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Abstract

Successful partnerships between policy makers and deliverers, providers and recipients, can be both strategic and operational. Partnerships can operate in several different ways at the same time. Joint programmes achieve more than each organisation or individual can achieve separately. The impact on children and young people can be profound if the quality of musical experiences provided is high; and there is benefit to young people, their families, musicians and teachers, the whole school and the community.  Effective partnership working takes account of context; requires good communication, time, leadership, mutual trust, clarity of roles and responsibilities and the support of senior management. Training needs must be identified and addressed. Planning, monitoring and evaluation are crucial and a shared ethos and sense of purpose are essential. The paper draws on evidence for effective partnership working in music education and concludes that young people can access a more meaningful and worthwhile music education programme if the strengths of different partners are effectively harnessed and deployed. Practical suggestions are offered.

Introduction

An issue for music educators worldwide is how a diversity of musical experiences can form a coherent music education, enabling young people to develop musically and personally. In England these activities are both statutory and non-statutory, they are offered individually and collaboratively by a range of providers, both in and out of school. One of the key recommendations of the Music Manifesto Report No 2 (Rogers, 2006) was for the range of musicians and music educators who contribute to the education of young people to work more closely together, for example schools with music services, orchestras and community musicians. This recommendation applies equally to policy makers and planners, individual and organisations who provide music experiences, and to all who participate in them.
The purpose of this article is to give some practical suggestions and ideas of the basic aspects and factors of effective partnerships, drawing on a selection of the literature and studies. An internet search on “effective partnership working” was undertaken to learn from partnership working across a number of fields but with particular reference to music and the arts. Evidence from case studies of 3 pathfinder projects
 and 10 Music Partnership Projects
 that have taken place in England over the past 5 years was drawn upon, including planning and monitoring arrangements; self evaluations; external evaluations; video material; and observations of workshops, performances, Continuing Professional Development sessions, and strategic and operational meetings. 

The data were analysed exploring the following areas: why organisations and individuals work in partnership; what types of partnerships exist; what makes partnerships work; and how partnerships can be most effective in meeting the needs and aspirations of young people as well as supporting those responsible for enabling young people to receive the best possible music education. 

The importance of partnership working
In 1999 the National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education stated (Robinson, 1999, p120)
 

‘Partnerships between schools and outside organisations and individuals are essential to the kinds of educational development we are advocating. They are not additional luxuries.’ 

This trend has developed over the past decade.  Increasingly, effective partnership with the wider world is a key feature of successful schools. Several publications and policies have been produced and research studies have explored successful partnership projects helping a range of providers and interested parties to work more effectively together (ACE, 2001; ACE, 2007; ACE, 2009; Addo, 2003; Bretherick & Keeler, 2004; Cheung, 2008; Coll & Deane, 2008; DCLG, 2006, 2008a, 2008b, 2009; DeNardo, 1997, 2001; Dreeszen, 1992; King & Reeve, 2006; McCusker, 1999; Partnerships for Schools, 2009; QCA, 2007; Robinson, 1998; Sinsaburgh, 2006; Stephens, 2008; UNESCO, 2006; Wharton Conkley & Henry, 2002). 

Over the past five years the music education agenda in England has been informed and shaped by the Music Manifesto. The central recommendation of this report is that 

‘everyone involved in music education should work together...We need coordination and collaboration between all music providers, both in and out of school...to make the most of the strengths and resources of each.... How are we going to do that?...bring together everyone involved in music education at a local level, to identify and assess local needs and priorities, plan resources and coordinate a more effective delivery of music education in schools and local communities.’ (Rogers, 2006, p7).

