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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Background

Deloitte was commissioned in April 2005 by Concordia to undertake researchinto
the impact and experience of the Social Partners (that is the agri-rural, business,
community and voluntary and trade union sectors) in relation to the Peace II
programmewithin NorthernIreland.

1.2 Project Requirements

Thekeyrequirementsof theresearchareto:

� examine the contribution made by NI social partners to the Peace II
programme;

� identify the major achievementsandoutputs of social partnerparticipation in
thePeaceII programme;

� evaluatetheprocessesinvolvedandhow theyhave evolvedfrom theonsetof
PeaceII;

� examinetherelationshipsanddegreeof partnership

� examinesocial partnerchangesin attitudesfrom theonsetof Peace II to date
andcommentonpossibleimplicationsfor thefuture;

� identify the lessons learned and highlight recommendations for social
partnershipin generalin NI.

Thescope for theassignmentwasalso broadened to includeanassessmentof:

� social partner involvement relating to the BSP and CSF Monitoring
CommitteesandtheEconomicDevelopmentForum.

1.3 Methodology

Thevariousstagesundertakenin this assignmentwereasfollows:

� project launch;

� a total of 20consultationswith social partnersandstakeholderorganisations;

� four case studies (Derry LSP, Larne LSP, Northern Ireland Regional
PartnershipBoardandEconomicDevelopmentForum);

� focus groupswith LSP Boardmembers;

� a questionnaire distributed to LSP Chairs and officers, LSP focus group
attendees,Northern Ireland RegionalPartnershipBoard members,Peace II,
BSP, CSF Monitoring Committee Members and Economic Development
Forummembers;and
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� analysisand reporting.

1.4 Conclusions and Recommendations

This sectiondraws upon the findings of research and presents an analysis of key
conclusionsandrecommendationsfor thefuture.

1.5 Strategic Context – Looking Forward

Thetwo key strategicdriversaffectingtheposition of thesocial partnersin Northern
Irelandin thecoming yearsaretheRPAandtheshrinking EU programmes:

� Future of European funding in Northern Ireland:-The presentcycle of
Europeanfunding is comingto an endin 2006.It is not clear how Northern
Ireland will benefitfrom thefuturecycle. It is clearthatdueto thestepstaken
towards normalisationandprosperitycoupledwith the influx of net recipient
accessionstates, Northern Ireland will move out of the highest funding
bracket,mostlikely resulting in asubstantial decreasein EU funding; and

� Review of Public Administration: - a key issuefor social partnerswith
regardto thescopeof theRPA is theproposedrationalisation of councils and
the relationship of thenew structuresto the LSP structures.Thenew council
structuresare to be in placefor 2009.Whilst thereareno recommendations
within theRPA asto how Councilswould meet revisedresponsibili ties there
is potentialfor developmentof aprocesswhich includessocial partners.

1.6 Major Achievements and Outputs of Social Partners in Peace II Programme

On the basisof our analysiswe conclude that in termsof efficiency, effectiveness
andtailoringof interventionsthepositiveimpact of socialpartners has been:

� participationandcommitment,often in a voluntarycapacity, not just on the
mainbodybut alsoin workinggroupsandsub-committees;

� the provision of realism. In particular their understanding of their sector or
local areaprovidesthe body with aninsightasto whatis achievable andwhat
is not;

� the provision of a challengefunction, asking questionsandensuringthereis
clarity andjustification at anearlystagein thedecisionmakingprocess;and

� additional transparencyand credibility of the process and the programme,
facilitating accessto, and buy-in from difficul t to reach groups(seeLarne
District Partnership casestudy).

Whilst the feedbackfrom the surveyshasbeenlargely positive, a few respondents
highlightednegativefeedback.In particular it wassuggestedthat:

� the value addedby social partnersis not consistent. It was suggestedthe
social partner value is partly due to the competency of the individual
membersandtheir commitment.The qualitative feedback indicated this was
most variable at LSP level. It was notedthat it was also variable amongst
electedmembersand statutorymembers.
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1.7 Processes Involved

The key issuesregardingsocial partnerprocesseshavebeen how they areselected
onto partnerships, and how the social partner members feedback to their
constituencies.On thebasisof ouranalysisweconcludethat:

� therearevarying degreesof uncertaintyregardingthe processes of selection.
This uncertainty can simply arise from not knowing what the processesare
(evenwhentheyexist),whichwasparticularlytruefor statutorysector survey
respondents;

� in moresevereinstancesconcernregarding perceived “mandate” canlead to a
levelof suspicion,which hastheeffectof undermining thestatusof thesocial
partner member and limiting partnership working. Others noted that
councillors,althoughelectedonto council, were subsequently nominated or
selectedonto LSPs,NIRPB andMCs in a similar manner to social partners,
counteringthe“mandate”division; and

� the Derry LSP casestudy provided an example of selection and feedback
processesbased on formal proceduresthat were agreed upfront. This
provideda degreeof transparencythatwasimportant for their constituencies
and for the other membersof the partnership. It is noted that Derry LSPis a
body with significantsizeandresourcescompared to otherbodieshoweverif
theseissuesareto beresolvedit is important that there is proportionate effort
given to ensuring transparencyregardingtheseprocesses.It is alsonoted that
the future environmentmight include a rationalisation of LSP structures
bringingthemto asimilar size.

An additional discussion issue in consultations was clarity regarding who social
partnersrepresent:

� it wasnotedfor exampleat theRPBthata voluntary andcommunity member
said they could represent their LSP and the community sector in their local
area but could not represent anythingwider. Whilst this is quite reasonable
thereis a concernthat othersmay think the member is thereto representthe
voluntary andcommunitysectoracrossNI. Therefore it was notedthatsocial
partnerson theRPB, whilst membersof particular sectors, are not necessarily
fully representative of thosesectors; and

� it was alsonotedin consultationsthatit wasdifficul t to assesshoweffectively
other non-social partnermembersof various partnerships were representing
and feedingbackto their respective“constituencies”.

1.8 Relationships and Partnership Working

An underpinning rationale for social partner inclusion in EU programmes is to
further develop relationships and partnershipworking. This assignment required
identification and considerationof evidence of participation of social partners
creatinganimpacton relationshipsandpartnershipworking.
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From ouranalysis weconcludethefollowing:

� social partners and central government departments:

− consultationshighlighted that relationshipsbetween social partners and
central governmentdepartmentswere being developed and consolidated
largelythrough theMC structures,with only limited developmentthrough
theRPB;

− whether the relationship was being developedor consolidated depended
on whatrelationships hadhistorically been in place;

− informal meetingsandlinkagesarenow taking placeoutsidetheconfines
of theMC meetings;

− onedepartmentofficial saidthat their departmenthad been goingthrough
a processof relationship building with social partners, and that this
relationshiphaddeveloped from an elementof warinessand suspicion to
one of greaterrespectand trust. It was stated that the social partner
presenceonMCs hadcontributedto this;

� social partners and local government:

− thestrongestmessagesregardingconcernfor social partner representation
andaccountability processesemanatedfrom thelocalgovernmentsector;

− there were reports of relationships developing into mutual respect,
particularlywithin anumberof LSPenvironments;

− the RPB providedan opportunityto link with local government officials
“on thesamesideof thetable”;

� social partners and statutory agencies:

− relationshipsbetweensocialpartnersandstatutoryagencies werereported
to be generally good in the LSP case studies. The exceptions to this
occurred when statutory agenciesrepresentatives were perceived by
social partnersto have limited interest in the area and were infrequent
attendersat meetings;

� between social partners:

− social partners brought together in partnership structures are able to
develop new networks between themselves. These can often lead to
additional networks;

� elected representatives:

− it was noted across the partnership structures, that the social and
economic focus that social partnersbrought to the table facilitated a
different operatingenvironmentto thecompetitive party politics found in
other forums.This environmentin turn largelyassisted relationshipsand
partnershipworking betweenelectedrepresentatives and other members
and amongst elected representatives. The extent of this was difficult to
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measureassomeconsulteesnotedthat councillors already enjoyed good
working relationshipsin certaincouncilchambers;

− the relationships between councillors and social partners are not
consistent. The sense from consultations was that in most LSPs the
relationshipsbetweencouncillorsandsocial partnersaregenerally strong,
however there are a number where there are significant degrees of
friction. In one casethis was explainedto be due to concern over the
mandateof particular socialpartners;

� need to invest in building relationships:

− the need to invest in relationship building was highlighted by
Departmental officials and social partners.In particular there remained
significant scopefor developingcontinuity of relationships,particularly
given thesizeof meetings,their relativeinfrequency (MCs andRPB) and
memberturnover(certainLSPs).

1.9 Changes in Attitudes and Potential Implications for the Future

The key conclusionswith regardto changesin attitudestowardsocial partner input
are:

� asignificantnumberof surveyrespondentsfelt that theattitudetowardssocial
partner input had grown more positive (n=31), as compared to a few (n=2)
who felt it hadbecomemorenegative;and

� as outlined in the previoussection this positive inertia is in line with views
from consultations which reported development and consolidation of
relationshipsbetweenall sectorsandsocial partners.

Looking to thefuturerole / influenceof social partnersit wasconcludedthat:

� thereis a moderatemajority who would like to see the role andinfluenceof
social partnersto increasewithin the partnership bodies.Non-social partners
wereevenly split on this;

� in consultations central departmentofficials all spokeof engagement with
social partners as somethingthat was importantand something that would
continuein the future, in line with broader governmentpolicy. This included
engagementoutside theparametersof EU structures (for exampleAgri-Rural
ForumandEDF);

� central andlocal Governmentofficials largely took theview that appropriate
accessmechanisms would be in place,outsideof EU structures for social
partnerengagement; and

� the reduction of EU structuresremains a considerableconcern for social
partnerswith regardto how theyperceiveit will reducetheir influenceon the
public policy process.
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1.10 Lessons learned for Wider European Context

Ourkeyconclusionshereareasfollows:

� Northern Ireland has suffered from a polarised society and a number of
decades of inter-community and intra-community violence. The EU Peace
programmehas focussed on addressing peace and reconciliation through a
rangeof supportmeasureswithin NI. The inclusion of social partners within
the implementing structuresof this programme has helped bring economic
and social focus to processes. This economic and social focus hasallowed
fuller engagementfrom political representatives from opposing sidesof the
political spectrum;

� it is widely accepted that therehasbeensomedegree of “democratic deficit”
in Northern Ireland. The challengesand shortcomings of representative
democracy within a conflict / post-conflic t society created additional space
and needfor participativedemocracyprovided by partnerships,suchas those
within this study;

� the inclusion of social partnerswithin processes can provide access and
relationships with target communities and sectors which government
departmentsand agenciesstruggle to engage with, including communities
that havesufferedsignificantlyfrom theconflict; and

� social partners need to presentthemselves to others in partnerships in a
transparentmannerwith regard to their selection, feedbackand accountabili ty
mechanisms.

1.11 Recommendations for Social Partnership in NI

Following from theseconclusionstherearea number of recommendations for social
partnerswithin NorthernIreland.

Strategic recommendations:

� at present a significant amount of social partner engagement takes place
within partnershipstructurestied into EU programmes.With thefutureof EU
programmesuncertain it is importantthat Concordia and the social partners
useresearchsuchasthis studyto articulate the value they canadd to public
policy processesin non-EU arenasandparticularly how theycan addvalue to
local processes,especially in communityplanning andcommunity relations,
in apost-RPA local governmentenvironment; and

� social partnersneedto be realistic that there is a desire to normalise local
politics anda subsequentdesire to involve local representative politics more
fully in decision making. It is thereforeimportant that Concordia and its
social partnersare prepared to articulatehow participative democracy, for
example through the partnership bodies covered in this research,
complementsrepresentativedemocracyoffered throughfull y electedbodies.
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Operational recommendations:

� it is recognised that Concordia developmentactivities are open to all
partnership members,not just social partners. With evidence of variable
contributions from both social partnersandelectedandstatutory members of
somepartnerships,we recommendthat this practice,of makingsuchsupport
open to all, is continuedand is marketed clearly so that all members are
awareof this;

� it is recommendedthat Concordiawork on ensuring that processesregarding
selectionof social partnersontopartnershipbodies,andprocessesfor feeding
back to constituencies are in place for social partners,are understoodby
social partnersandaremadeclear to all partnership membersandsecretariats
includingnon-social partners; and

� whilst thelongerterm futureof EU structuresis uncertain, it is recommended
that social partners bodies continue to make the most out of the current
membership opportunities on EU structures, including the RPB, which
provides an opportunity for engagementwith senior civil servants and with
the Minister. It is recommendedthat Concordia consider presenting the key
issues raised in this study to social partners in the various bodies as
recognition of their effort, but alsoto restate therole theyareto play on their
respectivebodies,namelyto:

− providesectoral expertise;

− providean independentchallengefunction;

− provideconnection andaccess to targetgroupsandsectors;and

− develop partnerships and relationshipsthat can be continued outside the
confinesof theformal partnership.

EU Recommendation:

� Concordiaengagewith DG Regio to ensurethat the story of social partner
engagementin Northern Ireland is acknowledged, and also to offer the
lessons of socialpartnerengagement,especially to regionswith programmes
that are addressingcomparablesocietal issues, for example a polarised
political environmentor apost-conflict situation.
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2. INTRODUCTION

2.1 Background

Deloitte was commissioned in April 2005 by Concordia to undertake researchinto
the impact and experience of the Social Partners (that is the agri-rural, business,
community and voluntary and trade union sectors) in relation to the Peace II
programmewithin Northern Ireland.

2.2 Project Requirements

Thespecific requirementsof theresearch,as setout in thetenderdocuments,areto:

� examine the contribution made by NI social partners to the Peace II
programme;

� identify the major achievementsandoutputs of social partnerparticipation in
thePeaceII programme;

� evaluatetheprocessesinvolvedandhow theyhave evolvedfrom theonsetof
PeaceII;

� examine the relationships and degree of partnership working which has
evolvedbetweenand within thefollowing groups:

- social partners;

- statutoryagencies;

- local government;

- centralgovernment;

� examinesocial partnerchangesin attitudesfrom theonsetof Peace II to date
andcommentonpossibleimplicationsfor thefuture;

� identify the lessons learned and highlight recommendations for social
partnershipin generalin NI; and

� through a number of casestudiesexaminewider social partner networks
/structures commenting on how they were established, their reporting
mechanismsandrelationshipswith government.

Discussion regarding the terms of reference in the project initiation meeting
highlightedthatthescopefor theassignmentshouldalso include:

� social partner involvement relating to the BSP and CSF Monitoring
Committees; 

� social partnerinvolvementrelatingto theEconomic DevelopmentForum; and

� how thelessonslearnedcouldapplyin aEuropeanwidecontext.
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2.3 Project Scope

In referenceto the projectrequirements, Figure1.1 il lustratesthe structures that are
within the scopeof this study(althoughlessonslearnedcan be applied to the wider
social partnershipcontext).

