutory foundation and are not, strictly speaking, covered by the Compact/Scheme (except by specific referral to the Finance and Compliance Sub-Committee of the Partnership Council), government and the national policy community have demonstrated an abiding interest in promoting partnership/compact activity at local level on a comprehensive and standardised (or at least harmonised) basis. This has been in response to what WCVA describes as “very fickle relationships” based on “a mix of usually unclear government policy, platitudes (‘the sector is a good thing and we expect public bodies to engage with it’), and personal relationships with key people in the statutory sector” (WCVA 2012, 1). They have done so in two ways, actions and words. On the one hand, as discussed above, government has given clear indications to/required local authorities and NHS bodies to enter into partnerships/ compacts with the voluntary sector and to involve the sector in the development and implementation of strategic plans, and it has provided funding of local voluntary sector infrastructure organisations for capacity-building and compact working. On the other hand government and the policy community have set out desired models for partnership/ compact working and recommended specific mechanisms for implementation. 

Government’s thinking, focused on the national Compact, was, not surprisingly, somewhat sketchy about compact working at local level. The Compact states that “Government is committed to… promoting the spirit and principles of the Compact to local authorities and to the Welsh Local Government Association” (“Partnership”, Welsh Office and WCVA 1998). The Scheme pledges that one of the five types of support the Assembly Government would provide for community development is “ensuring local government support by promoting local compacts and agreeing levels of financial contributions to voluntary sector regeneration projects (e.g. agreement that local authorities spend at least 20% of former SDS resources to the sector)” (National Assembly for Wales 2000, 20). In “the first document in which the Welsh Assembly Government has set out fully its policies for local government… and its vision for the future of local government”, it reiterates its support for local authorities’ compacts:

“Local authorities’ compacts with the voluntary sector will need to reflect the essential role that voluntary and community organisations have to play in articulating local needs and gaining community involvement, as well as delivering local solutions. The Welsh Assembly Government will continue to monitor, via the Voluntary Sector Partnership Council and Policy Agreements, progress in developing strong local partnerships between local authorities and the voluntary sector on the basis of local compacts” (Welsh Assembly Government 2002, para.2.6).

The current strategic plan raises the bar and indicates preferred lines of activity in a more complex policy environment: 

“We also expect local authorities, AGSBs and other public agencies, including the health sector, to respond equally positively to the proposals in this document for stronger public/third sector engagement. In particular we view ‘Compacts’, backed up by effective Joint Liaison Committees, to be key vehicles through which this engagement can be facilitated. Some Local Compacts are now bringing local authorities, health agencies and the police service together in dialogue with the third sector, and this is a trend we wish to encourage given that Local Service Boards, Spatial Planning Partnerships and other strategic partnerships all require flexible cross-boundary collaboration. Compacts are valuable in clarifying how this collaborative approach should work smoothly in practice.

We consequently expect to see a progressive strengthening of effective compact working at local, regional and national levels. This should include the adoption of local and regional Codes of Practice for Funding, to conform with the principles in the Assembly Government’s own Code. The Minister responsible for the Voluntary Sector Scheme will act as a surrogate ‘Commissioner for the Compact’ and monitor public sector compliance, seeking improvements where the evidence suggests they are needed. We will also keep open our options to take statutory powers to require compliance with Compact principles” (Welsh Assembly Government 2008, 42-43).

This stance was, in effect, a combination of positive thinking and the fervid hope that those further down the governmental food chain would act as requested.

Government’s thinking was supplemented by more workaday proposals, written by local government and/or voluntary sector national infrastructure organisations and later via the Scheme filtered through the Partnership Council to promote partnership and compact working at local level. In anticipation of the big-bang reorganisation of local government from forty-five to twenty-two unitary authorities in 1996, WCVA published findings of research on local authorities’ policies towards and funding of the voluntary sector in the form of a “practical manual” for “both local authorities and voluntary organisations wishing to establish effective relationships”. This report took forward a joint policy statement by the Assembly of Welsh Counties, the Council of Welsh Districts, the Welsh Office and WCVA on “the shared commitment to fostering partnership”. It recommended the “formulation of a clear overall policy toward the voluntary sector”/”strategic vision statement”/”code of partnership” by all local authorities and also recommended mechanisms for getting the job done – establishing voluntary sector liaison committees, co-opting representatives of voluntary organisations onto councils’ committees, holding regular meetings between councillors and chairs of voluntary organisations, carrying out audits of voluntary sector activity, consulting voluntary organisations on planning and monitoring the delivery of services (Bond and Benfield 1993, iii, 2, 25, 27, 33. It was followed in relatively rapid succession by two additional iterations of guidance (Assembly of Welsh Counties et al. 1995; WLGA and WCVA 1998). 

Following extended discussions between the Minister for Finance, Local Government and Communities and sector representatives, local government and voluntary sector infrastructure organisations and the Partnership Council, WLGA and WCVA published new and more detailed guidance on local government-sector joint working based on government’s policy statement for relations with local government (WCVA 2003, 1). They were alive to the fact that “broadly-based documents such as compacts… can become merely statements of good intent which are not rooted in practical action leading to constructive change and improvement”, and they proposed a set of “robust indicators” to monitor effectiveness in joint working:

· “The Compact has an action plan agreed by the Joint Liaison Committee. The action plan should include measurable targets and an agreed timescale for the delivery of targets, ensuring that the desired outcomes of the action plan are achieved.

· The compact is reviewed and amended as necessary by the Joint Liaison Committee over an agreed timescale (e.g. every 2 years)….

· A Joint Liaison Committee meets to a locally agreed timescale.

· The Joint Liaison Committee sets its terms of reference and has action plans and priorities, the outcomes of which are monitored regularly.

· The Joint Liaison Committee is the overarching interface between the voluntary sector and the local authority.

· Local authority representatives are appropriate, influential and accountable (e.g. should include at least one cabinet member, councillors, senior officers).

· Voluntary sector representatives are appropriate, influential and accountable.

· Both voluntary sector and local government representatives contribute agenda items for meetings of the Joint Liaison Committee….

· The method of involvement of the voluntary sector in Community Strategies is agreed by the Joint Liaison Committee.

· The Community Strategy is endorsed by the Board of Trustees of the County Voluntary Council on behalf of the voluntary sector.

· The local authority supports the voluntary sector, through funding or ‘in kind’ support, to develop its capacity to plan a full part in the development and implementation of the [Community Strategy]…. 

· The voluntary sector members of the Joint Liaison Committee endorse each of: Whole Authority Assessment, Risk Assessment, Improvement Plan, the public summary of the improvement plan [of the Wales Programme for Improvement]….

· The Joint Liaison Committee is involved in drawing up any future policy agreement commitments and is involved in the monitoring of the delivery of them….

· A Funding Code of Practice is agreed by the Joint Liaison Committee and takes account of the Welsh Assembly Government Code of Practice for Funding the Voluntary Sector.

· The Code of Practice is monitored annually by the Joint Liaison Committee or another body agreed by it.

· Where rectifying action is required to ensure the Code of Practice is followed then the joint liaison committee is satisfied that the required action is being or has been taken.