Reasons for the need for this closer collaboration are further supported by the pathfinder programmes, which found that opportunities to expand the range of enriched experiences and outcomes for children and young people are at the heart of successful partnership working, achieving something greater, beyond the capacity of one partner (Bamford, 2004; Griffiths, 2008, Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Price, 2008); and because they can be powerful mechanisms for bringing about positive changes more quickly than without the partnership (Burke, 2008). The Government White Paper: Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system devotes a whole chapter to the subject ‘Every school working in partnerships: because no school can do it alone.’ (DCSF, 2009)
As well as the importance of collaboration between schools and services, there is also a need for more regional partnerships. Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) are potentially a helpful model. LSPs seek to engage all local stakeholders in the development of a shared vision and a shared action approach both to meeting central government’s service delivery targets and to addressing local issues and problems (DCLG, 2006, 2008a, 2008b, 2009; DTLR, 2001a, 2001b). LSPs are seen as the vehicle for planning and implementing integrated working at local level. Local Authority Music Plans (LAMPs) (DCSF, 2007) have become established as valuable 3 year rolling plans that are providing a framework for this strategic planning in music education (Hallam, 2009, 2010).
There is clearly a need and an appetite for partnership working, which, like any form of relationship, is rewarding and demanding (Woolf, 2000).  Coll and Deane (2008, p1) state that ‘Partnership working is frustrating and amazing, time-consuming and powerful, irritating and enriching – usually at the same time.’ But to be successful and effective many issues need to be considered. First, what types of partnership exist? 

Partnership models
Researchers have identified differences in the types of partnership and how they work. For example, Macintosh (1993) and Stewart (2002) describe models that may be separate or simultaneously present in a particular partnership. Others, such as Griffiths (2008) and ContinYou (2009), describe models of partnerships that are sequential and developmental (these are set out in Table 1) and Dreeszen (1992) identifies a six-stage process of partnership evolution from individual transaction to institutional collaboration.
Table 1 Models of Partnerhip
	Researcher
	Model
	Description

	Macintosh
	Transformation
	Working in partnership to convince the other partner(s) of your own values and objectives

	
	Synergy
	Working to produce added value beyond what would have been achieved separately

	
	Budget Enlargement
	Achieved when partnerships generate extra resources

	Stewart
	Facilitating partnerships
	In which developing trust and accommodating relationships is imperative to the attainment of partnership goals, making issues of process are highly important building blocks to success.

	
	Co-ordinating partnerships
	Which relate primarily to the oversight, in both strategic and practical terms, of initiatives to which a wide range of organisations have committed themselves to make a contribution. Activities are either hived off to task-based bodies or are delegated to departments or sections within one or more of the partner organisations.

	
	Implementing
	Which are specific in focus and time-limited in nature. They are responsible for the implementation of pre-agreed projects. Project delivery is acknowledged as of mutual advantage to the key partners and the means by which it is to be effected is fairly clear. A key function of the partnership is to secure funding and resources for the projects and to manage the implementation process.

	Griffiths
	Cooperation
	A basic form of partnership, involving mostly the sharing of information as organisations get to know about each other’s work. For example, they may cooperate over dates to avoid conflicting events.

	
	Collaboration
	In which two or more organisations collaborate over events or programmes. They jointly plan the nature and content, and identify targeted groups. The partners understand each other’s work and how to develop the roles needed for successful collaborative work.

	
	Confederation
	This is the most complex. It involves the integration of the work of two or more organisations and is using all the local and regional resources available.

	Continue
	Cooperate
	Partners may share information and recognise one another’s existence. However, there is no joint planning and resources are kept separate.

	
	Coordinate
	Partners will do some planning together and may focus on a specific project. There will be some sharing of roles and responsibilities and some shared resources and risk taking.

	
	Collaborate
	Partners commit themselves to longer-term projects and make organisational changes so that there is a higher degree of shared leadership, control, resources and risk taking.


What is clear is that ‘partnership’ can mean different things to different people and organisations. Even the same words can have subtly but importantly different meanings. ‘Partnership’ can cover a multiplicity of purposes.