Figure1.1
Scope of Structures

Central
Government

(DETI)

CommunitySupportFramework
StructuralFunds

Economic
Development

Forum

Building
Sustainable

Prosperity (BSP)
Monitoring
Committee

Peace II
Monitoring
Committee

Regional
PartnershipBoard

(RPB)

Local Strategy
Partnerships(LSP)

CommunitySupport
Framework (CSF)

Monitoring
Committee



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 10

2.4 Methodology

Thevariousstagesundertakenin this assignmentarehighlighted in Table 1.1below.

Table 1.1
Methodology

Stage Activities

ProjectLaunch Clarification and agreement of project requirements with the
SteeringGroup.

Consultations A total of 20 consultations with Social Partners and with
stakeholderorganisationswereundertaken.

The consultations undertakenin this element are listed in
AppendixOne.

CaseStudies Fourcasestudieswereundertakenof thefollowing bodies:

- DerryLSP

- LarneLSP

- Northern Ireland Regional Partnership
Board

- Economic DevelopmentForum

The case studies included consultationswith chairs, social
partnerandnon-social partnermembersandsecretariat.

Focus Groups Focusgroupswith LSP memberswere undertaken.The Focus
Groupswereopento all LSPBoardmembers.

Questionnaire
Survey

A questionnairewasdistributedto thefollowing:

- BSP,PeaceII andCSFMonitoring Committeemembers

- LSPChairs

- LSPOffi cers

- LSPMembers attendingFocusGroups

A copyof thequestionnaireis attachedat Appendix Two.

Analysisand
reporting

Analysis of findings and development of conclusions and
recommendations.
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2.5 Report Structure

Thereportis structuredasfollows:

� Section 3 – StrategicContext. This sectiongivesan overview of thestrategic
contextwithin whichsocialpartnersareoperating within NorthernIreland;

� Section 4 – High Level Analysis– This section providesa high level analysis
of social partnerparticipationandimpactacrossall the bodies within scope,
baseduponsurveyresultsandconsultation.

� Section 5 – This sectionlooks specifically at social partnercontribution and
impactonPeace II , BSPandCSF MonitoringCommittees;

� Section 6 – This sectionanalysessocial partner contribution and impact on
RegionalPartnership Board;

� Section 7 – This sectionlooks specifically at social partnercontributionand
impacton Local StrategyPartnerships;

� Section 8 – This sectionconsiderssocial partner participation andimpacton
the Economic Development Forum, a body operating out of central
government, unrelatedto EU funding; and

� Section 9 – ConclusionsandRecommendations – Thesewill draw on all the
findingsand bearrangedin line with theterms of reference and will includea
sectionconsidering thestrategicpositioningof social partnersgoingforward.
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3. STRATEGIC CONTEXT

3.1 Introduction

This section outlines thekey strategicissuesthat aremostrelevant to the experience
of social partnersin NorthernIreland.Theseare:

� social partnership andpublic policy - rationale;

� social partnershipmodelin NorthernIreland;

� declineof Europeanfunding;

� Reviewof Public Administration;and,

� previousresearch– mid-term evaluationof LSPs.

3.2 Social Partnership and Public Policy - Rationale

The principle of social partner involvement in the public policy decision-making
process datesback manyyears, with the earliest scholarly referencesrelating to the
Austrian Sozialpartnerschaft in the late 1940s. However the level of engagement,
role andinfluenceof socialpartners havevariedgreatly sincethattime.

The socialpartnershipmodel adoptedby Concordia in NI reflectsthat developedat
an EU level over the course of the nineties. In the years running up to the 1997
agreementof the Amsterdam Treaty, a ‘European development model’ was
conceptualised by the Commission, identifying strong employment levels as
fundamentalto combatingsocial problemsand suggestingthat social partnership
could assist in addressing employment issues.In this context the ‘social partners’
were defined as trade unions and employers’ organisations (and agricultural
representatives as an important element of both) – providing for sectoral
representation in addition to electedrepresentation in the public decision-making
process.

This recognition of the partnershipprinciple led to the development of the EU
EmploymentStrategy,theEU SocialProtocoland theEU Social Action Plan,all of
which bestow considerable power and responsibilities to social partners at the EU
decision-making level andencourageMember Statesto alsoadopttheprinciple at a
national level. The Treaty of Amsterdam then went on to fi rmly entrench social
partnershipin theEuropeansocialdevelopmentmodel.
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Concordiawasformed(on a more informal basis)in the mid-nineties, andoptedto
include the community and voluntary sectoras an additional pillar within social
partnership,building upon the EU model. The Concordia approach very clearly
sought to usesocialpartnershipasamechanismin bringingsectoral representation to
the socialdevelopmentdecision-makingprocessin NI. Concordia’s aim is therefore
to:

“drive forward social and economic development for the benefit of the whole
community by becoming more outward looking and by achieving long term
sustainability.”

The literaturesurroundingsocial partnershipsuggests that the potential benefits of
the approach arefar reaching.However themostfrequentlycitedrationalesfor social
partnership within public decision-making relate to the value it can add in the
following areas:

� provision of anindependentchallengefunction;

� bringing decisionmaking closer to the coal-face, making the processmore
inclusiveandtransparent;

� bringing sectoral expertise and knowledge, which government may not
possess,to theprocess; and

� provision of connectionsandaccessto certain target groupsandsectors.

Later sections considerthe evidenceas to whether the social partners have added
value in theseregardsto theEU programmesin NorthernIreland.

3.3 Social Partnership in Northern Ireland

The position of social partnersin Northern Ireland should be analysed within the
historical andcontemporarypolitical environment.

Direct rule hasbeenin operationsincethe suspensionof the NI Assembly in 2002
and the apparentpolitical “impasse” (heightened by the recent polarisation of
poli tical representation in the 2005 Westminster election), continues to limit the
influence of locally elected representatives on local decision making, and this is
frequently referred to as NI’s continuing “democratic deficit ”. However, the
literaturewould suggestthat acrossall democratic societies elected representatives
often find it difficult to adequately representtheir individual constituents’ interests
andsectoralinterestssimultaneously.Thereforealthoughsocialpartnersareactive in
public policy processeselsewhere,it should berecognisedthat thepolitical backdrop
in NorthernIreland hasarguablyheightened the needand created additional space
for the involvementof socialpartnersin decision makingprocesses.

It should also be noted that various other mechanisms, which could arguably be
considered forms of social partnership,have been established in NI in order to
increasethelocal accountabilityof publicdecision-making.Theseinclude:

� public representation on theBoardsof “quangos”. It is debatable theextentto
which this mechanismrepresenteda form of social partnership as these
individuals were usually selected as individuals rather than sectoral
representatives;
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� several commentators havehighlighted that the government influenceover
the appointment process reduced the level of confidence in how
representative and independentthe membership of “quango” Boards could
be; and

� the Civic Forum was set-up to offer advice to the devolvedExecutive on
social, economic and cultural matters. The Forum included significant
representation from the social pillars represented by Concordia as well as
from other sectors1. Whilst some argued that the Civic Forum was not
provided with sufficient resources,was too distant from real policy making
and didn’t impact at a local level, others maintained its suspension,
simultaneous with the suspensionof the Assembly, was a loss to the social
partnermodelin NorthernIreland.

However,the formalisedsocial partnershipmodel that Concordia represents (built
upon the wider Europeansocial partnershipmodel) came into force in the mid-
ninetiesand sincethenhasbeenpredominantlypromulgated throughthe delivery of
EU structural fundingwithin NI andtheborder countiesof Ireland.This assignment
focuses purely upontheConcordiasocial partnership model.

Theprocessof formalising this modelhasbeenassistedby thePeace II programme,
both in termsof thesignificanceattachedto partnershipin theprogramme’s delivery
structure, and in terms of direct development funding. Concordia has received
funding through the PeaceII programmeto deliver a project called “Partnership for
Progress” which aimsto developthe influence and capacity of social partners in NI.
Concordia’sis madeupof:

� Confederation of British Industry(CBI) – businesspillar;

� NorthernIreland Council for Voluntary Action (NICVA) – community and
voluntary pillar;

� NorthernIrelandCommittee,Irish Congressof TradeUnions(NIC/ICTU) –
tradeunionpillar; and

� UlsterFarmersUnion (UFU) – agri-rural pillar.

The highest level strategic documentin Northern Ireland - the Programmefor
Government (currently entitled Priorities and Plans / Budgets post Assembly
suspension) hasto somedegreearticulated a view of theSocial Partnerswith regard
to central governance.This includesthefollowing:

� the 2001-2004Programmefor Governmentstated theExecutive will develop
its linkswith the social partners andother organisationsto improveboth the
processof policy developmentandof servicedelivery;

� the 2002-2005Programmefor Governmentstated “We alsorecognisethatan
exclusively top-down approach to administration is neither desirablenor
effective. Working togetherwith our social partners …wil l help us tackle
some of our greatestchallenges.In particular the community and voluntary
sector hasa key role to play in working with Governmentin thesocial sphere

1 “The Civic Forum membership consisted voluntary, business,agriculture, tradeunion, education, culture,
community relationsandfisheriessectors.” (QuotedfromOFMDFM website).
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and the businesssector in helping us shape economic policy.” It also
highlighted working in partnership with social partnersas a sub-priority for
government;

� Priorities and Plans 2003-2006 restated the desire to build stronger
partnershipswith social partners, describing this as a cross-cutting theme
rather thanasub-priority;

� Priorities andBudget2004-2006stated“the government waskeento build on
progressmadeunderdevolutionwith social partners” ; and

� most recently in Priorities andBudget2005-2008the Governmentstate that
they will develop a strategydocumentputting forward a framework for
economicpolicy development“in cooperation with thesocial partners” .

These statements demonstratethat Northern Ireland’s devolved governmentand
direct rule have shown commitment to engaging social partners within public
decision making, and indeed to further develop this process. Perhapsthe most
notablecommitment wasmadein the thenNI Ministerof Finance’s 2001speechto
theNI Assembly,introducinga role for LSPsin the2001-06 period that wentbeyond
EU structuralfunding:

“the partnership approach can, and I believe will, be extended with new
dimensions to gain increasing influence on the way we do business, They
will have a vision and purpose which will last well beyond the horizons of
the Peace II programme….In the context of the new institutions, I see an
opportunity for the partnership process to be widened and deepened at
both regional and local level. We do not want the partnership approach to
be confined to European funding, nor do we want it to wither away when
that source of income has ceased. The whole purpose of our approach is to
increase the scope and significance of decision-making at the local level.”

However, as highlighted in the 2004 mid-term evaluation of LSPs completed by
Deloitte (seesection 3.6), the extentof political supportfor the LSP model(and its
significant social partnerconstituency)hasbecome lessclearwith thesuspensionof
theNI Assembly.

3.4 European Funding

The principle of involving Northern Ireland’s social partners in EU programmes
dates backto thelate1980s.Thebasictenet wasto deliver EU funding throughopen
and inclusive structuresthat drew in the local knowledgeand expertise of relevant
social partnersalongside thatof thelegislativeandexecutivearmsof government.

The needto be transparentandinclusivewasconsideredespecially important in the
caseof thePeaceprogrammegivenits desiredimpacts at grassrootslevel.

EU Regulation 1260 / 1999 in requiring the inclusionof social partners,statedin
paragraph27:

“ in order to ensure significant added value, partnership should be
strengthened; whereas this concerns the regional and local authorities, the
other competent authorities, including those responsible for environment and
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those responsible for the promotion of equality between men and women, the
economic and social partners and other competent bodies; whereas the
relevant partners shall be associated in the preparation, monitoring and
evaluation of assistance.”

This placed a legislative requirementupon Member states to engagethe social
partners in EU funding delivery, ensuring that they were “associated in the
preparation,monitoringand evaluationof assistance”.

Social partner influencewithin NI’s EU programme development and delivery has
increasedsignificantlysincethe late1980s(far exceedingsocial partner influencein
NI’s domestic policy-making).However,over recentyearsNI’s GDP per capita has
continuedto increaseandthe EU hasexpanded to includeten new [net beneficiary]
MemberStates.Both theseissueshavesignificant implications regardingfuture EU
funding levels within NI. Althoughtheexact impactis asyet unknown,it is clear that
when the current financial perspectiveexpires in 2006, NI will move out of the
highest funding bracket.It is alsounclearif thePeaceII programmewil l bereplaced
with a similar additional package(beyond theextensionto 2006).It is therefore also
unclear exactly how social partnershipwil l be built into NI’s EU funding delivery
mechanisms post-2006 or how significant EU funding’s influence will be in NI’ s
futuresocio-economicdevelopment.

3.5 Review of Public Administration

The Review of Public Administration(RPA) in Northern Ireland was launched in
2002, andwas a key action from the Programme for Government, highlighting the
needfor a reviewof structuresunderdevolution.

Thescopeof thereviewincludes:

� councils;

� healthboardsandtrusts;

� educationboards; and

� seventy-nine other bodies including Tribunals, advisory public bodies and
executivepublicbodies.

The most directly relevantissuefor social partners with regardto the scopeof this
researchis theproposedrationalisationof councils andthe relationshipof this to the
LSP structures.The presentRPA consultation (closing September 2005) includes
options for 7, 11 and 15 local government bodies. As well as numerical
rationalisation, thereis likely to be a revisionof role. In particular it is possible that
the new council structureswill havea remit for community planning, and also an
enhancedcommunity relationsrole (in line with the SharedFuturestrategy).Whilst
there are no recommendations within the RPA as to how the re-organisedbodies
would meet theseresponsibilities there is potential for development of a process
which includessocialpartnership.

With regardto timescale,formerandcurrentplansareto commence implementation
in 2006with theelectionfor newcouncilstructures plannedin 2009.
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3.6 Previous Research – Mid-Term Evaluation of LSPs

During 2003and 2004 Deloitteundertooka significantresearchstudywith relevance
to social partners. The Mid-Term Evaluation of Local Strategy Partnerships
considered all twenty-six LSPs and the NIRPB in its research. The key findings of
note for social partnerswerethefollowing:

� the vast majority of LSP boardsfelt that they had the right blend of people
and balancein termsof background. Theonly significant representation issue
relatedto young people;

� the majority of LSP boardssuggestedthat thereare simply too many local
partnerships (LSPs and beyond) for parent organisations to send
representation to, andthis presentedsomerecruitment/retentionproblems;

� the problemof vacancieswasmorepronouncedfor social partnersrelative to
non-social partners.The issue of there being too many partnerships to
resourceapplied to all social partner groups,and this was reflected in a
notable failure of agri-rural and trade union organisations to nominate
membersfor a significantnumberof LSPs.On thecommunity/voluntary and
businesssides,nominationwasnot sucha problem, but retention appeared to
be more difficul t, however,overall thesevacancies were not deemed to be
havingasignificant negativeimpactuponLSPactivit y;

� related to this resource issue,oneof the reportrecommendationswasa need
to consolidatelocalpartnerships(beyond thePeace II programme)in orderto
avoid ‘choking’ theapproach;

� evidencesuggested that the LSP boards arequite cohesiveunits andthat the
majority of sectoralopinions were being listened to. Two-thirds of board
membersdid not feel that their LSP is dominated by anysector. In the other
casestherewassomeevidenceto suggestthatit wasthelocallyelectedand/or
community/voluntary sectorsthatweredominating;

� the views amongst social partners were that community/voluntary
representatives were generally relatively happy with the level of influence
which they had within their boards,and very few felt that they had been
dominated by locally elected representatives. Other social partner
representatives weremorelikely to feel that theCouncil dominateddecision-
making within theLSP. Howevera third of thelocally elected representatives
felt that the community/voluntarysectorhad too much influence over LSP
decision-making;

� the slow establishmentof the NIRPB caused significant opportunities to be
missed in three main areas: strategicfeedback, best practice and strategic
influence.A significant need was still evident in relation to the latter two
areas;and(asnotedin previoussection)

� the extentof political support for the LSP model (and its significant social
partnerconstituency)hasbecomeless clear.
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Thereforewhilst not focussing on the role of social partners, findings from this
research highlight a mixture of strengths (representation and influence) and
challenges(vacantposts,resources, some perceived imbalance, role of NIRPB and
futureof LSPstructure) with regardto two of thesignificantmechanisms facilitating
social partner participation, namely LSPs and NIRPB, that are being considered
within this study.
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4. OVERARCHING ANALYSIS

4.1 Introduction

This sectionpresents high level resultsandanalysis from the survey of membersof
the Monitoring Committees,the RegionalPartnershipBoard,LSP Officers andLSP
Chairpersons,andour qualitativeconsultations to providean overarching picture of
social partner contribution and impact. The high level analysis undertaken in this
section is complementedby the more detailed analysis of the specific partnership
bodiespresentedin subsequentsections.