· The local authority’s procurement policies include arrangements to publish Invitations to Tender where social enterprises and voluntary organisations are likely to see them” (WLGA and WCVA 2003, 2, 10, 11, 14, 18, 21, 24, 27).

These indicators were adopted by the Partnership Council and have been used, with some updating to reflect changes in policy agendas and operating environments, in annual surveys of CVCs, carried out by WCVA on behalf of the Partnership Council since 2003.

6.3 The Impact of the 2 ½ Line Whip 

If the Welsh Government and the national policy community were successful in indicating the importance of local compacts and providing a framework for their development and implementation and if local authorities and local voluntary sectors, in effect, responded to this almost-three-line whip, what would this look like on the ground? Such a description should take into account multiple perspectives over time and ought, if possible, to be based upon objective as well as subjective criteria.

Success in the development and implementation of local compacts should result in (and be evidenced by):

· adoption of compacts in all local authority areas

· active implementation of compacts in all local authority areas

· positive outputs of compact working in all local authority areas.

Moreover, success should be sustainable – that is, allowing for various minor wobbles, things should get better over time.

All local authorities in Wales have adopted compacts at least once which, in theory, unless time-limited or deliberately revoked, continue in effect. WCVA’s surveys provide an annual count which ranges from twenty-two in 2003 to eighteen in 2011, but even in such an ostensibly simple matter as this, it is difficult to work out which of these were active, resting or for functional purposes dead at any one time, since treatment of compacts “under review” or “in development” varies from year to year. They also provide insights into the use of various mechanisms for developing and implementing local compacts. The overall picture which emerges from these surveys is not one of progressive adoption of key components and cross-local authority harmonisation but of gentle atrophy and differentiation.
 This is attributable to both external and internal causes. On the one hand the operating environment was increasingly complex. There were moves to rationalise local partnerships and community planning, with the advent of “one” plans and the use of LSBs as the focus of multi-sectoral partnership interaction (and owners of local compacts in eight areas by 2011); efforts to streamline the functions of local authorities and health boards and to promote collaboration (”who does what best”) and consequent economies of scale in the delivery of public services; and the recession, with the imposition of cuts in government spending and in consequence, in funding of the voluntary sector and its activities. On the other hand some local authority areas were, for a number of reasons – different approaches to the concept of partnership and methods of partnership working, variations in political control and determination to do it “their way” – more or less compact-friendly. For example, Rhondda Cynon Taf, Swansea and Torfaen seem to have had long-standing problems with compact working.

We have based our analysis below on information extracted from WCVA’s surveys, which are, so far as we are aware, the only sources of longitudinal information available. These should be used with caution, since information was provided by one respondent, generally the director or chief executive of the CVC, per local authority area, so the number of respondents is small and the information expresses the voluntary sector point of view only. Findings are, therefore, indicative rather than definitive. 

As Figures 6.1 and 6.2 show, there has been an overall decline in the number of joint liaison committees, the frequency with which they meet and action plans (including those with measurable targets and timescales) used by compact partners/adopted by joint liaison committees. There has been, surprisingly, given the inherent importance of funding in local government-voluntary sector relationships and the forcefulness with which the Assembly Government has recommended the adoption of local funding codes along the lines of the national Code of Practice on Funding, relatively low take-up of codes (the dip in 2008-10 seems to have been in anticipation of the the development of the revised Code, but in the event its adoption does not seem to have sparked a surge in interest). There has been, however, an increase in the involvement of voluntary organisations in local authorities’ overview and scrutiny arrangements, albeit in less than half of local authorities. This was first recommended by WCVA in 1993 and spontaneously mentioned as desirable by respondents to the surveys over a number of years (WCVA 2005, 15; WCVA 2008, 10; WCVA 2009, 13; WCVA 2010, 15). 

Figure 6.1: Number of local compacts in Wales and adoption of arrangements for liaison and interaction (1), 2003-11
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Source: WCVA (2003) to (2011a)

Figure 6.2: Number of local compacts in Wales and adoption of arrangements for liaison and interaction (2), 2003-11 
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Source: WCVA (2003) to (2011a)

As Figure 6.3 shows, on the local authority side there seems to have been some slippage in the level of involvement of Cabinet members and councillors, which was to some extent balanced by increased involvement of senior officers. As Figure 6.4 shows, on the voluntary sector side there seems to have been a decline in the level of involvement of representatives agreed by the wider sector and a slight decline in the direct election of those representatives relative to other methods of selection such as interviewing and appointment, reserved places, etc. (although in many cases local sectors used more than one method). While these changes might be ephemeral, they might also indicate a loss of energy invested by partners in compact working and a decline in the status of those involved on behalf of the partners.

Figure 6.3: Participation by elected members and officers of local authorities in compact joint liaison committees in Wales, 2003-11
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Figure 6.4: Method of selection of voluntary sector representatives in compact joint liaison committees in Wales, 2003-11
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Source: WCVA (2003) to (2011a)

It is clear that the process of implementing local compacts has not been a smooth one, and local areas have varied greatly in the extent to which partners have owned and actively promoted local compacts. This means that at any point in time it is likely that some local compacts will be working well and others will not, that some partners will be satisfied and others will not. Figure 6.5 shows the distribution of CVCs’ views in aggregate in the years 2007-11; and Table 6.2, by individual local authority in the years 2006, 2007 and 2011. These demonstrate no decided increase in aggregate satisfaction but increases, decreases and no change in satisfaction levels with no obvious pattern. 

It is worth noting that it is very difficult to obtain unvarnished information for public consumption about the state of play in individual local authorities. Responses to this question were partially disaggregated by local authority in the published reports of the surveys of 2006 (“very good” and “challenging”) and fully in 2007 (categories below) but not afterwards. In order to bring the comparison up to date we have used datasets for the survey in 2011 with kind permission of WCVA. These responses should be read as “best case scenarios”.

Figure 6.5: CVCs’ views on relationship between local authorities and the voluntary sector in Wales, 2007-11
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Table 6.2: CVCs’ views on relationships between local authorities and the voluntary sector in Wales, 2006, 2007 and 2011, by local authority (in descending order of positivity of views in 2011)
	Local authority
	2006
	2007
	2011

	Caerphilly
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Positive and good

	Carmarthenshire
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Positive and good

	Ceredigion
	No comment
	Good in parts, poor in others 
	Positive and good

	Conwy
	No comment
	Mainly good
	Positive and good

	Denbighshire
	No comment
	Mainly good
	Positive and good

	Flintshire
	Challenging
	Good in parts, poor in others 
	Positive and good

	Gwynedd
	Challenging
	Good in parts, poor in others 
	Positive and good

	Merthyr Tydfil
	No comment
	Positive and good
	Positive and good

	Rhondda Cynon Taf
	Challenging
	In particular need of improvement
	Positive and good

	Swansea
	No comment
	Positive and good
	Positive and good

	Torfaen
	No comment
	In particular need of improvement
	Positive and good

	Wrexham
	No comment
	Positive and good
	Positive and good

	Anglesey
	No comment
	Mainly good
	Fairly good 

	Blaenau Gwent
	No comment
	Good in parts, poor in others 
	Fairly good 

	Cardiff
	Challenging
	Positive and good
	Fairly good 

	Neath Port Talbot
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Fairly good 

	Newport
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Fairly good 

	Vale of Glamorgan
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Fairly good 

	Bridgend
	Challenging
	Good in parts, poor in others 
	Good in parts, poor in others 

	Monmouthshire
	No comment
	In particular need of improvement
	Good in parts, poor in others 

	Pembrokeshire
	No comment
	Positive and good
	Good in parts, poor in others 

	Powys
	Very good
	Positive and good
	Good in parts, poor in others 


Source: WCVA (2006) and (2007) and dataset for 2011 kindly provided by WCVA

It is possible that perceptions of lack of progress and dissatisfaction (and the converse) are somewhat volatile and randomly distributed, but it is equally possible that they are not, and it is, therefore, worth looking at the available evidence about ways of compact working in different local authority areas in order to identify patterns (if any).