‘A partnership may be created in response to a problem or to an opportunity, it may be short or long-term, it may be a one-time arts event in a school or a comprehensive curriculum development project.’ (Dreeszen, 1992, p.13).
A partnership may be based on a Service Level Agreement with a client supplier relationship working to deliver a particular project; a strategic planning group; a delivery consortium or all three at the same time. 
How people or organisations work together can be anything from a relaxed collaborative venture to a formal partnership agreement with pooled funding. Relationships can be in the form of a co-operative, or any one of a number of partners could be a ‘lead’ person or organisation (Hallam, 2008). For example, a partnership in which a symphony orchestra is the lead organisation, providing meeting space and secretariat, may still defer to other partners to lead on vocal work, world music, jazz, folk, or teaching pedagogy. Nor do all partners have to be part of a strategic partnership. Some may be involved in delivery alone (Hallam, Creech, and Shave, 2009).
Having a common understanding of ‘partnership’ is important. This is discussed further below together with other factors that need addressing if partnerships are to work effectively. 

Effective Partnership Working
Setting up the partnership

An internet search on ‘effective partnership working’ produces a vast array of documentation from that relating to the Australian Fisheries Management Authority (Smith, Sainsbury and Stevens, 1999) to a wealth of information from social and healthcare research (Stewart, 2002). In the field of arts education partnerships, Dreeszen (1992) is particularly helpful, pointing out that many characteristics are variable, and identifying nine critical success factors: leadership and vision; effective planning; broad based community representation; teacher participation; artist participation; public awareness and communication; awareness of programme catalyst; site-specific programme design and on-going assessment of the partnership. From this wide range of partnerships and criteria, a number of common elements emerge that impact on how well partnerships work: context, including local geography and history; people, their roles, responsibilities and relationships; leadership, trust and power; time; membership; and aims and objectives. 
Context

Geographical and historical starting points are crucial in the development of effective partnerships. In any locality - region, Local Authority, city, town or neighbourhood - there is a very particular past, and a unique geography. Common or clearly defined boundaries clarify areas of responsibility between partners and impact on collaboration at a strategic level. Few partnerships start from scratch. They build instead on past relationships. While new initiatives may assume a blank canvas, in reality there will be a history. Every successful local intervention has to be placed within the context of unique local circumstances. (DCLG, 2006, 2008a, 2008b, 2009; DTLR, 2002; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b)

People: Roles, responsibilities and relationships
It is people who make partnerships work (or not!). Personalities are crucial and collaborative working depends on the role of individuals. Partnerships are almost always based on a unique blend of personal and professional relationships and circumstances. Sound legislation and policy are essential but there is no substitute for building positive relationships between all those involved. Time and again it is said that ‘people matter’. (Robinson, 1999; Smith et al., 1999). 

Whilst one individual may be clear about the type of partnership which is being engaged with, other partners may have a different perspective. Some partners may consider the partnership as being primarily a facilitating one whilst other members may view it as an implementing partnership (Stewart, 2002). Partnership means different things to different people (Bretherick & Keeler, 2004). Even the same terminology, ‘co-operating, collaborating, co-ordinating,’ can create misunderstanding and confusion potentially leading to conflict. These issues can be mitigated by having effective communication, constructive conflict resolution techniques and shared understanding of the assumptions and starting points of partners (Dreeszen, 1992; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Mohr & Spekman, 1994). Also often overlooked is how new partners or representatives are integrated into an existing partnership and the recognition that this requires as much time and effort as the initial arrangements.
Where people are representatives of an organisation, the individual’s role and the level of responsibility within that organisation will have an impact on their relationships within the partnership. It is important that the representatives of the member organisations have the necessary authority to speak for their organisations, to sign it up to the long-term vision and to commit resources - where they have them - to implementing the action plan (Dreeszen, 1992). Individual partners will each bring different resources to the partnership (including skills, experience, connections, finance) and this needs to be recognised (Bamford, 2004; ContinYou, 2009; Hall, 2009; Pendreigh, 2009).

Equally important for organisations and the partnership is whether the same person always represents a particular organisation at specific meetings. It may be appropriate for different people to attend strategic and operational meetings on behalf of a single organisation but lack of continuity of attendance by particular people at specific meetings will impact on the relationships that are formed between individuals, their organisations and the successful working of the partnership. 

Partnership working is complex and challenging because organisations have distinctive and different core purposes. Partners will bring with them the values of their organisations or institutions. Schools and arts organisations have different cultures: different priorities, needs, values, working patterns and vocabularies. One partner’s understanding of the other’s culture may vary enormously from individual to individual. Effective partnership working has to be based on a thorough understanding of each other’s provision, as well as the benefits to young people of working together (Dreeszen, 1992; Hallam et al., 2009; Orfali, 2004).