4.2 Scale of Participation

Focussingon thePeaceprogramme,Table4.1 presents thenumberof social partner
representatives who are membersof the Peace II Monitoring Committee, the
RegionalPartnershipBoardandtheLSPs.

Table 4.1 
Contribution of NI Social Partners to the Peace II Programme

Peace II Body / Structure Number of Social
Partner Members

% of overall
membership

MonitoringCommittee 8 25%

Regional PartnershipBoard 16 50%

Local StrategyPartnerships(26) 329 50%

Overall there are over 350 social partner representatives involved across these
bodies.

It is alsonotedthatsocialpartnerinputsarenot limitedto basicmembership of these
bodies. Additionally social partnershave participated as chairs, vice-chairs and
membersof sub-committees, working groupsandassessmentpanels.

The following sections will provide greater detail on this varied participation.The
section addressingMonitoring Committeeswil l include participation on PeaceII,
BSPandCSFMonitoringCommittees.

4.3 Role of Social Partners

Althoughconsulteeshighlighteda wide rangeof rolesfulfil led by social partners,the
mostfrequentlycitedcouldbesummarisedasfollows:

� independentchallengefunction;

� sectoralexpertiseand knowledge;

� giving avoiceto sectorsin decision-making;
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� accessto certain targetgroupsandsectors;

� inclusionof sectorsandgroupsin decisionmaking; and

� buy-in of sectorsandgroups.

There wassomevariancein the importanceof the issues listedaboveaccording to
the EU body under consideration. For example, accessto target groupswas vital at
the LSP level, but it was a less significant role within the RPB given its more
strategicrole.Theseissuesarepickedup in moredetail in thefollowingsections.

4.4 Impact on Effectiveness and Efficiency

Figure4.1 illustratesviewsonsocialpartnerimpactoneffectiveness.

Figure4.1
To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon effectiveness overall?
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Themajority of surveyrespondents(63 percent) felt thatsocial partnerparticipation
hadresultedin a substantialpositive impacton effectiveness,with a further 22 per
centstating social partnershadhada minor positive impact. Interestingly, non-social
partner2 consulteeswere more likely to think that substantial positive impactshad
beenachievedthansocialpartnerconsultees.No survey respondents felt that social
partnershadhadanegativeimpactoneffectiveness.

2 Non-social partners - central government, local government, LSP officers and councillors
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Figure4.2
To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon efficiency overall
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Figure 4.2 ill ustrates that the most frequent response was that social partner
participation has madea substantialpositive impact (44 per cent), followed by a
minor positive impact(39 percent) with regardto theefficiencyof theforum.Social
partners were marginally more positive regarding impact on efficiency than non-
social partners.Only onerespondent, a non-social partner, felt therewasa negative
impactonefficiency.

Overall the impact on effectiveness and efficiency was considered to be positive,
particularly so for effectiveness.This was reflected in qualitative feedback in
consultationsaswell. Thekeyreasonsgiven included:

� provision of a “reality check” throughtheir deeper knowledgeof groupsand
sectors;

� provision of a challengefunctionat anearlystagewithin thedecisionmaking
process;

� social partnersactingas“glue facilitating discussion,debate andinformation
without beinghamstrungby political agenda”;

� increasedtransparencyto theprocess;

� credibility facilitating accessto certaingroupsandsectors;and

� participationandcommitmentin avoluntarycapacity.
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4.5 Impact of Social Partners in Tailoring Decisions to meet Local or Sectoral
Needs

Figure 4.3 showsviews with regard to how social partners have impacted upon
tailoring partnershipinterventions.

Figure4.3
To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring the
partnerships interventions appropriately to meet local / sectoral needs
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Almost half thesurveyrespondents(49 per cent) thought thatsocial partnershadhad
a substantialpositive impactwith regardto tailoring interventionsappropriately, with
more(39 percent) thinking therewasa minor positive impact. Notably over half of
non-socialpartnersanswered“substantial positive impact”, but eventhis wasonly a
slightly strongervalidationthanfrom social partner respondents.Only four percent
(two statutory and one social partner respondents) thought there was a minor
negativeimpactin this regard.

Again thesepositive survey results werecomplementedby positive feedbackthrough
consultations.Consulteescommonlysaidthat the inclusion of social partners within
the discussion at the variousbodiescreated a strongerprocess,andhenceproduced
more robustdecisions. Whilst particularexamples are drawn out in later sections,
consulteesreported a number of instances where social partners had brought
significant programme delivery issues to the attention of boards which would
otherwise have gone unidentified. This included the need to better accesslow
capacitygroups.Socialpartnerswerekey to highlighting this issue, asthey hadlinks
to the groups that had previously experienced barriers to accessing the support
available. In supportof this social partnerswere subsequently engaged within the
processesfor simplification of application forms and increasingthe opportunityto
accesssmallgrants.
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4.6 Change in Impact Over Time

Figure4.4
Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partners has changed since it was
established?
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Figure4.4 showsa majority of surveyrespondentsfelt that theoverall level of value
addedby socialpartnershasincreased either slightly or substantially. A marginally
higher proportion of social partners(66 percent) thoughtvalueaddedhad increased
comparedto non-socialpartnerrespondents (60 percent). Consultationsindicatethat
this increasein valueaddedwasdueto some increasein capacityon the part of the
social partnersas they got used to the partnership structures,but moreoften dueto
the processof building betterrelationshipsand better partnershipworking between
the broadermembership, including socialpartners. This is highlighted below in the
viewsonchangingattitudesto socialpartnerinput.

Of the six respondents(eight per cent of total respondents)who thoughtthe value
addedby social partnershad decreased,five were statutory and one was a social
partner. This maybeexplainedby theview from a number of consulteesthatat LSP
level theinterestandcommitmentof some social partnerrepresentativeswanedonce
all fundinghadbeenallocated.
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Figure4.5
Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input since the
MC/RPB/LSP was established?
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Theincreasein valueadded(discussedabove)maybecloselyrelatedto a buildingof
trust andconfidencereflected in the development of morepositive relationships, as
highlighted in consultationsandasrecordedby a significantnumber of respondents
(43 per cent) (il lustratedin Figure4.5). This compared to thosesaying relationships
had becomemore negative(three per cent) or that there were a ‘mixed bag’ of
attitudes (eight per cent). This is in line with views from consultations which
reported developmentand consolidation of relationships between all sectors and
social partners, increasing trustandconfidenceandfacili tating strongercontributions
from socialpartnerswithin theworkingof thepartnership.
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4.7 Representation and Accountability

Figure 4.6 illustrates views on how well social partnersare “plugged into their
constituency”.

Figure4.6
How well do you feel social partners are plugged into their constituency?
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Amongstsurveyrespondents, 54percent felt thatsocial partners wereeffectively (39
percent) or veryeffectively(15 percent) pluggedinto their constituency. Non-social
partners(49 percent) werenot asstrongin this commendation associal partners(63
percent). Additionally therewerea significantnumberthatresponded‘ ineffectively’
(fourpercent), ‘mixedbag’ (24percent) and‘don’t know’ (10percent).

Figure4.7
To what extent do you feel social partners feedback to their constituency?
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With regard to feedbackto constituencies, Figure 4.7 shows there were only a
minority of respondentswho felt social partners fed-back effectively or very
effectively (28 per cent). This compareswith thosewho responded‘mixed bag’ (32
per cent), ‘ ineffective’ or ‘very ineffective’ (14 per cent), and‘don’t know’ (15 per
cent).

Eight out of the 10 respondingthat feedback was ineffective were non-social
partners. The numbers feeling there was a ‘mixed bag’ suggesta significant
inconsistencyacrosssocial partnersin this regard. Notably a higher proportion of
social partnersasopposedto statutoryrespondentsdescribed feedback asa ‘mixed
bag’. Ten out of the elevenrespondents saying they did not know the extent of
feedback werenon-socialpartners.

It is notedthatamongst all thefeedback,boththroughthesurvey andthequalitative
consultations,this issueprovidedthe most mixed results. The responsefrom both
non social-partners and social partners suggestedthat feedback processesare
inconsistentandarenot transparent.These issuesare addressedin greater detail in
the following sections, as their degreeof importance and practicalit y is partly
determinedby thelevel of body (i.e.. it is easier to feedback to peoplein a local area,
which might be the remit for someoneon a LSP, comparedto feeding back to a
sector right acrossNI which might beperceivedas a required function of Monitoring
Committeemembers).

It should also bepointedout thatwhile thequestionnaire probedtheextent to which
social partnersarerepresentativeof andaccountable to their constituencies,thesame
query was raisedby a numberof consultees regardingfeedback from statutory and
electedrepresentatives. The following querieswereraised:

� to what extentdoCouncillorsupdatetheirCouncils onpartnershipactivity?;

� to what extent do Councillors bring back whole-Council opinion to the
partnership?(asopposedto their constituency’sopinion); and

� to whatextentdo statutoryrepresentatives feedback to their top management
(including Ministers)andtakeon boardthe tax payer’sopinion to feedback
into thepartnership’s operation.

These issues were raisedin the contextof asking why such high expectationsare
often placed upon social partners while these consultees felt that the same
requirements werenot appliedto non-social partnerrepresentatives.
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4.8 Future Role / Influence

Figure4.8
How would you like to see the role / influence of the social partners change within the
partnership in future?
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Figure4.8 showsthe majority of attitudes towardsocial partner input are perceived
to havealwaysbeenpositive or to havebecomemorepositive, andthereis a similar
moderatemajority who would like to see therole andinfluenceof social partnersto
increasewithin the partnership bodies. In total the majority of respondents (54 per
cent) wanted the role and influenceof the social partners to increase.Non-social
partners were marginally less supportiveof this as almost half said the role and
influenceshouldremainthesame(44 percent) or wereunsure (9 percent).

It was notable in consultations that the simple opportunity to meet regularly on
partnershipswasgenerallyconsidereda goodthing by almostall consultees.It was
notablethatcentraldepartmentofficials all spokeof engagementwith social partners
as something that was importantand something that would continue, in line with
broadergovernmentpolicy.

OneSocialPartnerorganisationhighlighted that it was keenfor social partnersto be
involved in mainstream governance, not just EU governance, suggesting “an
increasedrole for social partnerswould create stronger government” . Central and
local Governmentofficials largelytook theview thatappropriate accessmechanisms
would bein place,outside of EU structures for social partner engagement. However
the potentialreduction in influenceof EU structuresremainsa considerable concern
for socialpartners.
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4.9 Summary of Findings

Theoverarchingview on socialpartnercontribution to EU programmestructureswas
generally a positive one. There are strong results from our survey and positive
feedback from consultations with regardto:

� impactoneffectiveness;

� impactonefficiency;

� impacton tailoringdecisionsto meetlocal or sector needs;

� increasein impactovertime;and

� improvedattitudestowardstheinput of social partners.

Howeverthereis amoremixedpicturewith regard to:

� how well socialpartnersarepluggedin to their constituency; and

� how well socialpartnersfeedbackto their constituency.

Thereis agreementamongstconsulteesthatsocial partner inclusion within thepublic
policy processis highly likely to continuein NI at least at thecurrentlevel (including
statutory consultees). Howeverthereis perhapsa slight misalignmentof views on
how that inclusionwill beachievedin future. Statutory consulteestendedto feel that
regardless of what EU structuresexist post-2006, there wil l be adequate social
partnerinclusion in the public policy process,including domestic policy issues.On
the other hand,social partnerconsulteestended to feel that their domestic policy
influence was limited, and had significant concerns that with much reduced EU-
funding levels post-2006, overall social partner influence on public policy decisions
would besubstantially reducedin NI.



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 29

5. MONITORING COMMITTEES

5.1 Introduction

Article 35 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1260 /1999 addressesthe issue of
Monitoring Committees, statingthat “eachCommunity supportframework or single
programmingdocumentand eachoperationalprogramme shall be supervised by a
Monitoring Committee”. The Monitoring Committee(MC) is “to satisfy itself asto
the effectivenessand quality of the implementation of assistance.” Therefore the
MCs areprimarily to monitortheimplementation of theprogrammes.

The threeMCs consideredin this studyarethosefor the Peace II programme, BSP
programmeandtheoverarchingCSF.

Thestructureof this sectionis asfollows:

� participationof social partnersin MCs;

� role of social partnersin MCs; and

� impactof social partnersin MCs.

Theanalysis regardingtheparticipationis largely basedon desk research,whilst the
role and impact analysis also draws in information from our consultations and
survey.

5.2 Participation

Membership of thePeaceII MC is show in theTable below. Dueto thecross-border
nature of the programme,thereis matching representations from NI and RoI. The
PeaceII MC meetsquarterlyandis chaired by SEUPB.

Table 5.1
Peace II MC

Sector EU Bodies NI RoI Total

Chair 1 1

Social Partners 4 4 8

Government Departments
(PayingAuthorities)

5 5 10

HorizontalPriorities 2 2 4

Regional Interests / local
government

4 4 8

Total Members 31

Advisors 2 10 10 22 

Observers 4
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The BSPMonitoringCommitteeis differentin structure, largely as it doesnot havea
cross-borderremit. Thestructure,aspresentedin its Rules of Procedure,is presented
below.