Table 6.3 sets out eight types of pro-compact activity carried out by local authorities translated into scores, and Table 6.4 uses this information to divide local authorities into two groups, those with lower levels and higher levels of compact activity in 2011.

Table 6.3 Compact activity in Wales by local authority, 2011

	Local authority
	1. Compact in place
	2. Joint Liaison Committee in place
	3. Funding code(s) used by all parties
	4. Frequency Compact reviewed
	5. LA supportive of voluntary sector re delivering Community Strategy
	6. Transparent process by LA for allocating funding to voluntary sector for delivering Community Strategy
	7. LA supportive of voluntary sector re delivering Health Social Care & Wellbeing Strategy
	8. Transparent process by LA for allocating funding to voluntary sector for delivering Health, Social Care & Wellbeing Strategy
	Total

	Newport
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Monmouthshire
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Rhondda Cynon Taf
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2

	Bridgend
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3

	Ceredigion
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	3

	Merthyr Tydfil
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	Powys
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	Torfaen
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3

	Anglesey
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4

	Carmarthenshire
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Denbighshire
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4

	Gwynedd
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Swansea
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Blaenau Gwent
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	5

	Cardiff
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Conwy
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	5

	Neath Port Talbot
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	5

	Pembrokeshire
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	5

	Vale of Glamorgan
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	5

	Flintshire
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	6

	Caerphilly
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	7

	Wrexham
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	7


Source: Dataset for 2011 kindly provided by WCVA 

1. Is the compact between local government and the voluntary sector agreed and in place? Yes = 1; No = 0

2. Is there a Joint Liaison Committee in your unitary authority area, as opposed to any alternative arrangement? Yes = 1; No = 0

3. Is there or are there funding code(s) of practice which are used by all the parties to the compact in your area? Yes = 1; In draft and No = 0

4. How often is the compact reviewed and amended? At least once every 3 years = 1; Between 3 and 5 years, Irregularly at more than 5 year intervals, On-going review, Unsure = 0

5. Is the local authority supporting the voluntary sector, through funding or 'in kind' support to develop its capacity to play a full part in the development and implementation of the Community Strategy? Yes = 1; No = 0

6. Is there a transparent process for deciding which social enterprises, voluntary, public or private organisations should provide services stemming from the priorities in the Community Strategy? Yes = 1; No = 0

7. Is the local authority supporting the voluntary sector, through funding or 'in kind' support to develop its capacity to play a full part in the development and implementation of the Health, Social Care and Wellbeing Strategy? Yes = 1; No = 0

8. Is there a transparent process for deciding which social enterprises, voluntary, public or private organisations should provide services stemming from the priorities in the Health, Social Care and Wellbeing Strategy? Yes = 1; No = 0

Table 6.4: Summary of compact activity in Wales by high and low levels and by local authority, 2011
	Local authorities with lower levels of compact activity (1-4)
	Anglesey, Bridgend, Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Denbighshire, Gwynedd, Monmouthshire, Merthyr Tydfil, Newport, Powys, Rhondda Cynon Taf, Swansea, Torfaen

	
	

	Local authorities with higher levels of compact activity (5-8)
	Blaenau Gwent, Cardiff, Caerphilly, Conwy, Flintshire, Neath Port Talbot, Pembrokeshire, Vale of Glamorgan, Wrexham 


Table 6.5 sets out findings from research carried out by the Local Government Data Unit – Wales on funding per capita provided by local authorities to voluntary organisations, which is a good indicator of the health of local authority-voluntary sector relationships. These figures show a substantial increase in funding per capita for Wales as a whole from £23 in 2001/02 to £57 in 2009/10, but they also show that this funding was distributed unevenly among local authorities and ranged from a low of £10 in Torfaen to a high of £63 in Powys in 2001/02, from a low of £11 in Monmouthshire to a high of £104 in Cardiff in 2003/04 and from a low of £10 in Blaenau Gwent to a high of £163 in Ceredigion in 2009/10. Because these differences are large and relatively consistent over time, they are probably due to underlying rather than random factors.  

Table 6.6 uses this information to divide local authorities into four groups – those in high, medium (within 20% + or – the average) and low funding bands in at least two out of three years and those with a more mixed profile. 

Table 6.5: Local authorities’ funding of voluntary organisations per head of population, 2001/02, 2003/04 and 2009/10

	Local authority
	2001/02
	Local authority
	2003/04
	Local authority
	2009/10

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Torfaen
	10
	Monmouthshire
	11
	Blaenau Gwent
	10

	Newport
	11
	Flintshire (b)
	14
	Monmouthshire
	20

	Monmouthshire
	12
	Caerphilly
	16
	Flintshire 
	22

	Caerphilly
	12
	Newport
	16
	Wrexham
	32

	Carmarthenshire
	14
	Merthyr Tydfil
	21
	Denbighshire 
	34

	Flintshire 
	14
	Blaenau Gwent
	22
	Caerphilly
	37

	Wrexham
	14
	Torfaen
	23
	Vale of Glamorgan
	37

	Anglesey
	15
	Denbighshire 
	24
	Conwy
	44

	Cardiff
	15
	Neath Port Talbot
	25
	Pembrokeshire
	47

	Ceredigion
	17
	Pembrokeshire
	25
	Carmarthenshire
	59

	Denbighshire 
	18
	Wrexham
	26
	Bridgend
	62

	Pembrokeshire
	19
	Carmarthenshire
	27
	Swansea
	72

	Merthyr Tydfil
	19
	Swansea
	29
	Torfaen
	81

	Vale of Glamorgan
	21
	Anglesey
	32
	Gwynedd
	98

	Blaenau Gwent
	21
	Vale of Glamorgan
	35
	Cardiff
	113

	Conwy
	23
	Conwy
	36
	Powys
	124

	Bridgend
	29
	Bridgend
	46
	Ceredigion
	163

	Swansea
	33
	Gwynedd
	47
	Newport
	NA

	Neath Port Talbot
	33
	Ceredigion
	70
	Merthyr Tydfil
	NA

	Rhondda Cynon Taf
	42
	Rhondda Cynon Taf
	74
	Neath Port Talbot
	NA

	Gwynedd
	44
	Powys
	97
	Anglesey
	NA

	Powys
	63
	Cardiff
	104
	Rhondda Cynon Taf
	NA

	Wales
	23
	Wales
	43
	Wales
	57


Source: Local Government Data Unit – Wales (2004, 7), (2005, 8) and (2011, 8). Values not shown in published tables kindly provided by Local Government Data Unit – Wales.