It is also important not to make assumptions. Griffiths (2008) observes that many practitioners are versatile musicians, who can apply their expertise in several different contexts. She argues that it is important not to stereotype colleagues according to the musical traditions in which they work, nor the organisation that employs them, for example, music service tutors employed as woodwind specialists who are also accomplished keyboard and guitar players; experienced rock guitarists who are also accomplished vocalists; experienced gospel singers who are familiar with incorporating the contemporary popular music repertoire. 

Many of these issues can be resolved if roles and responsibilities are clear. Successful partnerships depend on good communication, clarity and transparency. Identifying and defining roles and responsibilities is an important step in building the foundations for successful project working (ACE, 2007; Dreeszen, 1992; Orfali, 2004; Pendreigh, 2009).
Good advice appears in the NAME publication Music and the Power of Partnerships: 
‘Never assume.... No amount of planning or reflection meetings, clear aims and objectives can resolve conflicting assumptions.... Know more about your partner’s ways of working than you do about your own.... Talking is essential... But it is not necessarily sufficient... you can’t ever be too clear.... avoid jargon.... You don’t have to agree on everything! A win-win situation does not mean you have to win the same things. Know why you are working in the partnership.’ (Coll and Deane, 2008, pp.1,2). 

Navigating successfully through the complexities of these roles, responsibilities and relationships, and ensuring appropriate communication, depends on effective leadership. 

Leadership, trust and power

The tasks associated with leadership change according to the maturity of partnership working. At the beginning, even the promotion of partnership working as an idea in order to create a culture in which partnerships are acceptable is a necessary task in facilitative partnerships. The establishment of the partnership, by identifying areas of common interest and sounding out prospective participants, carries the culture of partnership to the operational level of collaborative working and to the tasks of co-ordination. Leadership in co-ordinating partnerships is evident in support for the practice of working together. Leaders can thus carry apparently contradictory roles, on the one hand generating collaboration, inclusiveness and consensus, while on the other hand exercising pragmatic but powerful manipulation of diverse interests. How these conflicting demands are handled will have a major impact on the nature and success of the partnership. (Hallam et al., 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Stewart, 2002) 

Evaluations of the pathfinder and partnership projects all suggested that who took a lead depended on whether the issues were operational or strategic, the particular areas of expertise of the partner and the degree of authority and responsibility or ‘power’ vested in an organisation or individual. Identifying and enabling the ‘right’ person to lead was an important aspect of effective partnerships in practice (Griffiths, 2008; Hall, 2009; Hallam et al., 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009, 2009b; Pendreigh, 2009). Effective leadership inspires vision, enthusiasm and commitment, and commands the trust of other partners (DTLR, 2001).

In addition to leadership and power, there are the transaction costs of negotiation and exchange; establishing rules and ensuring compliance; and time expended in meeting, communicating, and sharing. The burden of these transaction costs can be lightened if the parties know, like and trust each other (Dreeszen, 1992; Stewart, 2002).
Partnerships also involve close consultation, raising awareness of resource management issues, and input into and responsibility for the decision making process on the assumption that sustainability is very much linked to the level of confidence and trust that exists between the various interested parties (Smith et al., 1999). Secure relationships, based on professional recognition and trust, are fundamental (Dreeszen, 1992; Griffiths, 2008) and Price (2008) argues for partnerships in which honest, respectful but self-critical debate is actively sought and valued.
Trust is therefore a key concept in effective partnerships. It is less clear how trust comes to exist. Can it be assumed? Does it have to be built, earned, won, or given? Trust is necessary, but it doesn’t just happen. It takes time to develop.
Time