Table 5.2 
BSP MC

Sector Number Representatives

Chair 1 DFP

DeputyChair 1 OFMDFM

Social Partners 4 Four sectors

Government Departments(Paying
Authorities)

3 ESF, ERDF, EAGGF/ FIFG

Horizontal Priorities 2 Equality and Environment

Sub-regional(local government) 4 Electedrepresentatives

Total Members 15

Advisers EuropeanCommission,NI
Departments,

Observers DTI, IFI

The make-up of theCSFMonitoring Committeeis presentedbelow. TheCSFmeets
twicea year,andis chargedwith supervisingBSPandPeace II MCs andreportingon
the progressof NI CommunityInitiatives. A Co-ordination Steering Group will be
established under the auspicesof the CSF Monitoring Committee, which will
promoteco-ordination acrosstheseinterventions.
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Table 5.3 
CSF MC

Sector Number Representatives

Chair 1 Minister of Finance& Personnel

DeputyChair 1 Junior MinisterOFM/DFM

Chairsof ProgrammeMCs 2 PeaceII and BSPChairs(SEUPB and
DFP)

Social Partners 4

Paying Authorities 3 ESF, ERDF, EAGGF/FIFG

Horizontal Priorities 2 Equality and Environment

Sub-regional(local government) 5

Total Members 18

Advisers EuropeanCommission,NI
Departments,

Observers DTI, IFI

In total therefore, acrosstheMCs, thereare16 placesfor Social Partners,12 of these
from Northern Ireland. This compareswith 17 placesfor local government andsub-
regionalinterests,16 for governmentdepartments andpayingauthorities,8 placesfor
horizontalpriorities.

Overall,when includingChairsandDeputyChairs, Social Partners account for 25
per cent of member positions on the CSF, BSP and Peace II MCs, which is
comparable with local government(25 per cent) and central government(25 per
cent), albeit if chairsandvice-chairsare includedwithin Central Government thenit
becomesthe mostrepresentedsectorwith almost40 per centof members.However
the horizontalprinciples’ representativesare arguably more akin to social partners
than statutory and hence could add significant influence to the social partner
representationon theMCs.

It should alsobenotedthat thereis asignificantnumberof additionalattendeesin the
form of observers and advisers. The bulk of these are representatives from
governmentDepartments.In the caseof Peace II there are often over 50 people
attending the MC meeting,including representatives from each of the NI and RoI
governmentdepartments. In consultationstherewassomeconcernwith thenumbers
attending, with views including that thesepeople did not add any value to the
meeting,and some suggestionthat the presence of the largernumber of officials,
eventhoughnot thereasmembers,tendedto stifle rather thanaddto discussionand
debate.
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5.2.1 Monitoring Committee Working Groups

Social partnermembershave participated in all working groupsand have
takenchairingrolesin several,including Information Society (Community &
Voluntary representative), Communications and Information (Business
representative) and Distinctiveness(Agri-Rural representative). Feedback
from socialpartnersnotedthatChairingWorking Groupswas a very positive
experience.

OneexampleprovidedwastheDistinctivenessWorking Group,Chaired by a
Social Partner, who deliberately held meetings away from SEUPB, in
community venues that had been funded through the Programme.This
provided an opportunity to hear directly from people who were involved
which was generally felt to be worthwhile by all involved, making the
programmemore“real” for thoseadministering it.

5.2.2 Role of Social Partners within Monitoring Committee

The following analysis providesa summary of the positionsput forwardby
individual consultees.This doesnot representaspecifiedpolicy position.

From consultations the following roles for social partnerson MCs were
identified:

� provide sectoral expertise: The social partnersare thereto provide
an insight on the sector they represent. They bring specialist
knowledge to the decision making processesbased on the direct
experienceof and links within their sector. In particular one social
partner felt they neededto “communicate difficulties and concerns
being experiencedby thoseoutsidecentral government” Thereforeto
a degreetheir role is to represent their particular sector at theMC. It
was noted that there is a balance required between representing a
sector andlobbyingfor a sector;

� provide realism: As membersof theMCs, social partnersbringa link
between high level programmemonitoring and front line project
implementation. Theconstituenciesrepresentedby the social partners
includeindividuals andgroupswho areinvolved in project promotion
at a local level. This will allow for a transferof knowledgebetween
thoseinvolved in the monitoring standards at programme level, and
those having to implement the monitoring requirements at project
level. One official said they allowed for decisions and actions to be
“operationalised” at a high level beforethey are implementedon the
ground. An alternativeperspectiveon this wasto view social partners
on the MC asa marketresearchtool, understanding what the market
will bear;

� provide a challenge function: thesocial partners providea view that
is independentof governmentandindependent of party politics,which
can challenge governmentdepartments. The social partners “keep
governmenton their toes” by askingquestions, seeking clarification
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and requiring that decisionsare clearly accounted for before being
taken; and

� targeting: to facilitategreaterand/ormoreeffective engagement with
target groupson theground (i.e. partnershipsinspire moreconfidence,
and facilitate more links with some groupsthan ‘pure government’ 
bodies), especiallythosewhich “do not approachgovernment” .

5.3 Impact of Social Partners

This sectionwil l presentan assessment of the impact of social partnerswithin the
MCs,basedonconsultationsandmembersurvey.

In the consultation andsurvey, questionswereaskedregardingthe value addedby
social partners on various forums. Results from MC questionnaire returns are
provided in Appendix III. In the case of Monitoring Committees,whilst there was
generallyagreementthat the contribution was positive, it was difficul t to isolate
tangible differences in outcomes,for example how specific decisionshavealtered
due to social partnerinclusionwithin theMC’s decisionmakingprocess.

5.3.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

Out of the 18 completed survey returns from MC members relating
specifically to MC experience,the perception is that social partners have
contributedin a positivemannerwith regardto both effectiveness(n=17)and
effi ciency(n=15). The perceptionis that theimpact is stronger with regardto
effectiveness.This is reasonableconsidering the valueconsultees saidsocial
partners added in debatingissuesandin challengingmisinformedviews.One
social partnermember did recommendhowever that there should be “ less
focuson spendandmoresubstantive focuson outcomesand impacts in the
discussions” as this would be more challenging, as opposedto “discussions
about numberswhichoftenbecomea technical exercisefor departments”

A small numberof governmentconsultees noted that social partnersmade
information requeststhat were unrealistic given resourceconstraints. Other
governmentconsulteesnotedthatseveralof thesocial partnermembershave
been involved in EU funding for a considerable period of time, and have
developeda rangeof skills andexperiencewhich theycanbring to bearin the
MC. The majority of survey respondents, (including the majority of non-
social partnermembers) felt that social partners havehad a positive impact
with regardto efficiencyof theMC.

5.3.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisions to meet Sectoral Needs

The views providedsuggest that socialpartners arehaving a positive impact
on tailoring thedecisionstakenat MC level to better meet sectoral need.This
is in line with theviewsregardingefficiencyandeffectiveness.

It was notable in consultations with other MC members, including
Government consultees, that the social partner members were largely
consideredto havethe capacityto act at an appropriately strategic level with
regard to their sector, without descending to personalor local “hobby-
horses”. OneGovernmentMC survey respondentindicated they did not feel
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this wasalwaysthecasesuggestingthatwhen“partnersimposetheir personal
lobbying role at partnershipeverythingfails”. However, generally the view
was positive, with the scale of impact being determined by the social
partner’s “negotiation skills” andknowledgeof the“art of thepossible”.

5.3.3 Change in Impact Overtime

In regard to impact over time, 15 out of the 18 respondentsfelt the value
addedby socialpartnershadincreasedslightly (n=10)or substantially (n=5)
since theMC wasestablished.This wasat least partially dueto anembedding
period, during which time membersdeveloped their understanding of their
role within theMC andsimultaneously increased their contribution.Secondly
consulteessuggestedthat this increasemay relate to improvedrelationships
and stronger“partnershipworking”. This is consideredbelow.

A total of 14 MC respondents, including all the social partnerrespondents,
felt theattitudestowardssocialpartnerinput hadbecomemorepositive. This
is in line with the previousquestion’s view on changes in value added.A
governmentconsulteesuggestedthat this processwas a virtuous circle - as
valueaddedincreased, attitudestowardssocial partnersimproved,andthis in
turn created more spaceand encouragement to add value. Theseworking
relationshipsarefundamentalto thepartnership modeldesired within theMC
structure.

Onerespondentnoted thata muchbroader rangeof socialpartnersnow have
the confidence to engage fully in the debates at Monitoring Committees.
Another government consulteehighlighted how certain departmentshadwell
established relationships with their relevant social partner counter-parts
before the MCs cameabout, while other departmentswho had needed to
developrelationshipsinitially in orderto movefrom positionsof suspicion to
relationshipsbuilt on trustandconfidence.

Thereforethe MCs haveactedto both developrelationshipsandconsolidate
pre-existingrelationships.

5.3.4 Relationships

The views regarding the impact of MCs on relationshipsbetween members
wereconsideredpositivein consultations,as well assurveyresponses(n=14
though attitudestowardssocialpartnershad becomemorepositive). Thekey
outcomeswere identifiedas:

� the development and “maturing” of relationships between social
partnersandother MC membersespecially government departments,
are demonstrated throughthe “broader rangeof social partners who
now have the confidenceto engagefully in the debate” and through
the meetingsthat take place “outside” the constraints of the formal
meeting.Thesecaneitherbebeforeor after theformal meeting or at a
different time altogether.It was highlighted by both social partners
and government consulteesthat the MC had directly facilit ated a
numberof thesenetworks;
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� certain Departments highlightedthat they alreadyhad good relations
with socialpartnerbut that theMC meetingshave helpedconsolidate
thesethroughtheregularcontacttheyentail;

� another department official saidthat their department hadbeengoing
through a processof relationship building with social partners, and
that this relationshiphad developedfrom an initial level of wariness
andsuspicion to oneof greaterrespectandtrust. It wasstated that the
social partner presenceand contributionon MCs had contributed to
this;

� the opportunity for engagementthrough the MC meetings was
appreciatedby all consultees.In particular the opportunity to meet
face to face is considereda significant improvementon moredistant
forms of engagementsuch as telephoneor email, with regard to
developingrelationships;

� one electedrepresentativemembernotedthat the social partnershave
brought a deepereconomicand social focus to the MCs, which has
contributed to facilitating greaterco-operation between Councillors
from differentpolitical partiesoneconomicandsocial issues;

� one social partner noted that it was good to meet and network with
other members,“i ncluding other social partners” indicating that the
relationshipsbeingdevelopedarewithin thesocial partner groupingas
well aswithout.

Some challenges were also highlighted with regard to changes in
relationships:

� one Departmental official said there remained significant scopefor
developing continuity of relationships, particularly given the size of
meetings,their relativeinfrequency andmemberturnover.

5.3.5 Representation and Accountability

Elevenof thesurvey respondentsthoughtthatsocial partners were effectively
or veryeffectively pluggedin to their constituency,however four didn’t know
and threeconsidered thereto be inconsistencyacrossthe social partners in
this respect.

Thedebateput forwardby consulteesis not primaril y whetheronepersoncan
represent an entire social partner constituency (for example the whole
community and voluntary sector) but rather whether someoneneeds to
represent the whole sector in order to serve as an effective monitoring
committeemember. Consulteesgenerally felt that what wasmost important
for an MC member was a good grasp of the concernsand issues in their
sector,in otherwords, thatthesocialpartner was“well plugged in” .

Therewas a larger spreadwith regardsto feedback, with only four stating
social partners were effective or very effective at feeding back (including
only onesocial partner respondent), five considering themto bea mixedbag,
two neutral,oneineffectiveandfive not knowing (“it is not possible for me to
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judge”). Therefore only a minority of respondentsfelt able to comment
definitively on social partner performance in this regard. It was noted in
consultation however that there was better understanding between certain
Departments and social partnerssectors (e.g. DARD and the agri –rural
sector,with feedbackthroughtheAgri-Rural Forum).

5.4 Summary of Findings

Our researchwith regard to social partner contribution and participation within
monitoring committeesidentifiedthefollowing:

� social partnershaveaddedvalueto theMonitoring Committeesby providing
realismand/or anunderstanding of whatthemarket will bear.Oneexample is
getting a clearerunderstandingasto whatproject promoters within thesocial
partner constituencieswereableto managewith regardto application forms
andmonitoring requirements;

� MCs have facilitated developmentof new relationships with the social
partners,andconsolidatedexisting ones;

� the socialpartner role sitswithin thepredefined role of theMC - amonitoring
function. Making the most of the opportunity was considered to be largely
down to thecapabilities of theindividualmember;

� it is not clear to all membershow, if at all, social partners aregathering views
from within their sector to presentat meetings, and secondlyproviding
feedback to their constituency. Whilst strong representation and feedback
may be something of a moot point with respect to MCs, it is a generic issue
for social partnersto addressfor building confidencewith regardto future
participation in governancestructures. It wasalso noted that thereis no way
of knowing how effectively central and local government officials and
representatives are gatheringviews from and feeding back to their sectors;
and

� the numberof peopleattendingthe PeaceII MC meeting is perceived to be
too largewhencomparedwith the numberof peoplewho are visibly taking
part. This hashadtheeffectof stifling thedebate withoutaddingvalue.



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 37

6. REGIONAL PARTNERSHIP BOARD

6.1 Introduction

The Regional PartnershipBoard (RPB) replaced the Northern Ireland Partnership
Boardthat operatedunderPeaceI. The PeaceII Operational Programme,agreedby
theExecutiveon14.12.2000,statedthat:

“A Regional Partnership Board will be created by the NI Executive. Its functions will
be to:

� promote the principles of partnership working at local level;

� promote the sharing of best practice in the development and delivery of local
area strategies;

� assist different districts to work together on projects and actions which cross
the boundaries of two or more districts; and

� promote effective working between districts and Intermediary Funding
Bodies.”

In this sectionwe:

� presentananalysisof theparticipationof social partnerswithin RPB;

� considerthe roleof socialpartnerswithin RPB;and

� assesstheimpactof socialpartnersonRPB.
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6.2 Participation of Social Partners within RPB

Table 5.1presents themembershipbreakdownof theRPB.

Table 5.1 
RPB

Sector Number of
Members

Comment

Agri-rural 4 4 membersfrom Agri-rural Forum

Business 4 1 position was vacant at time of
evaluation

TradeUnion 4 2 positionshadbeenvacant– 1 was
filled in time for June05 meeting

Social Partners

Voluntaryand
Community

4

Central
Government

2 OFMDFM

DFP

Political Parties 9 2 electedmembers from DUP,SDLP,
SF,UUP and 1 member from All iance

Statutory

Local
Government

2 2 Chief Executives - SOLACE

IFB IFB 1 CE of NIPPA

Horizontal
Principles

Environment
and equality

2 Equalitypositionvacantat present

From Table 5.1 it can be seenthat with 16 membersthe aggregated social partner
block is largerthanstatutorymembers13 members,whilst constituting50 per centof
overall membership,(whenIFB andhorizontalprinciplemembersareincluded).

The RPB, with its role of wideninganddeepening partnershipwasto be chaired by
the JuniorMinistersof OFMDFM, to ensurestrategic influence. Sincesuspensionof
devolution theRPBhasbeenchairedby theMinisterfor OFMDFM EconomicUnit,
currently Lord Rooker, and former Minister Ian Pearson.SEUPB provide the
Secretariatfor theRPB.