Table 6.6: Summary of local authorities’ funding of voluntary organisations per head of population, 2001/02, 2003/04 and 2009/10 by low, medium and high funding bands
	Local authorities in low funding band at least 2 years out of 3
	Anglesey, Blaenau Gwent, Caerphilly, Carmarthenshire, Denbighshire, Flintshire, Monmouthshire, Newport, Torfaen, Wrexham 

	
	

	Local authorities in middle band (within 20% + or – of average) at least 2 years out of 3
	Bridgend, Conwy, Pembrokeshire, Vale of Glamorgan

	
	

	Local authorities in high funding band at least 2 years out of 3
	Cardiff, Gwynedd, Powys, Rhondda Cynon Taf, Swansea

	
	

	Other
	Ceredigion (low, medium, high)

	
	Merthyr Tydfil (medium, low, NA)

	
	Neath Port Talbot (high, low, NA)


Table 6.7 sets out findings from research carried out by Oldbell3, using information provided by the Local Government Data Unit – Wales, on funding provided by local authorities to the voluntary sector as a percentage of total revenue expenditure in 2005/06, banded by percentage. This varied from less than one percent in Vale of Glamorgan to 9 percent in Cardiff. 

Table 6.7: Summary of local authorities’ funding of the voluntary sector as a percentage of total revenue expenditure, 2005/06

	Less than 1%
	Vale of Glamorgan

	1%
	Blaenau Gwent, Caerphilly, Newport, Wrexham

	2%
	Anglesey, Carmarthenshire, Conwy, Denbighshire, Monmouthshire, Pembrokeshire, Swansea

	3%
	Bridgend, Torfaen

	4%
	Rhondda Cynon Taf

	5%
	Ceredigion, Powys

	9%
	Cardiff

	No information available
	Flintshire, Gwynedd, Merthyr Tydfil, Neath Port Talbot


Source: Oldbell3 2010, 42

It has not been possible to carry out any statistical analysis of the relationships among the various factors – perceptions of local authority-voluntary sector relations, types of compact activity, local authority funding per capita and local authority funding as a proportion of total revenue expenditure. Rough and ready comparisons fail to suggest correlations.

In summary, review and additional analysis of research literature suggests that local compact working since 1998 has not resulted in the universal and sustained adoption of compacts in all local authority areas. It has not resulted in sufficient or equal efforts being made to implement compacts in all local authority areas. It has not resulted in that most desirable of outcomes, funding of local voluntary sectors on a substantial and equitable basis. 

This review also suggests that, if it is desirable to ensure that compact working is more effective, more rigorously activated and more successful in delivering a more balanced treatment of the voluntary sector as it works locally, then there is a need to energise the process and to use more forceful measures to ensure compliance. WCVA has come to this conclusion and suggests that it is now time to provide a statutory foundation for local compacts
: 

“In these circumstances there is a strong case for placing compacts on a statutory footing if we want to be sure that the relationship between the sector and local government is strong and taken seriously in every part of Wales. Where relationships are already working well it would not impose additional demands, but would reinforce their effectiveness as they will have recognition in law. Where they are not working well, or can be improved, it would ensure that something is in place that can be built upon. It would provide a mechanism in every area to agree the nature of the sector’s involvement in current and new strategic planning initiatives, and to service design and delivery” (WCVA 2012, 2; see also Network Wales 2012). 

6.4 Consideration of the Statutory Requirement at Local Level: The Literature

There has been remarkably little interest in policy and practitioner literature about the nature (rather than the existence) of the statutory foundation of the Welsh Compact/Scheme or its impact on partnership between government and the voluntary sector in Wales and in Wales as compared with the other nations of the UK and abroad. There has been even less interest in the potential extension of that foundation to sub-national (local, sub-regional, regional) compacts. However, there has been exhaustive and fervent interest in the perceived failings of compacts – the lack of comprehensiveness of implementation across and within government bodies and across and within the voluntary sector (with the de facto exclusion of small organisations, rural organisations, organisations working with hard-to-reach groups and organisations not involved in the delivery of public services), the lack of sustainability of implementation at all levels and the failure of existing “soft” mechanisms to deal with breaches and disputes in an effective or equitable way – and a sense that evolving political agendas, the cuts and “the anomie of late modernity” (Kelly 2007, 1009) are exacerbating these problems. As a result there is an emerging consensus that “something should be done” without a firm view as to what should be done, who should do it, how it should be done and whether it was likely to produce the desired effect. 

One of the few explorations of the possibility of providing a statutory foundation for compact working outside Wales emerged from efforts to update and enliven the English Compact and its penumbra of local compacts. By 2005, despite central government’s use of both stick and carrot to promote compact working at all levels, the completion and activation of five codes of practice, the provision of a shed load of guidance and advice on good practice and the agreement of compacts in nearly all local authorities, both government and the voluntary sector felt that there had been a dangerous loss of momentum and that some additional measures were needed to restore it. Government first developed Compact Plus, a sort of business-class Compact which aimed to create “a more mature partnership” for organisations that opted in – that is, “voluntary organisations bidding for public contracts” – through capacity-building, enhanced support and individualised trouble-shooting (“Foreword”, Home Office 2005, 2; and Clarke, Home Secretary, quoted by Cook 2005). When this proved to be a non-starter, government appointed the Commissioner for the Compact and created his administrative home, the Commission for the Compact, an NDPB which was to serve both as “Compact champion” and “honest broker” in facilitating compact working. As part of its remit the Commission, which went live in April 2007, organised an extended consultation of government bodies and the sector, in two parts, the first on the future of the Compact in July-October 2008 and the second on a draft of the proposed new or “refreshed” Compact in July-October 2009. These covered a number of pressing issues, including the relationship between national and local compacts (both consultations), whether there should be a statutory foundation for either the Compact or the Commission (“future” consultation), and whether and how the form and content of the Compact should be revised in order to make it fit for purpose and future-ready (both consultations) (see Commission for the Compact 2008b; Commission for the Compact 2009b which set out questions for discussion). 

Although respondents to the “future” and “refresh” consultations
 held different views about potential solutions, they held largely similar views about the problems that needed to be solved (and were in agreement with the bulk of the critical literature on the implementation of compacts reviewed above). These problems were concentrated at local level, where most voluntary organisations that engaged with government did so: “From our discussions with members it is apparent that the biggest issue for most is their relationship with local statutory agencies, not national government” (NCVO 2008b, 1). These problems were caused on the one hand by sins of omission – partners’ lack of awareness of the requirements (and benefits) of the compact way of working: 

“The problems that most members experience are at a local level…. The majority of our members who sent in their comments appeared to agree that they were unaware of this development. And in their dealings with the public sector, they have learned from local authority employees that they are also unaware of their own Local Compact and what it means for them in terms of the way its principles affect the nature of its working relationships” (European Association for the Treatment of Addiction UK [EATA] 2008, 1).
And on the other hand by the sins of commission, the exercise of unequal power in a cavalier way by government bodies which resulted in voluntary organisations’ sense of being “at their mercy” (National Council for Voluntary Youth Services [NCVYS] and National Council of Voluntary Child Care Organisations [NCVCCO] 2008, 4): 

“You can’t build a constructive partnership when one party is able to act with impunity because it is much stronger. The problem with the Compact now is that it assumes that it is a partnership between equals, when in reality one side has all the money and the weight of state power on its side” (Directory of Social Change [DSC] 2008b, 6). 