Time has been referred to on a number of occasions above: time for meetings and discussions to tease out assumptions; time for identifying areas of common interest and common purpose; time to establish relationships and trust. There is never enough time, but effective planning, talking, learning and not making assumptions takes more time than people think. So it is essential that the cost of this additional time is considered by all involved to be time well spent (Bamford, 2004; Coll & Deane, 2008; Dreeszen, 1992; Hall, 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Pendreigh, 2009; Price, 2008).
Even before setting up the partnership, time should be taken over deciding who to approach – partnerships that are rushed into, or entered into for the reasons that are not compatible, rarely succeed (ContinYou, 2009; Dreeszen, 1992). It is important to avoid over-commitment or overburdening the partners. Suitable partners are people or organisations who can work together comfortably and productively. If partners come together of necessity for other reasons, then more time is needed to establish effective relationships.
Membership 

Central to a number of features of joint working is membership, with success a function of which stakeholders participate. Partnerships can be distinguished by whether their membership is open or closed, and by whether their members are chosen, appointed, selected, elected or invited (Stewart, 2002). Partners have an enormous range of reasons for becoming involved in a partnership but simply working together is not enough if the partnership is to be effective. Each partner may have differing levels of contribution to make, but they must all have an equal commitment to the need for a partnered solution (ContinYou, 2009; Price, 2008). In the evaluation of the London Music Partnership Project

‘There was a strong sense that the partnership was one where the Local Authority Music Services were considered, on the whole, as beneficiaries, while the Barbican campus/LSO partners were considered as contributors...It was recognised that each partner had its own unique identity and that in order for the partnership to function most effectively there needed to be clarity in relation to these individual strengths as well as agreement over what the partnership could achieve together’ (Hallam et al., 2009, p.5).
Partners do not need to gain equally from their membership of the partnership, but they do need to believe that they are all being treated fairly. Price (2008) argues that partnership is not a competitive sport – if partners are going to worry about the size of the cake, or of their respective logos, what are the prospects of a good working relationship? An effective educational partnership needs to have the needs of young learners as its driving force (rather than its partner’s provision). Orfali (2004) states this simply:

· What do you want to achieve, and for whom?

· Why do you need or want to work with others to help achieve it?

Clear aims and objectives

Why there is a need or desire to work with others and how to enable partnerships to function effectively has been explored above. Clarity and transparency have been touched upon. But one essential element that has not yet been discussed is the need for clear aims and objectives that are shared by all partners. Common aims and objectives are easier to achieve if there are shared values and ethos. A sense of common purpose is essential to effective partnership working in music education, with the young people themselves as the main and primary beneficiaries of the partnership activity (Dreeszen, 1992). 

Having identified the key factors, found the ‘right’ partners, established the aims and objectives of the partnership, clarified roles and responsibilities, established leadership and trust and identified both strategic and operational issues, what needs to happen for partnerships to be most effective in meeting the needs and aspirations of young people as well as supporting those responsible for enabling young people to receive the best possible music education? This is the subject of the next section.
Effective Delivery

Information

For activities to be of maximum benefit to children and young people, the purpose of the activity needs to be clear and additional contextual information is required: what prior knowledge and experience do the children bring; what support is available during the activity and what ‘next steps’ are envisaged as a result of the activity?

‘Information sharing is the cornerstone of delivering shared understanding of issues and arriving at shared solutions. Effective delivery relies on good decision making and those decisions should be based on good information. The right information enables partners to carry out evidence-based, targeted ... interventions and to evaluate their impact. The improved outcomes of an intelligence-led, problem solving approach ... can only be achieved when partners have access to relevant, robust and up-to-date information from a broad range of sources’ (Police and Crime Standards Directorate 2007, p.36).
In order to ensure the most effective use of this information, three further ingredients are also essential for effective delivery: Planning; On-going monitoring and evaluation; and attention to Quality.

Planning

The success of partnerships lies as much in the quality of preparation and follow-up work as in the event itself. Planning together in advance is the only way to be sure a project will work (Bretherick & Keeler, 2004; Dreeszen, 1992). If we fail to plan we plan to fail.

There is much that can be learnt about effective planning from the literature on Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) (DCLG, 2006, 2008a, 2008b, 2009). In music, the area strategic plan is known as the Local Authority Music Plan (LAMP). Schools also have their own plans, which form a subset of the LAMP. Linking to plans and the policies that inform them ensures greater effectiveness in the delivery of the partnership’s activity. Often this means planning ahead much more than has traditionally been the case (Bretherick & Keeler, 2004; NAME, 2004; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b).