In additionto theMemberstherearea significant number of advisers andobservers
who attendtheRPB.Theadvisersareseniorcivil servants(Grade5 andabove)from
eachof the NI GovernmentDepartments, and the observers are from a range of
bodiesincludingLSPWG andIFI.

The RPB meets 3-4 times annually, and alternates betweena Belfast and regional
venue. It previously hada sub-committee structure, but after reviewing this, moved
to a tasklinked working groupapproachto takeforwardspecific pieces of work. At
time of researchthereis oneon-goingtask, which is preparinga responseto theRPA
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ConsultationDocument.The RPB elects the Chair of the Working Group, but
membershipis opensoanymemberis free to attend.

6.3 Previous Evaluation Work on RPB

SEUPBand the PricewaterhouseCoopersPII mid-term evaluation both suggest that
the RPB’s primary role is to ensurethat partnershipworking could continuebeyond
the PeaceII programme,howeverDeloitte’s mid-termevaluation of M3.1 and M3.2
found that the RPB has experiencedsignificant difficul ty in developing its own
practical role since initiation. By the time theRPBwasup andrunning,the focusof
most LSP programmeshad alreadybeenset, and procedures put in place (and in
many cases fine tuned). Added to this the LSPs had already formed their own
working group and project officers’ forum in order to share best practice and
formulate common policy positions. The LSP evaluation suggested that the late
arrival of the RPB had resulted in a significant missedopportunity to enhance
programmeeffectivenessandefficiency.

There was limited evidenceat the time of the MTE to suggest that this role hasyet
beenagreedby the membersof the boardor that the RPB is in a better position to
provide individual LSPs with the type of support that they require/desire. One
symptomof thesedifficulties hasbeenlow attendanceand ongoing challengeto get
vacanciesfi lled.

It is importantto beawareof thesewider issues with theRPBwhenconsidering the
role andcontribution of social partners.

6.4 Role of Social Partners on RPB

Consultationswith social partners andstatutory membersidentified a rangeof roles
andsomeissueswith fulfilling thatrole.

Therole includesthefollowing:

� bringing sectoral experienceandperspective to theRPBfrom the four social
partner sectors(agri-rural, business, community and voluntary and Trade
Unions); and

� providing perspective, experienceand insight from theoperation andmindset
of LSPs.This is a two way flow betweenLSPsand RPB.This function tiesin
the role of the RPB, in particular with the sharing of best practice in the
developmentanddeliveryof local areastrategies,promoting the principlesof
partnershipworking at a local level objective. It is notedthat this role is not
specific to social partnersbut also applies to other RPB memberswho are
also LSP members, for exampleelected representatives, and also SEUPB
who are Secretariatfor RPB and are also closely linked with the LSP
network, through its implementingrole.
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6.5 Impact of Social Partners

This section will setout an assessmentof impactof social partners within the RPB,
basedon consultations and membersurvey. Survey results for RPB members are
containedin AppendixIII.

In the consultation andsurvey, questionswereaskedregardingthe value addedby
social partnerson variousforums. In the caseof the RPB, as for the MCs, whilst
therewasgenerallyagreementthat the contribution waspositive, it wasdiffi cult to
isolate tangible differencesin outcomes,for example how specific decisions have
altereddueto social partnerinclusionwithin theBoard’sdecisionmakingprocess.

6.5.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

Whilst the overall impact of the RPB has been questioned by many
commentators, theperceptionfrom the respondents is that thesocial partners
havehada largely positive impactwith regardto effectivenessandeffic iency.
One local governmentrepresentativedid say that the social partnershave
brought a range of skills andknowledgeset to the decision making process
thatwould have beenmissingwithout their membership.Their “non-politi cal
status” was also noted by three consulteesas having a positive impact on
efficiencyandeffectiveness.

6.5.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisions to meet Sectoral Needs

Consideringthe natureof the role of RPB, with its sharing of bestpractice
and lobbying roles, it is difficult to identify what tangible “i nterventions”
couldbetailoredto sectoralneeds. However thereis still a senseamongstthe
majority of respondentsthat in the role that it has, social partnershavehad a
level of positive impact. The key reasonsoffered for this was the social
partners’ “grass roots links bringing a better understanding of social and
communityneedto thetable”.

A socialpartner who suggested therewasonly a neutral or marginal impact
reasonedthat while socialpartnerswereincreasingthe RPB’s understanding
of their sectors, theywereunableto get government to act on their views,as
“governmentdepartmentsappearto havealready decidedin many cases”.

6.5.3 Change in Impact and Relationships Overtime

Nine of the twelve respondentsfelt that thevalueaddedby social partnersto
the RPB had increased, (including all non-social partnerrespondents). This
may be related to the fact that social partners are some of the stronger
attendersat theRPB (andon Working Groups- asnoted in consultationwith
secretariat), but also to feedbackfrom membersthat there hasbeena period
of reflection and review regarding the body and that the members are
becomingclearerasto the role of thebodyand how theycanbetter usetheir
influenceto impactuponpolicy.

Therewaspositive feedbackfrom consulteeswith regardto theRPB’simpact
on relationshipbuilding. One local government member said that the RPB
hadhelped bring somerelationshipson, throughmore regular contact, whilst
a socialpartnermemberfelt that the RPB hadallowed the bringing together
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of IFB andLSP views on delivery structuresand facilitated development of
relationships with IFB sector. One respondentsaid this had helped work
throughsomeblurredlineswith regardto localdelivery.

Onesocialpartnermemberdid suggestthat theway RPBoperateddid create
fault linesbetweenSEUPB andDFPat thetop table(alongsideDepartmental
advisors), and the rest of the RPB members.It was noted that whilst this
“unity in opposition” assistedrelationships amongstcouncil representatives,
social partners, IFBs andhorizontalprinciplesrepresentatives thatattended, it
hadnot helpedfosterrelationshipswith government departments.

Other issuesnotedby consultees,includedthe“diffic ulty of having dialogue”
particularly with “Departmentaladviserswho attended, who often remained
silent, but especially wheneverthe Minister is there”. Whilst this was the
perceptionof a social partner,it comesback to the point made in several
strategic consultations, (including that with an EU offi cial), that social
partners facea challengein beingable to makethe most of the opportunity
for engagementwith departmentsthroughsuchpartnerships.

It wasalsogenerallyfelt that while the direct accessto ministerial decision-
making waswelcomed,the level of influenceover a direct rule ministerwas
limited in practical terms.However therewas a positive view as to a local
minister of a devolvedgovernmentattending,anda moreoptimistic view that
this couldfacilitateadialoguewith theheartof government.

6.5.4 Representation and Accountability

Only a minority of surveyrespondentsfelt that socialpartnerswereeffective
or very effective with regard to being“plugged-in” or feeding back to their
constituency.This was an issue for one local government official who said
therewas uncertainty asto who or whatsocial partner memberswerethere to
represent.The suggestion madewasthat thereneedsto be better recognition
as to what social partners can and cannotrepresent.At RPB level, whilst
acknowledging that social partners in attendance are “higher profile”
individuals, who are generallywell plugged into networks, there are still
limitationsasto whatandwho theyrepresent.

A social partnermemberfrom the community and voluntary sector agreed
with this view, and admitted that there were nuances regarding
“representation” that requiredclarification. In thecaseof thefour community
and voluntary sector representatives, it was explained that two were
nominatedfrom NICVA andNorth WestCommunity Network, andtwo from
the LSP Working Group.The latterwasunderstood to ensurea link with the
LSP sector.One of thesemembers said they felt capable of representing the
community and voluntary sector in their local LSP area, and the LSP
Working Group,but not the communityand voluntary sector NI wide. Yet
whensitting at theRPB, thememberis labelled as a generic community and
voluntary sectorrepresentative.
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An EU official commentingon themake-up of thepartnershipsacrosstheEU
programmes,agreedwith the principle that it was not possible to be truly
representative,howeverfor someoneconsideringthemembership for thefi rst
time, it would appearto providea reasonablespread of societal interests and
perspectives,the point being whilst the situation isn’t perfect there are
reasonableefforts with regard to representation and feedback across the
sectors.

In termsof representationandfeedbackquestions,therewas uncertainty asto
how other social partnersgatheredand fed back views with regard to their
constituency.This mirrors the representation and feedback issuesraisedin
assessment of Monitoring Committees,namely whilst theseprocessesmay be
in place to varying degrees, this is not well understood by otherpartnership
members.

6.6 Summary of Findings

Findingsaresummarisedasfollows:

� thesocialpartnershavebeenamongstthestrongestparticipantswith regardto
attendance,andparticipationin workinggroups;

� with centralgovernmentrepresented,and occasionally theMinister, theRPB
representsa significant opportunityfor engagement between social partners
and centralgovernment, howeverto datethere hasbeen limiteddialogueand
debate;

� it is acknowledged thata working groupis considering theRPA consultation
document at time of research. This is a goodexample of a strategic issuethat
should be dealt with by the RPB, particularly given its role to ensurethat
partnership workingcouldcontinuebeyondthePeaceII programme; and

� thereremainsa lackof clarity asto who andwhat thesocial partnermembers
are representing, and howtheyarefeedingback to their constituency.
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7. LOCAL STRATEGY PARTNERSHIPS

7.1 Introduction

The Local Strategy Partnership (LSP) Model evolved from the District Partnership
Model of PeaceI. ThePeaceII OperationalProgramme statedtheLSPmodel wasto
be “basedon a moreintegratedandsustainable approachto planningand managing
theuseof resourcesavailableunderPriority 3 of theProgramme”.

The guidance on the establishmentof Local Strategy Partnershipswas that there
shouldbeanequalpartnership betweentwo strands:

� local governmentand themainstatutoryagenciesoperating at local level; and

� four pillars of thesocial partners: privatesector, tradeunions,community and
voluntary andtheagri-rural sector.

The model was not fixed with regard to absolute numbers, rather there was a
deliberatedecisionto allow for a local agreement.Local processes were put in place
to determinehow membercould be sought.Thesewere approved by Concordia,
providing regional endorsement.The 26 structures andnomination procedures were
approvedby SEUPB andConcordia.

7.2 Social Partner Participation

A previous discussionpaper by the RPB3 provided the sectoral breakdownof
membersacrossthe26 LSPs shown in Table7.1.

Table 7.1
Sectoral Composition of LSPs

Sector Number Percentage (%)

Statutory 159 24.2

Council 168 25.6

TradeUnion 52 7.9

Business 76 11.6

Agri-Rural 57 8.7

Community& Voluntary 144 22.0

3 Regional Partnership Board, DiscussionPaperDP01/03Membership and Participation
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Whilst the numbersmay havechangedmarginally sincethe report, it is clear that
there is a good balancebetweenstatutory and council (49.8 per cent) and social
partners (50.2 per cent). It is also clear that within the social partners the largest
representation is from communityandvoluntary, which hassignificantly more than
business,tradeunionor agri-rural sectors.

With over300socialpartnermembersacross26 LSPs,manyof which havemonthly
Boardmeetings,andadditionalsub-committeeor working groupmeetings, the LSP
sector is clearly a sector into which social partners have provided a very large
contributionin termsof resourcein theform of their timeandskills.

7.3 Role of Social Partners

Thekeyrolesof socialpartnerswereconsideredin consultationsto be:

� bringing local knowledge, that could assist with regard to targeting of
interventions;

� bringing local networksandrelationships,thatcould assistwith targeting and
accessingdifficult to reachcommunitiesandsectors;

� bringing sectoral perspective, in so doing providing complementary
knowledge; and

� providing a check andbalanceto avoid LSPsfollowing a purelystatutory or
council-ledagenda.

7.4 Impact of Social Partners

This section will present an assessmentof impactof socialpartnerswithin theRPB,
basedonconsultationsandmembersurvey (for full results seeAppendix III) .

7.4.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

The large majority of survey respondents, (including the large majority of
non-social partners) think that social partners have had a major positive
impacton effectivenessandefficiency in LSPs.Evidenceprovidedin survey
returns,consultationsandcasestudiesof LarneDevelopmentPartnership and
DerryLocalStrategyPartnershipto supportthis included:

� network of community and voluntary workers bring awarenessof
service gaps facing the local community. For example in Larne
DevelopmentPartnership, the community sector was aware of an
absenceof supportfor womenreturningto the workforce in the area,
and agreed supportfor 20 womento undertakechildcare NVQs. This
would not have occurred through Council or statutory agencies
without thesocial partnerengagementthrough theLSP;

� social partnerscanprovide sectoralexpertise that statutory sector do
not possess, for example “knowledge of volunteering in the
communityandvoluntary sector,in which volunteering is critical, is
largely unknownamongststatutorybodies”;
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� severalsocial partner membershave taken on the responsibilit y of
Chairperson, both of the full Board meeting and of sub-committees.
Larne LSP has been chaired by Community and Voluntary sector
representative sincethe late 1990s.This follows a deliberatedecision
to avoid potential domination by statutoryor council members.The
Derry LSP model has had co-chairs from its outset, with one social
partner and one from statutory/ council. The Co-Chairsonly serve
oneyearbeforebeingreplaced;

� a significant proportion of social partnersare there in voluntary
capacity, giving their time and skills for free, enhancing the cost
effi ciencyof theLSP. In bothLarneandDerry it washighlighted that
whilst expenseswereavailable,socialpartners rarely availed of them.
This wascomparedwith statutory memberswho wereoften there“as
part of their paid employment” and councillors, who would get an
allowancefor attendance. Othersurveyrespondents did highlight this
as a limiting factor on their involvement, particularly asthey or their
employerwerenot compensatedfor lossof earningswhilst they were
attendingLSPbusiness;

� the local knowledge brought by the social partners arguably
complementsthe local knowledgeof the councillors. For example
social partnerscanaddvalueto theapplication assessmentprocessas
they will often bring an experienceof the practicality of enterprises
being assessed.Additionally they will often bring “more specialised
knowledge, for example regarding funding requirements of local
associations” bringing greatertransparency to thetable;

� manysocialpartners“bring a long termcommitment to thearea”;and

� one LSP officer noted that social partnersbring a “commitment to
partnership ethos and practice”. A social partner from another LSP
perceivedsuchanethosto be“limited amongststatutorymembers”.

As well as thesepositive commentsthere were several consultees, largely
statutoryofficials,who pointedout that the value addedwasinconsistent. In
particular:

� added value is partly determinedby the commitment social partners
were able to offer the partnership.This can rangefrom those who
werein chairing roles,and participatingin assessmentpanels, to those
whocouldnot makeit to meetingsdueto othercommitments;

� added value is also partly determined by the capacity of the
individuals to contribute. This inconsistency was mentioned by
various respondentsand consulteeswith regard to the full rangeof
social partnerpillars;

� however,both theseissueswerealsoraisedasalsobeing applicable to
certain council and statutory members.As a result it was felt
important that supportand developmentactivit ies being offered by
Concordiawasavailablefor all membersin a partnership, asstatutory
and council representativescould both be equally in need of this. It



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 46

was recognised that Concordia’s development activit ies has been
available for all members,with non social-partnershaving to pay
when there is a fee, but attendingfreely when it is a seminar. One
consulteewas not aware thesedevelopment activit ies were available
for non-social partners.