In practice these problems boiled down into the vexed issue of “teeth” (or rather “no teeth”) – the lack of political will, necessary powers and sensible arrangements to sort out patchy and incomplete implementation and breaches of compacts/disputes about interpretation of compacts, particularly with regard to funding, when soft measures had proved unusable or unsuccessful. In short, respondents were disillusioned, worried about the implications for the future of serial failures of compliance and keen for some action, and the statutory foundation appeared to be their best (perhaps only) chance. It was “a predictable result of the genuine frustration and even anger that many individual organisations have experienced in partnership with government at different levels, as well as a general feeling that the Compact has not delivered on its original promise” (DSC 2008a, 1).

In the “future” and “refresh” consultations respondents explored many of the same issues that will need to be explored in any consultation on the proposed statutory requirement for local compacts in Wales, although they did so in a way which was complicated by issues of national and organisational politics which are not relevant in the Welsh context. However, discussions of the advantages and disadvantages of the various options, including understanding of the “Welsh model”; views on what was necessary to make “teeth” bite; and the relationship between national and local compacts are interesting and helpful in setting the scene for similar discussions in Wales.

The “future” consultation offered for consideration three options for changing the status of the Compact and/or the Commission. The first was “making the Compact statutory” – that is, “converted by an Act of Parliament from a voluntary agreement into a set of statutory obligations. That would represent a radical change to the purpose and character of the Compact”. The second was adopting the “Welsh model” – that is, passing an Act of Parliament:

“The Government (and the VCS) could be put under a statutory obligation to ‘have regard to’ the Compact principles and undertakings in its relations with the VCS (or the Government). That would not make it compulsory to follow the Compact in every case but it would force the Government (and the VCS) to take the Compact seriously: they would have to be able to explain and justify why it was not followed in any particular case. The main difference between this and the current position would be that Parliament was endorsing the Compact, though it would be encouraging rather than forcing organisations to follow the Compact.”

The third was “establishing the Commission as a statutory body”. This aimed to free the Commission from control by the Cabinet Office and transfer responsibility to Parliament (the reverse of the process in Wales under the Acts of 2000 and 2006). It also aimed to enable the Commission to do what it currently could not do, which included “investigat[ing] actions and decisions of organisations with or without their consent, ensur[ing] that organisations give it information and documents, requir[ing] organisations to explain and justify their actions, ensur[ing] that organisations take note of and respond to Commission recommendations within a reasonable time”:

“Establishing the Commission as a statutory body would transfer from Ministers to Parliament, in an Act of Parliament, the task of deciding on the Commission’s objectives, functions, powers, and other important elements of its constitution. Its constitution could then not be changed, and the Commission could not be abolished, without another Act of Parliament” (Commission for the Compact 2008b, 4-5, 7-8). 

In the “future” consultation the big guns in central and local government gave no support to the first and second options. The Office of the Third Sector was succinct in its rejection: 

“Making it statutory would 

· increase the regulatory burden;

· result in watering down of its recommendations;

· cause difficulties when balancing statutory requirements on third sector.

A duty ‘to have regard to the Compact’ would simply be a box ticking exercise.

The Compact should remain voluntary (it already links with public law) without a need to introduce a duty to have regard to the Compact” (Office of the Third Sector 2008, 1).

The Local Government Association was mainly concerned with the possible knock-on effect of giving statutory force to the national compact – that this would trickle down to local compacts. It rejected a radical fix because partnership should be voluntary and built from the ground up: “the spirit and the value of the Compact as a partnership agreement [are] developed through dialogue” based on “local negotiation to meet local needs and circumstances”. It recommended instead “greater emphasis… on promotion and awareness raising” (LGA 2008, 2-3). The South West Regional Development Agency seconded this view: “This, we felt, was contrary to the process of developing the document and the concept of shared working principles” (SWERDA in South West Regional Compact 2009, 7). 

Compact Voice, “the independent body representing the voluntary and community sector on taking forward the Compact”, and NCVO, the “strong voice” of the sector similarly shied away from the first and second options. Compact Voice justified its opposition on the ground that “most of the voluntary sector surveys” carried out by ACEVO, NAVCA, NCVO and itself had found little support for these options (Compact Voice 2008, 4). NCVO noted that “there is wide support for strengthening the Compact to make it in some way legally enforceable” which would give voluntary organisations “more credibility, make their statutory partners more likely to see the need to understand and comply with it and they themselves would be more willing to use it”, but that this desire for empowerment “needs to be balanced against the fact that it still needs to remain at heart about partnership” (NCVO 2008b, 2). Both plumped for limited powers for the Commission, “embedding the Compact in policy processes and review mechanisms” (Compact Voice 2008, 8) and greater efforts “to promote awareness, understanding and use of the Compact” (NCVO 2008b, 2).

Other respondents from the voluntary sector revealed a portmanteau of concerns about the first option, the “huge practical problems with a regulatory approach” (DSC 2008b, 6). On reflection some of these are pertinent but some seem to have been “bigged up” for the occasion.

In the first place respondents feared the dead weight of the legislative process, either delay, which sapped energy and caused loss of momentum (as had been the case during “the slow passing and implementation of the Charities Act”) so that “positive action would be likely to cease entirely” (Newcastle CVS 2008, 1); or, worse, the non-delivery of the proposed legislation, since political support was “not a foregone conclusion” (DSC 2008b, 6). 

In the second place respondents felt that the necessity to revise local compacts as a result of the proposed legislation would be wasteful and potentially counterproductive: “The wider ‘administrative burden’ of renegotiating and/or revising all local compacts, if that proves necessary and desirable. Considerable effort and expenditure has already gone into this and depending on what is decided, this would probably have a significant impact” (DSC 2008b, 14). 

In the third place respondents thought that government bodies would interpret new statutory duties as a “disincentive for government to engage with the sector because government is on the whole very risk-averse” (DSC 2008b, 6) and that, if they did engage, it would be on the most superficial “jobsworth” basis: “Government departments may simply focus on what they have to do, rather than on what it would be good to do” (NCVO 2008a, 2). The underlying threat was that, if they did not engage with the voluntary sector they would “just engage with the private sector instead” (DSC 2008a, 2). 

In the fourth place respondents took the view that what was sauce for the goose was definitely not sauce for the gander, that applying regulation to the voluntary sector as well as to government bodies would be “unworkable” (DSC 2008b, 6) for all sorts of reasons. This was because the sector was not a sector – not “a single organisation, it is thousands” and in such a vital matter each organisation must “knowingly sign up to be bound in this way” since it could not be represented by any other. This was because it would disadvantage small and black and minority ethnic organisations (Compact Voice 2008, 5; EATA 2008, 1; NAVCA 2008b, 5; Voice for Change England [V4CE] 2008, 3). And this was because organisations would not think that it was worthwhile: “There is the spectre of VCS being bound by a whole new set of constraints, open to inspection by yet another body, and the whole thing could appear so frightening that the VCS abandons the Compact in large numbers – which is hardly the desired outcome” (Newcastle CVS 2008, 2).