The importance of linking with other policy areas at school, local authority, regional and national level cannot be overestimated. Everyone is busy. Funds and resources are limited. The integrity of the intrinsic value of the art form must be paramount, but if the wider benefits of engagement in the arts and of partnership working are to be fully realised, the links to other policies and priorities must be explicit and fully understood. Without this, the practical reality of day to day life will mean that sufficient time will not be found for planning, monitoring and evaluation (Dreeszen, 1992; Hall, 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Pendreigh, 2009).

Most publicly funded activity focuses on delivery to such an extent that allocating time for teachers, students and outside partners to think through and plan activity is minimised or treated as being of low priority.  More than anything else, having enough time to plan properly makes the difference between an effective experience that meets the needs of the learners and provides value for money and an experience that is ‘busy’ but of little lasting value. Sound budget planning and financial provision should include funding for planning and development time (Dreeszen, 1992; Hall, 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Pendreigh, 2009).

In planning the content of programmes and units of work, Griffiths alerts us to the fact that teams need to be aware of the difference between ‘activities’ and ‘learning opportunities’.  Using the expertise of professional educators can help artists in this respect. But she warns that it is important to establish what can be achieved by working together, which adds value and distinctiveness to working separately, since joint programmes are often complex and demanding. Time for planning is essential to avoid the session-by-session preparation, which does not include medium term aims or an overview of a unit of work. When three, or four different practitioners are working together, someone has to maintain an overview of the direction, content and qualities of the work in hand and to be decisive in maintaining or changing the focus when necessary. Project structure should not only allow sufficient time to execute the project but also time to reflect on children and young people’s work.                                               

Arts programmes in England often secure funding if they are to support the most disadvantaged and disengaged young people. But working successfully with these young people requires particular skills. Schools and centres which are working in extremely challenging circumstances need to be approached by experienced teams who can remove any non-musical barriers to the work. The combination of new teams, new work and very challenging situations can be overwhelming. This work should be undertaken at a second stage of development, when teams and ways of successfully working together are already established. (Griffiths, 2008).
Teachers need to be given sufficient notice so that preparatory work can be carried out to tie the project in with curriculum work if appropriate. Meeting children prior to delivering the project is invaluable and ideally, young people will be involved in the planning (Bamford & Glinkowski, 2010; DES, 2004; Dreeszen, 1992). At the very least pupils should be briefed on what to expect and what will be expected from them. A presentation from the artist is a good basis on which to establish school/artist relationship. Materials and resources should be readily available from the start of the project.

Pedagogy is also an issue. There are as many informal teaching styles among classically trained musicians as there are didactic styles among experienced rock and jazz musicians. What matters is that the pedagogy should be appropriate to the work in hand. It is probably better to teach directly the chord of G to a young guitarist who wants to use it, rather than let them explore the instrument until they find it. Exploring the instrument may be appropriate if the aim is improvising, inventing and being creative with available sound-sources, which is equally important learning, but pedagogy needs to match the needs of young people, as well as their music choices and aspirations (Griffiths, 2008).
Whilst adequate planning is essential, it is also possible to over plan. There is a need to be flexible, to be prepared to adapt to unavoidable change or to exploit an unexpected opportunity. No amount of extensive and systematic planning removes the need for on-going monitoring and evaluation with the ability to refine and adjust the original plan in the light of practical experience (Orfali, 2004). 
Monitoring, evaluation and feedback 

There should be a process for monitoring progress and planning for improvement and a mechanism for reporting on that progress to stakeholders. Evaluation forms a key component of this process (Dreeszen, 1992). Without an understanding of the impact of any intervention, partnerships will be limited in their ability to repeat their successes or improve delivery of outcomes.