There was also a suggestion from a respondentwho, largely positive
regarding the contribution of social partners, suggested that “continuous
improvementcomes from constant involvementso it is essential that all are
encouraged to be active memberswith, perhaps,a harsher line being taken
with thosewhodonot activelyparticipatein eithermeetingsor assessments.”

7.4.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisions to meet Local / Sectoral Needs

A total of 28 respondents(including 19 non-social partners) felt that social
partnershadhada substantialpositiveimpact on tailoring LSP interventions,
whilst a further11 said theyhadhada minor positive impact.An exampleof
positive impactis describedin theLarneDevelopment Partnership casestudy
below.

Case Study – Larne Development Partnership

Larne Development Partnership highlighted community and voluntary
representatives facilitating engagementin the Craighill area in Larne, a
disadvantaged areathat had beenstigmatisedby anti-social behaviour and
sectarianism.It had beenseen as an areathat was diffi cult to access for
statutory agencies, who had limited existing relationships with the area.
Some memberswere reluctant to work with the community due to its
perceivedlinks with paramilitaries. The community and voluntary sector
representatives on the LSP disagreed,arguing that there was a significant
need here with regard to community development and peace and
reconciliation,andthatit wasappropriatetheLSPbecame involved.

A communityrepresentativeon the LSP facilitated an initial link with the
area.On the backof this otherLSP membershave become involved. NIHE
hasprovided a communityproperty,andfurther specialist supporthasbeen
brought in throughPSNI and Youth Service, statutory authorities thatwould
not have beenwelcomedwithout thetrustandcredibilit y developedbetween
the community and the LSP through the community and voluntary sector
LSP members.It was noted that there was also something of a learning
experience for the statutorymembersin this, astheyneedto ensure that the
emphasisof this intervention was on “l ocal support” rather than “local
supervision”.

Whilst the very largemajority viewedsocial partnersashaving somedegree
of positive impact, there were some counter voices. In consultations, one
“ frustrated” social partner viewed “the influence of social partners to be
underminedby theoverall influenceof theLSP” which hecontinued“hasno
authority to deliver the local strategy” and has“no influence with statutory
sector”. Another addedthe difficulty in “infl uencing the statutory sectorwas
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heightened by the lack of co-terminosity, whilst the central government
departmentswereoften representedby junior staff with no influencein their
own organisation”.

Discussion regardingtailoring decisionsaroundlocal needsled to discussion
regardingthewider questionof themedium- long term position of LSPswith
certainconsultees.TheChairof oneLSP wasnot optimistic, notingthat if the
“RPA led to organisationat a wider area, for example County Antrim, how
will social partners represent the local issues of Larne or Carrick or
Ballymoney?”. However another consultee, and current LSP member
questionedthesustainabilityof LSPs suggesting there“was no point keeping
themif theydid not getgreaterauthority”.

7.4.3 Change in Impact Over Time

Themostcommonresponse in this instanceis that thevalueaddedby social
partners on LSPshasremainedconstant (n=14),with thoseconsidering it to
have increasedslightly (n=11) or substantially (n=10) outnumbering those
who think it hasdecreasedslightly (n=5)or substantially (n=1).

Of the minority who thought that the value added had decreased, one
explanationfrom a surveyrespondent was therewasdifficulty in filli ng the
social partnervacanciesin their LSP with six out of twelvevacantat time of
writing. Theylinkedthis to thefact that fundingwasspentand theperception
that therewasno remainingincentivefor them(e.g.attendanceallowance).

Survey respondents were generally positive with regard to changesin
attitudeswith 11 sayingtheir alwayswas a positive view and 13 becoming
more positive. Consulteeslinked positive attitudes with good relationships
and betterpartnershipworking (oneLSPofficer reported the “social partners
are now consideredthe equalof theothermembers”). In addition a consultee
highlighted the interface between “participative democracy and formal
representative democracy” as helping develop capacity, suggesting that a
reasonfor increasedimpactovertimewasincreasedsocialpartner capacity.

Therearea numberfor whomperceivedattitudesremain an issue, with three
social partners responding“mixed-bag” and two non-social partners saying
attitudesto socialpartnerinput hasbecomemorenegative. This is in line with
those who feel social partner value added has decreased. One survey
respondentsaid “All membersshouldbe treated with respectand equality.
Sometimesthis is not the caseespecially with somestatutory and council
members.”

7.4.4 Relationships

Social partnermembership of LSPshasfacilitated:

� the developmentof new relationshipsacrossall members at a local
partnership level;

− local issueseffect all partnership members, and consideration of
common issues can assist in bonding between members. For
example, relevantconsulteessuggestedthatDerry LSP’s members
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hadinitially built strongrelationshipsby comingtogether to lobby
central governmentregardinga perceived skewing of resources
and infrastructureawayfrom northwest;

− Banbridge LSP invested in relationship building through away
days and strategy days. A council official reported that this has
paid off, with the LSP operating very much as a team. The
relationshipsbetweencouncillorsandsocial partnersaregenerally
strong, with Councillors praising social partners for their
commitment to the LSP (especiallythrough their efforts on the
assessment panels). Theofficial notedthatthecouncil has working
relationshipsin placewith socialpartnersthroughseveral forums
including LSP,Leader+, MourneHeritage Trust andCommunity
Safety Partnership, and that these working relationships are
important for local level knowledge and community buy-in.
Looking aheadhe suggested that suchrelationshipswould remain
critical when councils’ community planning roles become
formalised;

� thedevelopmentof newrelationshipsbetweensocial partners;

− In Derry LSP, community membersfacilitated visits to certain
areas, in which private sectorpartnerswere wary of investing.
Thesevisits developeda betterunderstandingof thesituationsand
their needfor private sectormembers,and developednew bonds
betweenprivateandcommunitysector;

− Derry LSP supports an InteragencyPlay Strategy. This is a
partnership between community, voluntary and private sector.
Previously the Derry City Children’s Commission had no links
with the private sector,but throughthe LSP, new links between
thesectorswerefostered,facilitating thenewplay partnership;

� thedevelopmentof relationshipsbetweenpolitical representatives;

− social partnershaveallowedthe partnerships to become bodies in
which, as one consulteeput it, “party politics can be left at the
door” . A consistent view wasthat councillors could operate more
freely within the confines of the LSP, a different operating
environment to the competitive party politics found in other
forums. Part of this was due to the non-political focus social
partnersbrought to socialandeconomicissues,which helped take
the “heat” out of political issues;

− one LSP chair notedthat he viewed the LSP model as a vehicle
that had“moveddecisionsoutsidethetraditional Northern Ireland
political arena”;

− one LSP membersaid the social partners were in a position “ to
broker working arrangementsand relationshipsbetweenpolitical
representatives within the LSP, and this included periods of
heightened political polarisation andtension,andat election time,
when new councillors would join the LSP”. A member from
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another LSP highlighted that “Sinn Fein andDUP councillorssit
together at the LSP”, althoughthis relationshipwasnot perceived
to have “ transferredbeyondtheLSP”;

� theconsolidationof relationships:

− it was noted that by someof the local governmentofficials that
councillors get on perfectly well in certain forums outside of
LSPs, including some council chambers,suggestingthat good
working relationships betweenpolitical parties are in somecases
already establishedat local levels, andthat theseare consolidated
throughLSPs.

Howeverit wasnotedby oneLSPmemberwho hadbeena memberof two
LSPs, that in one LSP “social partners had to refer to other membersas
Councillor or Chair, creating formal barriers that did affect relationships,
compared to the otherLSPwereit wasbasedon first nameterms.”Sheadded
the secondLSP“hada chair from thecommunity sector who would not have
stoodfor that”.

7.4.5 Representation and Accountability

The issue of representationand feedback was brought up on several
occasions. Thereis clearly an ongoingdebate with regardto this. However
this debateappearsto bemore“tense”in certain areas.

Themajorconcernswith socialpartnerstaking part in LSPsregardperceived
mandateissuesandtheir accountability:

� one local government Chief Executive spoke of an individual,
perceivedto be linkedwith paramilitarism,who hadstoodfor council
and had failed to be elected, yet managed to get onto the LSP. The
consulteefelt that this providedthe individual with an unduelevel of
credibility and influence,whilst alienatingsomeof the councillors.
Others, however,highlighted that while councillors were given an
electoral mandate in the local governmentelection, councillors were
subsequently nominatedratherthanelectedonto theLSPbody, in line
with theselection processof socialpartners;

� some perceivedthe nominationprocessto be driven centrally rather
thanlocall y, with members“parachuted” in. OneChief Executive felt
thattheselectionprocess “needsto belocalised”;

� there was perceivedto be inconsistencywith respectto how social
partnerswerefeedingbackto their constituencies, and uncertaintyas
to whethertherewere any accountability mechanismsfor the social
partners; and

� Derry LSP was successful in a self-application to fund a
Communication Strategy.This allowed for feedback processes into
eachof thesectorsthroughregularnewslettersandwebsite, aswell as
direct feedbackby membersinto their network bodies. The strategy
hashelpedcreateformal feedbackprocessesandheightenthe degree
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of accountabili ty. The Task Groupsin chargeof selecting members
for the respective social partner pillars for Derry LSP, are also
responsiblefor annualperformancereviews of their sector’s members,
including attendancerecord.

The mix of social partners, councillors and government officials was
consideredhealthy by manyconsultees.Thereasonsgivenfor this included:

� social partnersbring sectoralexpertiseandperspective;

� social partners help bring a sense of reassurance to decisions over
funding. For example one LSP spokeof how “social partners can
bring anecdotal informationfrom thegrassrootsto theLSP,providing
additional reassurance,even in situations when application criteria
havebeenmet”;

� social partnersbringwider connectionsandaccessinto varioussectors
of the local community;

� inclusion of social partnersin the application assessmentprocesses
provides a greater senseof transparency. This is particularly helpful
for some local applicant groupswho wil l relate and respond more
positively to socialpartnerspartly becausethey areconsideredto be
neithergovernmentnorpartypolitical;

� the elected membersselectedonto the partnership do not represent
everyone,themandatetheyget is from a proportion of thepopulation,
social partners “helped provide a voice for a disenfranchised
population”;

� social partners are perceivedto bring a freedom and independence
with regardto opinion that is useful for a fuller debate. Councillors
may berestrictedby party allegiance, or concernwith how something
maybeperceivedby their electorate,with regard to addressing certain
issues;

− In Derry LSP it was suggestedthat community and voluntary
representatives and local councillors experienced a “healthy
tension” regarding the issue. However it was argued that
community and voluntary did provide a different range of
knowledge regarding the reality on the ground from elected
members. In particular it was argued that the community and
voluntary representativesprovided a complementary perspective
on community development,namely that they were freer to
promote longer term solutions rather than the shorter term
solutions perceivedto beheldor requiredby elected members.
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Case Study – How Derry LSP Selected its Social Partners

Derry LSP invested in developing processes to provide transparency in their
nomination andselectionprocesses.

Community and voluntary – A Community andVoluntary Task Group (a range
of stakeholders) was establishedto design and implement a locally agreed
nomination process.After public consultationsNorth West Community Network
wasselected by theTaskGroupto administer theprocess.TheTaskGroupagreed
that the equality proofing for gendershould as close to 50:50 as possible, and
religious background 4:3 “catholic and none” and “protestant” respectively.
Spatial representation was also to be considered.Nominations - Nominations
were sought for representativesfrom formally constituted groupsfor the seven
posts of: Women,SocialEconomyandLabourMarket,Area BasedRegeneration
(2 posts) andSection 75 (3 posts).Elections –Postal ballot paperswere issuedto
all groupswho had registeredto vote. Each group could vote for one nominee
undereachof thesevenposts. Thefour highestscoring nomineeswereelected to
theLSPandtheremainingthreewereselected to meet with theequalit y criteria.

Business - Five keybusinessgroupswithin thearea formed a taskgroupto design
and implement a nomination process. The Task Force agreed criteria for
nominations based on the experience of the nominees. Nominations were
considered,discussedandagreed.The period of office is to betwo years(pending
annual performancereview including recordof attendance). The Task Group is
responsiblefor therenewal process.

Trade Union - It was agreed that Derry Trade Union Council (DTUC) should
select the representativesfor the LSP. Membersof DURC wereinvited to submit
expressionsof interest, in which to demonstratespecifiedcriteria.

Agri-Rural - UFU andNIAPA completedtheir nomination processesseparately.
A UFU Group Committeeselectedtheir representative on agreed criteria. NIAPA
workedwith theLocal LeaderGroupto selectthesecondagri-rural representative.

Conclusion - Derry LSP investedsignificanttime and resourcesinto this process
to ensuretheselection processesprovideda level of transparency, inclusivity and
representativeness. Socialpartnersconsiderthat they have beentreated as equals,
whilst the relationship betweenthe social partnersand the elected memberswas
describedas respectful, with a level of “healthy tension”.
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7.5 Summary of Findings

A summary of findingswith regardto social partnersparticipation in LSPsare as
follows:

� with over 300 social partnermembersacross26 LSPs,many of which will
have monthly Board meetings, and additional sub-committee or working
group meetings, social partnershaveprovided a very large contribution in
termsof resourcein theform of their timeandskills.

� social partnershaveaddedsignificant valuewith regardto effectivenessand
effic iency, through thelocal andsectoralknowledgetheycan bring to bear;

� there is inconsistencywith regardto the capacity and commitment of the
social partnersin someLSPs, however this was also felt to be the case for
non-social partnermembers;

� thereis evidenceof socialpartnershavingpositive impactwith regardto:

− bringing resources and skills for assessment panels, chairing roles often
on anentirelyvoluntarybasis;

− accessing disengagedcommunities;

− developmentof new relationshipsbetweensocial partnersand statutory
sectoroffi cialsandelectedrepresentatives;

− consolidationof existing relationships;

− facilitationof relationshipsbetweenindividual electedrepresentatives;

� social partnersface challengesregarding their mandate and accountabilit y
mechanisms. This can have detrimentalaffects on the relationship between
social partners and other members.Derry LSP has investedin ensuring
selection processesare transparentand in ensuring there is a strategy that
formalisesfeedbackinto constituencies.This hasundoubtedly helpedbring a
sense of a more equal partnershipto the LSP. Whilst Derry LSP is
significantly largerthanmostothers,andhastheeconomiesof scale to allow
for such investment in processes, it is noted that the RPA proposes to
rationaliselocal governmentareasbringing them to asimilar size;and

� thereareconcernswith regardto socialpartnerprocessesfor replacement and
renewal of members. This is perceivedto be particularly acute “after the
money is spent”.
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8. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FORUM

Theprimary focusof this researchhasbeen uponthecontribution of social partners
in the governancestructuresof EU programmes. In this section we consider a
partnershipbodythathasbeenestablished purelyto dealwith domesticpolicy issues
– theEconomic DevelopmentForum.

The EconomicDevelopmentForum (EDF) was established in 1999, following a
recommendation in the Strategy 2010 Report, to provide a formal mechanism
through which a wide range of organisations could advise Ministers on issues
relating to the development and future competitiveness of the Northern Ireland
economy.