In the fifth place respondents were wary of the effects of going legal: “Lawyers would have to become involved” (Newcastle CVS 2008, 1), and this meant that voluntary organisations would make a poor show in terms of knowledge, skills and resources: “The BME VCS is at a disadvantage to public sector bodies who would have access to lawyers, resources and in house specialists that most BME VCOs would not have. The BME VCS would have limited capacity and knowledge to take on a set of legal obligations” (V4CE 2008, 3).

In the sixth place respondents highlighted the dangers of a bureaucratic approach. If regulation were “too rigid” it would result in a “tick box exercise” (NCVYS and NCVCCO 2008, 6). It would “stifle innovation and lead to a one-size fits all approach that would cut against the grain of devolution” (NAVCA 2008b, 5). It would eat up scarce resources “that could be better used” (Newcastle CVS 2008, 1). It would be inflexible, “harder to change or update later on” (DSC 2008b, 6).

In the seventh place respondents noted that regulation would weaken the force of the Compact, since it would be reduced to the lowest common denominator in order to secure agreement across government and the sector: “The statutory provisions would need to be agreed by every Government Department before it became law”, and this would lead to “different departments trying to remove or weaken the parts that imposed obligations on them” (Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations [ACEVO] 2008, 2) and the contents of the Compact would be “watered down to a point where they become meaningless” (NAVCA 2008b, 5).

Finally, respondents were fearful that regulation might make matters worse by making relationships more adversarial: “In making it statutory there is also a danger that the Compact could be reduced to a set of checks and balances in law to make one party a victim and the other a culprit. This would ultimately be detrimental to a longer term vision of a strengthened partnership working between government and VCOs to best meet the needs of the communities they serve” (V4CE 2008, 3).

Even those prepared to contemplate the advantages of these options were hardly full-throated in their enthusiasm and seemed to characterise these mainly as an opportunity to “sock it” to government. ACEVO noted that, if the Compact were made statutory (which it opposed), it would end its being “too easily ignored by both sides” (ACEVO 2008, 1). NAVCA, similarly opposed, relished the fact that “local Compacts would have a great deal of weight behind them” (NAVCA 2008a, 2). The more gung-ho Unite thought that “a move towards making the Compact statutory is… essential to realising its full potential. The status-quo, where it has no teeth, is unsustainable. Large sums of money are being injected into a bureaucracy, without evidence of real ongoing outcomes being achieved” (Unite 2009, 4).

There was, however, considerable interest in the second option, the “Welsh model”, despite the fact that respondents were not entirely sure what it was. ACEVO thought that it would be “helpful in encouraging more participation by the Government and raising awareness of the VCS and its involvement across different departments” (ACEVO 2008, 2). DSC pointed out that “requiring government to take account of its own support for the sector and report this to Parliament would be a very positive thing”. It anticipated that this would lead to more information in the public domain about “what the relationship amounts to in aggregate”, “a proper account of all the funding relationships, their value, their mechanisms… and what policy areas, projects and organisations they are supporting” and “the opportunity to try and quantify or describe the level of engagement in policy making across the board” (DSC 2008b, 7). EATA was of the view that requiring “the Government to set out its proposals towards the Voluntary Sector (including the Compact) and to account to Parliament each year” would increase awareness and “strengthen the relationship between the Statutory and Voluntary Sectors” (EATA 2008, 2). NAVCA believed that adopting a voluntary sector scheme meant that “all local public bodies would be required to sign up to a local Compact” (a truly left-field interpretation) (NAVCA 2008b, 5). NCVYS and NCVCCO were in favour of the government’s “set[ting] out its proposals towards the voluntary sector every year and report[ing] to Parliament on progress” (NCVYS and NCVCCO 2008 2). V4CE thought that a combination of the “Welsh model”, “requiring both public and the third sectors to ‘have regard to’ the Compact principles”, and statutory powers for the Commission might be “a possible way forward” but felt that not enough information was available for it to make “a fully informed decision” (V4CE 2008, 3).

Most respondents supported with varying levels of enthusiasm the third option, providing statutory powers to the Commission. Government bodies and voluntary sector infrastructure bodies were among the least enthusiastic and jostled to make sure that those powers were not too wide or too strong (that is, likely to be effective). The LGA opposed the proposal but contented itself with expressing the hope that any changes would increase the Commission’s “impartiality” and “independence from [central] Government” and should “be based on the principle of adding value to what is already the rightful and appropriate role of other parties” (LGA 2008, 3-4). Having consulted various government departments, which proved indifferent to the issue of statutory footing but had “mixed views” on powers, OTS set the bottom line for the Commission, which should “be complementary to existing bodies and avoid duplicating existing inspectorates; not be an ombudsman, given limited resources and other bodies that already exist; and not have powers to fine or sanction either public or third sector organisations, which would run counter to the spirit of the Compact (OTS 2008, 1-2). Compact Voice indicated that the Commission should be “fully independent” (Compact Voice 2008, 4). NCVO conceded “that there would be merit in establishing the Commission… as a statutory body” (NCVO 2008b, 3). Citing its own successful use of Compact Advocacy, based at NCVO, Newcastle CVS suggested that “it would be more productive to continue to build on yet more effective ways of dealing with these situations than going down the statutory powers route” (Newcastle CVS 2008 2).

Respondents became more animated when they offered their views on the nature of the Commission’s proposed powers – over whom they should be exercised, what those powers should be and under what circumstances the Commission should deal with disputes. In the first place there was little support for applying the Commission’s powers to voluntary organisations but great enthusiasm for doing so to government bodies – “in relation to any public body, both nationally and locally” (NCVO 2008b, 3); “all local public bodies, in particular local authorities and primary care trusts” (Children England 2009, 5); and “all strategic partnerships at local level… in particular Children’s Trusts and Local Strategic Partnerships” (NCVYS and NCVCCO 2008, 2). In the second place there was general support for dealing with disputes, but the sticking point was not investigating cases, accessing relevant information (“requiring papers”) and making recommendations but securing action in response. ACEVO thought that for “policing the sector” the Compact “needs to have powers of investigation and access to relevant information” (ACEVO 2008, 5); DSC and NCVO, that the Commission should be “able to impose a duty on others to cooperate with it” (DSC 2008b, 13 and NCVO 2008b, 3); and EATA, that government should be “required to respond and to make recommendations for improvements” (EATA 2008, 2). NAVCA likened the Commission to the Children’s Commissioner and advocated providing “strong powers of investigation accompanied by the authority to seek remedies in instances of non-compliance”, “the legal resources needed to carry out meaningful investigation” and scope “to review how each area implements the Compact in order to ensure that all public bodies have not only signed up to it but are embedding it more effectively in their day-to-day operational activities” (NAVCA 2008b, 4, 6). In the third place, there was limited appetite for the Commission to take on the role of ombudsman and to provide access, in effect, to all cases in need of resolution. This was because of concerns about the increase in resources required and because of existing remedies which might be used – for example, embedding compact working in the Audit Commission’s inspection regimes for Comprehensive Area Assessments (including NIs 6 and 7) so that poor performers would be “red flagged”. It was also because policy players did not wish the Commission to get too big for its boots. ACEVO recommended that the Commission should only take on cases “chosen on a strategic basis of where the Commission feels an investigation/resolution would have greatest impact on third sector/Government relations more broadly” with the majority of cases signposted to “other relevant organisations” (ACEVO 2008, 5). Compact Voice recommended that it should only take on cases at a “subsequent stage” – that is, not at first instance (Compact Voice 2008, 5); LGA, as a “last resort” (LGA 2008, 4); and NCVO, “used proportionately and where it can be demonstrated that other avenues for resolving disputes have been tried”. NCVO also warned that “the Commission must not become simply the legal enforcer of the Compact” (NCVO 2008b, 3-4). 

Respondents to the consultations were at loggerheads about the relationship between national and local compacts. There was support for the proposition that the national compact was or could be a sort of “beacon of best practice” (Children England 2009, 5) or “a national standard” (NAVCA 2008b, 6), but there were different views on how a beacon or a standard could be downloaded to local authorities. On the one hand some respondents took the view that the relationship was, at best, indirect and voluntary. OTS recognised that “national government has recognised that decisions about local relationships are best taken at local level. It will be up to local partners to decide on any changes to their Local Compact but we hope that any changes will provide good practice that local partners would wish to follow” (OTS 2008, 3). According to the LGA, the national Compact “sets the context and provides the framework” which local authorities were free to use or not. It stated that local compacts were, necessarily, the product of local effort in local circumstances because they brought “public and third sector partners together to improve understanding of respective roles and priorities and how best to work together to meet shared objectives”; they took account through bespoke arrangements the “very different relationships with different parts of the sector”; and they allowed for commitments above and beyond the national Compact that “should not be limited by the scope of the national document” or, conversely, those not quite up to the mark since “they can only sign up to commitments that they believe they can realistically meet” (LGA 2009, 2-3).

On the other hand some respondents took the view that the relationship was direct and compulsory or at least semi-compulsory. Both NAVCA and Children England  argued that all local public bodies “should be required to adopt a local Compact that meets minimum national standards” (NAVCA 2008b, 5; Children England 2009, 5), while Compact Voice asserted that there should be “minimum standards for all Local Compacts” (not the same thing) (Compact Voice 2008, 7). Both NAVCA and Children England thought that the national Compact should lay out the minimum standard of “national principles or values that are universally applicable” (NAVCA 2008b, 6; Children England 2009, 6); and NCVO, that there should be a “limited range of core commitments that must apply to all compact agreements” (NCVO 2008b, 3). In order to allow space for local aspirations and contexts a number of respondents suggested that local compacts should have two parts, a standard core and extras. V4CE suggested that this dual structure was similar to that used in race relations legislation which allowed voluntary organisations and local government to have “a good understanding of what to expect from their relationship, and would also be able to tailor their requirements to suit local circumstances” (V4CE 2008, 1). Compact Voice noted that this “might work in a similar way to the Charity Commission’s Model Governing Documents, which allows organisations to add their own text to a non-negotiable core set of standards” (Compact Voice 2008, 7) However, Newcastle CVS was worried that the complications inherent in herding local authorities into adoption of a national template would result in “an inevitable drive to have a single local Compact… then a great deal of value would be lost” (Newcastle CVS 2008, 2).

A useful corrective to these somewhat heated public presentations of organisational selves and “patch protection” is Grotz’s independent study, commissioned by Compact Voice to inform the “future” consultation. Having conducted a large number of semi-structured interviews with a diverse group of informants in order to obtain their views about “the usefulness of the Compact”, “how the Compact could be made stronger” and “the future relations between the voluntary and community sector and the government and the role of the Compact in this”, he comes to the awkward conclusion that the current debate has focused on the wrong things. The form and text of the Compact as a document and the remit and powers of the Commission were merely sideshows and not the things that most concerned informants, “the crucial questions of purpose and how commitment is translated into delivery”. He suggests that there are themes which need to be addressed as a matter or urgency:

· “Firstly, the Compact needs to define and be absolutely clear about its purpose. Everything else derives from this….

· Secondly, whatever the purpose of the Compact will be, it needs to deliver and be seen to deliver. If the Compact is a set of commitments which does not deliver it is unlikely to gain or regain people’s trust. It cannot be a road map bolstered by the hope that it may somewhere deliver.

· Thirdly, a reliable process for monitoring and evaluation of its implementation going hand in hand with a firm complaints procedure which enables and protects the challenger is an absolute requirement. This means that the purpose needs to be defined in a way that can be monitored and evaluated.

· Finally, any implementation will need to be appropriately resourced and a crucial part of the implementation will need to be the promotion of the Compact and training in its implementation.”

He concludes with a caution: “If the debate misses the point and fails to address the relevant issues… there is real danger that history will repeat itself and the Compact will remain irrelevant for many and become so even for those involved in the current debate” (Grotz 2008, 3-4, 13, 15). 

What, then, are the lessons to be learned for any forthcoming consultation on providing a statutory foundation for local compacts in Wales from this examination of submissions presented in these two consultations on the Compact in England? Firstly, it is clear that the debate was framed in such a way and was so dominated by political in-fighting (between government and the voluntary sector, within government and within the voluntary sector) that it followed lines of exploration which were non-starters before they started. These options were destined to fail and shortly afterwards to take the refreshed Compact and the Commission down with them. The Compact was not given a statutory foundation. The Commission was not given statutory powers and as a result was easily terminated in a way which, had it had those powers, would not have been possible. Secondly, it is clear that respondents did not really understand the options on offer, particularly the “Welsh model”. Thirdly, it is clear that the debate did not explore the issues that were at the heart of what needed fixing. Finally, it is clear that before embarking upon a consultation it is necessary to think through underlying issues. This means addressing questions that will not be easy to answer, but both the “future” and “refresh” consultations demonstrated the need to ask the right questions and to know where the answers will lead. These key questions include:

· What are the statutory powers attached to the Compact/Scheme and how are they manifested at the operational level?

· What are the problems that statutory powers are needed to deal with at local authority level?

· Is there another way (for example, there seems to have been little recourse to existing methods for dealing with non-performance and breaches)?

· Is it sensible to tackle issues such as those proposed without a solid evidence base?

· Is it desirable to promote a blizzard of compacts (thematic, health board, local authority, LSP)? Is simpler better than more complicated?

· Should this consultation take on a wider remit? Is it time for a thorough review by an independent commission, as envisaged by the legislation? 

6.5 Learning Points

	· The Welsh Government has actively promoted local compacts since 1998 through exhortation and the provision of advice on good practice, but the impact of these efforts has been disappointing.

· The Welsh Government’s “two and a half line whip” has not resulted in the universal and sustained adoption and use of compacts in all local authority areas.

· There has been a decline in the number of joint liaison committees, the frequency with which they meet and the adoption of action plans. There has been slippage in the involvement of councillors and elected representatives of the voluntary sector in liaison arrangements. There has only been partial adoption of Codes of Practice on Funding.