8.1 Membership of the Economic Development Forum

The Termsof Referencefor the EDF set-down the following membership structure
for theForum:

� four government/ public sector;

� four tradeunions;

� four employers;

� two community/ voluntary;

� two rural / farming;and

� two education.
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Theactualmembershipof theForumat thetimeof this researchis presentedin Table
8.1.

Table 8.1
Membership of the Economic Development Forum

Sector Organisation Number of Members

Ministersfor

- Enterprise, Trade and
Industry

- EmploymentandLearning

- Regional Development

2

(as onedirect rule
minister(Angela

Smith) has
responsibility for both
EnterpriseTradeand

Investmentand
Employmentand

Learning

InvestNI 1

SOLACE (localgovernment) 1

Government / public
sector

Local Government

PermanentSecretariesfor DETI,
DFPandDE

3 (ex-officio members)

TradeUnions NI Committee/ Irish Congress
of TradeUnions

3

Business Institute of Directors,
Confederation of British
Industry, NI Chamber of
Commerceand Industry, Centre
for Competitiveness,Federation
of SmallBusiness

5

Community and
Voluntary

NICVA 2

Agri-rural UFU, NIAPA 2

Education QUB, Newry & Ki lkeel Institute
of FurtherandHigherEducation

2

Source: Economic Development Forum website 30.6.05

The Forumis chairedby the Minister responsiblefor economic development. The
PermanentSecretaryof DETI is a member ex officio and acts as Chairman of the
Forum in theabsenceof theMinister.

Social partnersmakeup themajority of membership,with thebusinesspillar having
the largestrepresentationwith five members.It is notedthatmembership is different
from the structureset out in the terms of reference, notably with an additional
businesssectorrepresentative,andonelesstradeunionist.
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8.2 Role of Forum / Role of Social Partners

Therole of the forum aslaid downin its Termsof Reference is “ to adviseand make
recommendations to theNorthernIrelandAdministration on all matters affecting the
developmentandfuture competitivenessof the economyof NorthernIreland” . The
agendawould be drawn from the principlesandrecommendations in the Report of
the Economic DevelopmentStrategy Review Steering Group, “Strategy 2010”,
published in March 1999. The Forum would also take account of “contemporary
informationandadvice.”

Thetermsof referencecontinueto definethatin particular, theForumshall:

� advise on how the recommendationsof targets contained in Strategy 2010
which have been adoptedby the Administration may be most effectively
implemented;

� monitor progresswith the implementationof theserecommendations and
towardsthe achievementof the targetsproposedin Strategy2010,and make
any necessaryproposalsfor correctiveaction;

� advise on ways to balancethe objectives of improving competitiveness,
maximising economic growth, achieving sustainable development and
promoting social cohesionandinclusionthroughan equitable distribution of
thebenefits of economic growth; and

� as requestedby Government,to offer adviceon public expenditureallocations
in the light of economicdevelopmentpriorities.

The two issuesarisingout of the EDF role that aremostpertinent to social partners
arethebreadth of perspectivesrequiredandthemonitoring role.

The role stated in the Terms of Reference, relates to “all matters affecting
developmentandfuture competitivenessof the economy of NI”. The third specific
point talks about “balance”, “sustainable development” and “social cohesion and
inclusion”, recognisingtheneedfor a broaderrangeof perspectivesthatthespreadof
social partnersshouldbeableto provide.

Hencebasedon theanalysisof theForum’srole, theroleof thesocial partnerscanbe
largely seenastwo-fold:

� to contributesectoral expertiseandperspective; and

� to provide an independentchallengefunction, particularly important with
regardto themonitoringof implementationof recommendations.

8.3 Impact of Social Partners

As notedabove,therole of theForumwasto beadvisory,thebodywasstructuredto
includea broadrangeof stakeholders, includingsocial partners, to provideadvicefor
Ministers within the Assembly. Clearly suspension of devolution has changedthe
widercontext.
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Analysis of social partner involvement and input to EDF would highlight a
relationship that has developedover time with enhanced confidence in the forum
contributingto achangingdynamicovertime.

The early stages of Social Partnerinvolvement were characterisedby their anxiety
and concernover the 2010 strategywith many questionsraised on the extent to
which this was offered an appropriate platform for economic growth and
developmentwith, we understand,many feeling they couldn’t sign up to the 2010
agenda.Thus in the early stagesthe focusof debate wason the appropriatenessof
2010 rather than on developingon the role and remit of EDF and the natureand
process of Social Partnerinvolvement.

In tandem,the central governmentoutlook was changing with DETI and other
Departmentsrepresentedgettingusedto working collaboratively throughthe forum
and this called for greatertransparency and openness of the Departmental policy
agendaanddecision making processeswith theSocial Partners. This hasalso led to
the discussion and debate of issues which have strongly challenged the
appropriateness of government’s policy response directly through EDF.
Departmentalmembershave expressed the view that this has provided a healthy
tensionwithin theoverallEDFdynamic.

Over time it would appearthat SocialPartnerinvolvementhas stabilised with EDF
maturing and strengtheningto the extent that it has developed and released its
economic‘Vision’ for NorthernandIrelandandreconstitutedto ensureit comprises
amembershipcapableof overseeingtheprogressionof thevision.

Another interesting developmenthasinvolved EDF’s engagement with the political
parties with the objective of facilitating a constructive exchange of views on
economicissues.

A key challengefor EDF is to progressits thinking on theNI economyasarticulated
within the Vision documentthroughto strategy. This wil l call for continuedactive
involvement of all its partnerstogetherwith the resource commitment of DETI.
DETI hasexpressedits commitmentto the future of EDF andrecognisesbenefit in
thework completed to date. Key benefitsbeingdefinedas:

� the stimulus to increaseopenness and transparency in policy agenda and
decisionmakingprocesses;

� the directSocial Partnerchallengeon policy issuesrelevantto thesector they
represent;

� a maturing of relationships and debate facili tated through a greater
understanding of eachother’s position/perspective and as evidenced by the
developmentof anEDF agreedeconomicVision for NI.

DETI highlights thatEDF is now effectively mainstreamedandembedded within its
processes. EDF is to be consultedandresourcedover the forthcoming period of the
Department’s CorporatePlan.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This sectiondraws upon the findings of research and presents an analysis of key
conclusionsandrecommendationsfor thefuture.

9.1 Strategic Context – Looking Forward

The two key strategic drivers with regard to the position of social partnersin
NorthernIrelandin comingyearsaretheRPAandtheshrinkingEU programmes:

� Future of European funding in Northern Ireland:-The presentcycle of
Europeanfunding is comingto an endin 2006.It is not clear how Northern
Ireland will benefit from thefuturecycle. It is clearthatdueto thestepstaken
towardsnormalisationandprosperitycoupledwith the influx of net recipient
accessionstates, Northern Ireland will move out of the highest funding
bracket,mostlikely resulting in asubstantial decreasein EU funding; and

� Review of Public Administration: - a key issuefor social partnerswith
regardto thescopeof theRPA is theproposedrationalisation of councils and
the relationship of thenew structuresto the LSP structures.Thenew council
structuresare to be in placefor 2009.Whilst thereareno recommendations
within theRPA asto how Councilswould meet revisedresponsibili ties there
is potentialfor developmentof aprocesswhich includessocial partners.

9.2 Major Achievements and Outputs of Social Partners in Peace II Programme

On the basisof our analysiswe conclude that in termsof efficiency, effectiveness
andtailoringof interventionsthepositiveimpact of socialpartners has been:

� participationand commitment,often in a voluntarycapacity, not just on the
mainbodybut alsoin workinggroupsandsub-committees;

� the provision of realism. In particular their understanding of their sector or
local areaprovidesthe body with aninsightasto whatis achievable andwhat
is not;

� the provision of a challengefunction, asking questionsensuringthere is
clarity andjustification at anearlystagein thedecisionmakingprocess;and

� additional transparencyand credibility of the process and the programme,
facilitating accessto, and buy-in from difficul t to reach groups(seeLarne
District Partnership casestudy).

Whilst the feedbackfrom the surveyshasbeenlargely positive, a few respondents
highlightednegativefeedback. In particular it wassuggestedthat:

� the value addedby social partnersis not consistent. It was suggested the
social partner value is partly due to the competency of the individual
membersandtheir commitment.The qualitative feedback indicated this was
most variable at LSP level. It was notedthat it was also variable amongst
electedmembersand statutorymembers.



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 58

9.3 Processes Involved

The key issuesregardingsocial partnerprocesseshavebeen how they areselected
onto partnerships, and how the social partner members feedback to their
constituencies. On thebasisof ouranalysisweconcludethat:

� therearevarying degreesof uncertaintyregardingthe processes of selection.
This uncertainty can simply arise from not knowing what the processesare
(evenwhentheyexist), whichwasparticularly truefor statutorysector survey
respondents;

� in moresevereinstancesconcernregarding“mandate” can lead to a level of
suspicion, which has theeffectof undermining thestatusof thesocial partner
member and limiting partnership working. Others noted that councillors,
although electedonto council,weresubsequently nominatedor selectedonto
LSPs,NIRPB andMCs in a similar manner to social partners,counteringthe
“mandate”division; and

� the Derry LSP casestudy provided an example of selection and feedback
processesbased on formal proceduresthat were agreed upfront. This
provideda degreeof transparencythatwasimportant for their constituencies
and for the other membersof the partnership. It is noted that Derry LSPis a
body with significantsizeandresourcescompared to otherbodieshoweverif
theseissuesareto beresolvedit is important that there is proportionate effort
given to ensuring transparencyregardingtheseprocesses. It is alsonoted that
the future environmentmight include a rationalisation of LSP structures
bringingthemto asimilar size.

An additional discussion issue in consultations was clarity regarding who social
partnersrepresent.

� it wasnotedfor exampleat theRPBthata voluntary andcommunity member
said they could represent their LSP and the community sector in their local
area but could not represent anythingwider. Whilst this is quite reasonable
thereis a concernthat othersmay think the member is thereto representthe
voluntary andcommunitysector acrossNI. Thereforeit wasnotedthatsocial
partnerson theRPB, whilst membersof particular sectors, are not necessarily
fully representative of thosesectors; and

� it was alsonotedin consultationsthatit wasdifficul t to assesshoweffectively
other non-social partnermembersof various partnerships were representing
and feedingbackto their respective“constituencies”.

9.4 Relationships and Partnership Working

An underpinning rationale for social partner inclusion in EU programmes is to
further develop relationships and partnershipworking. This assignment required
identification and considerationof evidence of participation of social partners
creatinganimpacton relationshipsandpartnershipworking.



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 59

From ouranalysis weconcludethefollowing:

� social partners and central government departments:

− consultationshighlighted that relationshipsbetween social partners and
central governmentdepartmentswere being developed and consolidated
largelythrough theMC structures, with only limited developmentthrough
theRPB;

− whether the relationship wasbeingdevelopedor consolidated depended
on whatrelationships hadhistorically been in place;

− informal meetings andlinkagesnow taking place outside the confinesof
theMC meetings;

− onedepartmentofficial saidthat their departmenthad been goingthrough
a processof relationship building with social partners, and that this
relationshiphaddeveloped from an elementof warinessand suspicion to
one of greaterrespectand trust. It was stated that the social partner
presenceonMCs hadcontributedto this;

� social partners and local government:

− thestrongestmessagesregardingconcernfor social partner representation
andaccountability processesemanatedfrom thelocalgovernmentsector;

− there were reports of relationships developing into mutual respect,
particularlywithin anumberLSPenvironments;

− the RPB provideda opportunityto link with local government officials
“on thesamesideof thetable”;

� social partners and statutory agencies:

− relationshipsbetweensocialpartnersandstatutoryagencies werereported
to be generally good in the LSP case studies. The exceptions to this
occurred when statutory agencies’ representatives were perceived by
social partnersto have limited interest in the area and were infrequent
attendersat meetings;

� between social partners:

− social partners brought together in partnership structures are able to
develop new networks between themselves. These can often lead to
additional networks;

� elected representatives:

− it was noted across the partnership structures, that the social and
economic focus that social partnersbrought to the table facilitated a
different operatingenvironmentto thecompetitive party politics found in
other forums.This environmentin turn largelyassisted relationshipsand
partnershipworking betweenelectedrepresentatives and other members
and within electedrepresentativesthemselves. The extent of this was
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diffi cult to measureas some consulteesnoted that councillors already
enjoyedgoodworking relationshipsin certaincouncil chambers;

− the relationships between councillors and social partners are not
consistent. The sense from consultations was that in most LSPs the
relationshipsbetweencouncillorsandsocial partnersaregenerally strong,
however there are a number where there are significant degrees of
friction. In one casethis was explainedto be due to concern over the
mandateof particular socialpartners;

� need to invest in building relationships:

− the need to invest in relationship building was highlighted by
Departmental officials and social partners. In particular there remained
significant scopefor developingcontinuity of relationships,particularly
given thesizeof meetings,their relativeinfrequency (MCs andRPB) and
memberturnover(certainLSPs).

9.5 Changes in Attitudes and Potential Implications for the Future

The key conclusionswith regardto changesin attitudestowardsocial partner input
are:

� a significant number of respondentsfelt that the attitude towards social
partner input hadgrownmorepositive(n=31),ascomparedto just 2 who felt
it hadbecomemorenegative;and

� as outlined in the previoussection this positive inertia is in line with views
from consultations which reported development and consolidation of
relationships betweenall sectorsandsocial partners.

Looking to thefuturerole / influenceof social partnersit wasconcludedthat:

� thereis a moderatemajority who would like to see the role andinfluenceof
social partnersincreasewithin the partnershipbodies. Non-social partners
wereevenly split on this;

� in consultations central department officials all spokeof engagement with
social partners as somethingthat was importantand something that would
continuein the future, in line with broader governmentpolicy. This included
engagementoutside theparametersof EU structures (for exampleAgri-Rural
ForumandEDF);

� central andlocal Governmentofficials largely took theview that appropriate
accessmechanisms would be in place,outsideof EU structures for social
partnerengagement; and

� the reduction of EU structuresremains a considerableconcern for social
partnerswith regardto how theyperceiveit will reducetheir influenceon the
public policy process.



Concordia Social Partner Research Report – October 2005 61

9.6 Lessons learned for Wider European Context

Ourkeyconclusionshereareasfollows:

� Northern Ireland has suffered from a polarised society and a number of
decades of inter-community and intra-community violence. The EU Peace
programmehas focussed on addressing peace and reconciliation through a
rangeof supportmeasureswithin NI. The inclusion of social partners within
the implementing structuresof this programme has helped bring economic
and social focus to processes. The social and economic focus has allowed
fuller engagementfrom political representatives from opposing sidesof the
political spectrum;

� it is widely accepted that therehasbeensomedegree of “democratic deficit”
in Northern Ireland. The challengesand shortcomings of representative
democracy within a conflict / post-conflic t society created additional space
and needfor participative democracy provided through partnershipbodies,
suchasthosewithin this study;

� the inclusion of social partnerswithin processes can provide access and
relationships with target communities and sectors which government
departments and agencies struggle to engage with, including those
communitiesthathavesufferedsignificantly from theconflict; and

� social partners need to presentthemselves to others in partnerships in a
transparentmannerwith regardto their selection, feedbackand accountabili ty
mechanisms.