· Voluntary organisations can make complaints to the Funding and Compliance Sub-Committee of the Partnership Council about failure by local authorities to comply with local compacts, but there is little evidence that they have used this remedy and considerable doubt about the nature of the sanctions available to the Sub-Committee. 

· Given the general paucity of literature about statutory foundations for compacts, consultations undertaken in England about the “future” and “refresh” of the national Compact may be of interest. Participants were concerned about the uneven implementation of compacts and their lack of “teeth”, but they were unconvinced about the need to give the national Compact or the Commission for the Compact a statutory foundation and were unclear about the proper relationship between national and local compacts. Infrastructure organisations were hamstrung by “patch protection”, the need to express views that at the very least did not work to the disadvantage of their own positions.

· The unsatisfactory nature of these consultations demonstrates the importance of asking the right questions, whether in Wales or elsewhere and whether about introducing a statutory requirement for local authority compacts or other matters. 

· The evidence base on the implementation and impact of local compacts in Wales is poor and gives no support to an informed debate on the current state of play and what to do next. 

· The “statutory requirement” (or the “Welsh model”) is little understood outside the offices of public law specialists, and there has been little interest in government or in the voluntary sector about legislation or alternatives to legislation. The Third Sector Scheme has not been updated to reflect the changes mandated by the Government of Wales Act 2006, and the strategic action plan is now out of date.

· The Government of Wales Act 2000 (but not the Act of 2006) contained a requirement to “keep the scheme under review”, with reviews to follow general elections. An Independent Review took place in 2003-04. After such a long gap it may well be time to consider undertaking a further independent review with a remit to secure a working evidence base and to consider updating the Scheme, formulating a new strategic action plan, generating understanding of the appropriate relationship between national and local compacts and dealing with complicating factors such as multiple layers of compact working through thematic compacts and health board compacts and, specifically, how to deal with non-compliance or breaches.
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Appendix: Welsh Government’s Research Questions
1. Are the claims made by Government and civil society organisations for the value of compacts with local government, particularly in achieving more effective and cost efficient policies, programmes and public services, borne out by the evidence?

2. How should local compacts be worded to make them as effective as possible?

3. What factors in implementation of compacts help to make them a success?

4. If a statutory requirement to have a compact were to be brought in, how could it be ensured that it would be implemented as intended by the Welsh Government and achieve maximum benefit? (If compacts are imposed by statute on unwilling parties, the net effect may be neutral or negative).

5. What evidence is there on the relative effectiveness of compacts constrained to particular shared goals or outcomes rather than having a broad focus?

And in addition:

6. Whether any benefits established for compacts could be, or are being, brought about in other, more efficient ways. (Views on the proposal would be influenced by any finding that a formal compact would add little to what is happening anyway).

7. What costs, if any, do compacts impose on the parties, and is it possible to cost the benefits?

8. What capacity does the third sector in Wales have to contribute effectively to compacts? (Are there practical limits to involvement?)

9. What is the full range of incentives and disincentives for third sector organisations and local authorities to agree a compact – and hence why are they not found in every local authority? 

10. Why have some compacts failed, and why might they?
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�The Scottish Compact was signed on 22 October, the English Compact on 12 November, the Welsh Compact on 18 November and the Northern Irish Compact on 14 December 1998. 


�Initially Assembly sponsored public bodies (ASPBs) and later Assembly Government sponsored bodies (AGSBs) in Wales. 


�Macmillan defines this as "a means of gaining as detailed a comprehensive a view of available evidence pertinent to a policy or research issue as possible within the constraints of a particular timetable".


�The Campbell Collaboration produces systematic reviews on the effects of social interventions in education, crime and social justice and social welfare. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/" �http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/�; The Cochrane Collaboration produces systematic reviews on human health and health policy. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.cochrane.org/cochrane-reviews" �http://www.cochrane.org/cochrane-reviews�.


�They are Arizona, California, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, New York, North Carolina and Vermont.


�Although perhaps not during the recession: Nevers describes how the informal “compact” created between the State of Illinois and its nonprofit sector providers of human services “crumbled” when the state was unable to pay its bills within six months or at all – and how this damaged organisations and their vulnerable clients. He cites, in contrast, examples of a “healthy relationship” in contracting – not at state but at federal level - between the federal government and defence industries on the one hand and providers of the Head Start Program on the other – both cases in which there was only one buyer and a long-term commitment (Nevers 2010).


�It is worth noting that they have excluded from their analysis Northern Ireland, because of the “non-comparability of the relevant governmental machinery and the particular circumstances of a voluntary sector during civil social strife and change”, and Wales, because of “likely problems in differentiating between England and Wales interests, with some shared and some non-shared jurisdictions… at central government level” (Vincent and Harrow 2005, 378).


�In England partners/potential partners include: local authorities N = 388 in 1998 and 353 now, including full-service London boroughs N = 33, metropolitan district councils N = 36, unitary authorities N = 56 and “tiered” non-metropolitan district councils (lower tier; some but not all services) N = 201 and shire counties (top tier; strategic or cross-cutting services) N = 27; parish councils N = ca. 8,500; NHS – strategic health authorities N = 10, trusts (acute, ambulance, care, foundation and mental health) N = 389 and primary care trusts N = 145; fire and rescue services N = 43; police forces N = 39; and learning and skills councils, (abolished at the end of March 2010) N = 47. In Scotland: local authorities (unitaries) N = 32; community councils N = 1,200; NHS – health boards N = 14 and special health boards N = 9; fire and rescue services N = 8 (to be unified at the beginning of April 2013); police forces N = 8. In Wales: local authorities (unitaries) N = 22; community and town councils N = 736; NHS – local health boards N = 7 and other trusts N = 2; fire and rescue services N = 3; police forces N = 4. We have omitted Northern Ireland as there is to date no local compact activity.


�Keating & Ors, R (on the application of) v Cardiff Local Health Board reported in [2005] EWHC 559 (Admin).


�These are: advice and advocacy; animal welfare; arts, culture and heritage; asylum seekers and refugees; children and families; community; community justice; disability; education and training; employment; environment; ethnic minorities; gender; health and social care; housing; intermediaries; international; older people; religion; sexuality; social enterprise; sport and recreation; volunteering; Welsh language; and youth.


�It is clear from our attempts to find texts of compacts, minutes of joint liaison committees and other supporting documentation on local authorities’, LSBs; and CVCs’ websites that having a “compact in place” does not always mean that it is publicly available on dedicated web-pages. 


�An option spontaneously mentioned by respondents to WCVA’s surveys only in 2010: “If the Welsh Assembly Government truly wants the third sector to be engaged in service delivery, then they should put the funding with the third sector and require the statutory partners to work with us”; “Agreeing a Compact and possibly making it mandatory to have one” (WCVA 2010, 15).


�There were 80 submissions to the “future” consultation and 79 submissions from organisations and 3 from individuals to the “refresh” consultation. There is no definitive list of respondents and only a minority of submissions were publicly available through organisations’ websites or provided directly to researchers by the Commission. We have reviewed 13 submissions in the case of the “future” consultation and 11 in the case of the “refresh” consultation as well as supporting documentation. There was no feedback report on the “future” consultation and the feedback report on the “refresh consultation” does not give any sense of the relative weight of the different views expressed (Compact Voice 2009).