9.7 Recommendations for Social Partnership in NI

Following from theseconclusionstherearea number of recommendations for social
partnerswithin NorthernIreland.

Strategic recommendations:

� currently a significant amount of social partner engagement takes place
within partnershipstructurestied into EU programmes.With thefutureof EU
programmesuncertain it is importantthat Concordia and the social partners
useresearchsuchasthis studyto articulate the value they canadd to public
policy processesin non-EU arenasandparticularly how theycan addvalue to
local processes, especially in communityplanning andcommunity relations,
in apost-RPA localgovernmentenvironment; and

� social partnersneedto be realistic that there is a desire to normalise local
politics anda subsequentdesire to involve local representative politics more
fully in decision making. It is thereforeimportant that Concordia and its
social partners are prepared to articulate how participative democracy
complementsrepresentativedemocracyoffered throughfull y electedbodies.
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Operational recommendations:

� it is recognised that Concordia’s development activit ies are open to all
partnership members,not just social partners. With evidence of variable
contributions from both social partnersandelectedandstatutory members of
somepartnerships,we recommendthat this practice,of makingsuchsupport
open to all, is continuedand is marketed clearly so that all members are
awareof this;

� it is recommendedthat Concordiawork on ensuring that processesregarding
selectionof social partnersontopartnershipbodies,andprocessesfor feeding
back to constituencies are in place for social partners,are understoodby
social partnersandaremadeclearto all partnership membersandsecretariats
includingnon-social partners; and

� whilst thelongerterm futureof EU structuresis uncertain, it is recommended
that social partners bodies continue to make the most out of the current
membership opportunities on EU structures, including the RPB, which
provides an opportunity for engagementwith senior civil servants and with
the Minister. It is recommendedthat Concordia consider presenting the key
issues raised in this study to social partners in the various bodies as
recognition of their effort, but alsoto restate therole theyareto play on their
respectivebodies,namelyto:

− providesectoral expertise;

− providean independentchallengefunction;

− provideconnection andaccess to target groupsandsectors;and

− develop partnerships and relationshipsthat can be continued outside the
confinesof theformal partnership.

EU Recommendation:

� Concordiaengagewith DG Regio to ensurethat the story of social partner
engagementin Northern Ireland is acknowledged, and also to offer the
lessons of socialpartnerengagement,especially to regionswith programmes
that are addressingcomparablesocietal issues, for example a polarised
political environmentor apost-conflict situation.
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CONSULTATIONS

Interviews were undertakenwith strategic policy makersand stakeholders at a regional
level, either by face to face, telephoneor written interview. The following organisations
wereinterviewed:

Social Partners
� NICVA CEO (face to face)
� UFU CEO (face to face)
� ICTU Deputy Assistant Secretary (face to face)
� CBI Director (face to face)
Central Government
� DARD face to face)
� DFP (face to face)
� DETI (face to face)
� DSD (face to face)
� OFMDFM (face to face)
RoI Central Government
� DETE (telephone)
Local Government
� NILGA CEO (face to face)
� Armagh City & District Council CEO (telephone)
� Banbridge District Council Director of Development (telephone)
� North Down District Council CEO (telephone)
� Magherafelt District Council CEO (telephone)
� Derry City Council Direct of Development (written)
EU Bodies
� SEUPB Deputy CEO (face to face)
� DG Regio Desk officer (telephone)
Case Studies
As partof casestudiesconsultationswerealsotakenwith members andsecretariat of the
following:
� Derry LSP LSP Manager & three Board members
� Larne LSP LSP secretariat & two Board members
� Northern Ireland Regional

Partnership Board
Central government, local government
and community sector representatives

� Economic Development Forum Permanent secretary of DETI
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CONCORDIA SOCIAL PARTNER RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

RESPONDENT BACKGROUND

CSF
MC

BSPMC PII MC NIRPB
An
LSP

EDFPleaseindicatewhichof the
following bodiesyoupersonallyhave
been(or currently are)a memberof:

Central
Govt.
Dept.

Other
Stat.

Council
Comm
/Vol

Private
Sector

Unions
Agri-
RuralSectoryou represent:

SURVEY

- Pleasecomplete therest of this questionnaire with reference to your experienceof thepartnership
that youhave receivedthis questionnairethrough;

- Pleasenotethat theterm‘partnership’is usedthroughoutthequestionnaire to includemonitoring
committeesanddevelopmentfora;

- Pleasecircle theoptionwhich most closely reflects youropinion;

- Pleaseselect only oneoption perquestion unlessdirectedotherwisein thetext.

1. Do you feel yourpositionhasbeenreflectedin thedecisionsmadeby thepartnership
sinceit wasestablished?

- My position has not been reflected at all in the decisions made 1

- My position has rarely been reflected in the decisions made 2

- My position has frequently been reflected in the decisions made 3

- My position has been entirely reflected in all the decisions made 4

2. Overall,howwould you ratethebalanceof influencewithin thepartnership sinceit was
established?

- It has been dominated by one sector 1

- It has been dominated by a number of sectors 2

- It has not been dominated by any of the sectors 3



2a. If it hasbeendominatedby asector or sectorswhichoneshavedominated?
(circle all that apply)

- N/A – it has not been dominated by any sector 1

- Central Govt Depts 2

- Other statutory agency partners 3

- Councillors 4

- Community/Voluntary Sector 5

- Private Sector 6

- Trade Union Sector 7

- Agri-rural Sector 8

3. Do you feel thatall Boardmembershave ‘pulled their weight’ sincethepartnershipwas
established?

- Only a minority of members have pulled their weight 1

- The majority of members have pulled their weight 2

- All members have pulled their weight 3

3a. Haveanyparticular sectorsnot pulledtheir weight?(circle all that apply)

- N/A – all sectors have pulled their weight 1

- Central Govt Depts 2

- Other statutory agency partners 3

- Councillors 4

- Community/Voluntary Sector 5

- Private Sector 6

- Trade Union Sector 7

- Agri-rural Sector 8

4. To whatextentdo you feelSocial Partner participation has impacteduponthe
partnership’seffectiveness overall?

Substantial
negative impact

Minor negative
impact

Neutral/marginal
impact

Minor positive
impact

Substantial
positive impact

1 2 3 4 5



5. To whatextentdo you feelSocial Partner participation has impacteduponthe
partnership’sefficiency overall?

Substantial
negative impact

Minor negative
impact

Neutral/marginal
impact

Minor positive
impact

Substantial
positive impact

1 2 3 4 5

6. To whatextentdo you feelSocial Partner participation has impactedupontailoring the
partnership’s interventions appropriately to meet local/sectoral needs?

Substantial
negative impact

Minor negative
impact

Neutral/marginal
impact

Minor positive
impact

Substantial
positive impact

1 2 3 4 5

7. How effectively do you feel theSocialPartnerson thepartnershipfeedbackto their
constituencies?

Very
Ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral Effectively
Very

Effectively
‘Mixed
Bag’

Don’t
Know

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. How well do you feel thatSocialPartnersare ‘pluggedin’ to their constituencies? (i.e.
bringingrepresentativeopinion to thepartnership)

Very
Ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral Effectively
Very

Effectively
‘Mixed
bag’

Don’t
Know

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Do you feel theoverall level of valueaddedby SocialPartnersto thepartnershiphas
changedsince it was established (or aslongasyouhavebeenamember)?

- The value added by the Social Partners has increased substantially 1

- The value added by the Social Partners has increased slightly 2

- The value added by the Social Partners has remained constant 3

- The value added by the Social Partners has decreased slightly 4

- The value added by the Social Partners has decreased substantially 5



10. Do you think thattheattitudesof other members havechangedtowardsSocial Partner
input since the partnership was established (or aslongas youhavebeena member)?

- Other partners’ have always had a positive view of the value added by the
Social Partners

1

- Other partners’ view of the value added by the Social Partners have not really
changed

2

- Other partners’ view of the value added by the Social Partners have become
more positive

3

- Other partners’ view of the value added by the Social Partners have become
more negative

4

- ‘Mixed bag’ 5

- Don’t know 6

11. How would you like to seetherole/influenceof theSocial Partnerschangewithin the
partnershipin future?

- I would like the role/influence of the Social Partners to remain the same 1

- I would like the role/influence of the Social Partners to increase 2

- I would like the role/influence of the Social Partners to decrease 3

- Unsure 4

12. If you haveany specific ideasabouthow the value addedby Social Partners can be
continually improved,pleasesummarisebelow?

13. Pleasesummarisewhat you think arethe mostsignificantcontributions that the Social
Partners havebrought to partnershipsin NorthernIrelandoverthelastfive years.
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Monitoring Committee Survey Results

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the MC’s
effectiveness overall

Extent of
impact

Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 0 2 3

Non-SP 0 0 1 6 6

All 0 0 1 8 9

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)4

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the MC’s
efficiency overall

Extent of
impact

Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 0 3 2

Non-SP 0 0 4 8 2

Al l 0 0 4 11 4

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring the
MC intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need?

Extent of
impact

Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 0 3 2

Non - SP 0 1 2 8 3

0 1 2 10 5

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

4 Of the18 respondents9 were from central government, 5 were socialpartners,3 from other statutory bodies
(e.g. SEUPB)and 1 wasa councillor.



Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partners to the MC has changed
since it was established?

Value added Decreased
substantially

Decreased
slightly

Constant Increased
slightly

Increased
substantially

SP 0 0 0 3 2

Non-SP 0 0 4 7 3

Al l 0 0 3 10 5

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
since the MC was established?

Attitudes Always had a
positive view

View not
really

changed

Become
more

positive

Become
more

negative

Mixed
bag

D/K

SP 0 0 5 0 0 0

Non-SP 0 1 9 0 1 2

Change
overtime

0 1 14 0 1 2

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

How well do you feel social partners are plugged into their constituency?

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral Effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

Don’t
know

SPs 0 0 0 2 2 1 0

Non-SPs 0 0 0 5 2 2 4

Al l 0 0 0 7 4 3 4

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

How well do you feel social partners feedback to their constituency?

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

D/K

SP 0 0 1 0 1 2 1

Non-SP 0 1 1 3 0 3 5

Feedback? 0 1 2 3 1 5 6

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)



Regional Partnership Board Survey Results

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the RPB’s
effectiveness overall

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 2 1 5

Non-SP 0 0 2 0 2

Effectiveness 0 0 4 1 7

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)5

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the RPB’s
efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 2 2 4

Non-SP 0 0 2 0 2

Efficiency 0 0 4 2 6

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring
RPB intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 1 1 5 1

Non-SP 0 1 1 1 1

Al l 0 2 2 6 2

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

5 Of the 12 RPB returnsthere were 6 social partner members,3 councillors, 2 statutorymembersand 1
environment representative.



Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partners to the RPB has changed
since it was established?

Value added Decreased
substantially

Decreased
slightly

Constant Increased
slightly

Increased
substantially

SP 0 1 2 4 1

Non-SP 0 0 0 3 1

Change
overtime

0 1 2 7 2

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
since the RPB was established?

Attitudes Always
had a

positive
view

View not
really

changed

Become
more

positive

Become
more

negative

Mixed
bag

D/K

SP 2 2 3 0 1 0

Non-SP 1 1 1 0 1 0

Al l 3 3 4 0 2 0

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

How well do you feel social partners are plugged into their constituency?

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

D/K

SP 0 0 1 3 1 2 1

Non-SP 0 1 2 0 0 1 0

Pluggedin? 0 1 3 3 1 2 2

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

To what extent do you feel social partners feedback to their constituency?

Extent of
impact

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

D/K

SP 1 0 2 2 0 3 0

Non-SP 1 1 0 0 0 2 0

Feedback? 2 1 2 2 0 5 0

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)



Local Strategy Partnerships – Survey Results

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon LSPs
effectiveness and efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 2 4 8

Non-SP 0 0 3 3 21

Effectiveness 0 0 5 7 29

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon LSPs
effectiveness and efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 1 6 7

Non-SP 0 1 2 9 15

Efficiency 0 1 3 15 22

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring LSP
intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need

Extent of impact Substantial
negative

Minor
negative

Neutral
/marginal

Minor
positive

Substantial
positive

SP 0 0 2 3 9

Non-SP 0 0 0 8 19

Al l 0 0 2 11 28

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partners to your LSP has changed
since it was established?

Value added Decreased
substantially

Decreased
slightly

Constant Increased
slightly

Increased
substantially

SP 1 0 5 5 3

Non-SP 0 5 9 6 7

Al l 1 5 14 11 10

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)



Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
since LSPs were established?

attitudes Always
had a

positive
view

View not
really

changed

Become
more

positive

Become
more

negative

Mixed
bag

D/K

SP 5 1 5 0 3 0

Non-SP 6 7 8 2 0 4

Al l 11 8 13 2 3 4

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

How well do you feel social partners are plugged into their constituency?

Extent of
impact

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

D/K

SP 0 0 0 9 0 5 0

Non-SP 0 2 1 9 6 6 3

Pluggedin? 0 2 1 18 6 11 3

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

To what extent do you feel social partners feedback to their constituency?

Extent of
impact

Very
ineffectively

Ineffectively Neutral effectively Very
effectively

Mixed
bad

D/K

SP 0 1 0 5 1 7 0

Non-SP 1 4 3 8 0 6 5

Feedback? 1 5 3 13 1 13 5

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)





APPENDIX IV
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GLOSSARY

BSP Building SustainableProsperity
CBI Confederationof British Industry
CSF CommunitySupportFramework
DARD Departmentof Agricultureand RuralDevelopment
DETE Departmentof Enterprise,TradeandEnvironment (RoI

Department)
DETI Departmentof EnterpriseTradeand Investment
DFP Departmentof FinanceandPersonnel
DSD Departmentfor SocialDevelopment
DTI Departmentof TradeandIndustry
EAGGF European Agricultural GuidanceandGuaranteeFund
EDF EconomicDevelopment Forum
ERDF European RegionalDevelopment Fund
ESF European SocialFund
FIFG Financial Instrumentfor FisheriesGuidance
IFB Intermediary Funding Body
IFI International Fundfor Ireland
LSP Local StrategyPartnership
LSPWG Local StrategyPartnershipWorking Group
MC MonitoringCommittee
MTE Mid-Term Evaluation
NIAPA Northern Ireland Agricultural ProducersAssociation
NICVA Northern Ireland Councilfor Voluntary Action
NIC / ICTU Northern Ireland Committee,Irish Congressof Trade

Unions
NILGA Northern Ireland LocalGovernment Association
NIRPB Northern Ireland RegionalPartnershipBoard
OFMDFM Office of First MinisterandDeputyFirstMinister
RPA Reviewof PublicAdministration
RPB Regional Partnership Board
SEUPB SpecialEuropeanUnion ProgrammesBody
SOLACE Societyof Local Authority Chief Executives
UFU UlsterFarmers Union