Progress needs to be monitored. Evidence needs to be collected before, during and at the end of the partnership activity to assess pupils’ and teachers’ learning. Evaluation during the partnership, perhaps presented at a formal review meeting, enables changes and improvements to be made if necessary. All partners, including artists and the young people, should contribute to the evaluation (DES, 2004; Dreeszen, 1992; Hall, 2009). Even during an individual session it is important for one member of the team, or school/centre-based staff to monitor part of each session, to focus on the process for young people. In new work there is a tendency for adults to focus on their own role, rather than the impact on the qualities of music making for the young people in their care (Griffiths, 2008). There is extensive literature on monitoring and evaluation with whole publications being devoted to this important subject (ACE, 2007; NAME, 2004; Woolf, 2004).
Quality

Successful delivery of a partnership’s priorities is a crucial aspect of effective partnership operation. An effective partnership should be able to sustain a high quality of delivery and demonstrate a clear strategy for continued improvement. An effective partnership will consider the way in which activities are delivered to achieve objectives; the quality and outcomes of implementing plans; the way in which communities have been engaged; and how performance will be supported and challenged across the partnership. High expectations by all involved are crucial to establishing the quality of what can be done and achieved when working with attentive and enthusiastic young people (Griffiths, 2008).
The Staffordshire Music Partnership reported positive impact on children and young people from activities of half an hour through to a year long programme, if the quality of musical experiences provided was high (Lamont & Greasley, 2009b). The Devon Music Partnership reported that, as a result of a quality experience there was benefit to families and communities, who were gaining access to events through their children’s involvement (Pendreigh, 2009). In relation to the quality of expected outcomes, Griffiths (2008) points out that it is wrong to stereotype young people or schools in terms of their achievements in areas of the curriculum, which are subject to national standards in core subjects, or their profile of Special Educational Needs. The cognitive skills and understandings involved in music making are distinctly different from those in other subjects and young people need rich and open opportunities to acquire and develop them.
No-one sets out to provide a poor quality experience. However, funding requirements almost invariably lead to success factors being celebrated and opportunities for improvement being ignored. At worst, artists and organisations are inward looking and do not invest the time to find out what is being developed elsewhere. Practitioners who have found a ‘successful formula’ simply repeat it. Nevertheless, practice evolves over time. MusicLeaders have a code of practice that includes a commitment to continuing professional development, but who identifies what professional development is needed. Those with little experience or expertise may well value a poor quality experience as being better than nothing. This is particularly important because ‘a number of case studies indicated that bad and poor quality programmes, in fact may be detrimental to children’s creative development and adversely affect teacher confidence and the participation of cultural agencies’ (Bamford, 2009, p. 101; Bamford & Glinkowski, 2010). Partnerships therefore need to define what is meant by quality and how it is assured. 
Support 

In partnerships involving schools it is essential to have a main school contact who will liaise with the artist(s) or organisation(s). The support and encouragement of school staff helps drive a project and related activities. Staff members’ involvement and active support raises the profile of the project and confirms the levels of progress being achieved. Teachers’ involvement offers the opportunity to share skills and knowledge, and provides possibilities for the continuity of similar projects. Teachers’ encouragement of children’s participation endorses the value of the activity (Bretherick and Keeler, 2004; Dreeszen, 1992; Orfali, 2004).
Senior managers and policy makers in schools or organisations deserve a special mention. Good communication between all parties is vital for the work to fulfil its potential for positive impact and to achieve success for all the partners. This involvement and commitment is particularly important where the beneficiaries have little or no financial or resource commitment to the activity. It is important to ensure that senior management within schools understands the rationale for, and is therefore supportive of, such approaches and activities as have been facilitated. Either the headteacher or other senior managers within the school should be present at the initial planning meeting; and probably the caretaker and school secretary too! The involvement of these key people is necessary from both the practical perspective and to ensure that the partnership work has status and is given sufficient priority. This is equally true whether it is a large Regularly Funded Organisation, a Local Authority or a school (ACE, 2007; Dreeszen, 1992; Robinson, 1999; Hall, 2009). If quality is to be assured, and appropriate support provided, identifying and meeting training needs is also essential.

Training

A priority should be to ensure that training is provided for all involved to enable maximum benefit to be achieved. Successful practice requires personal reflection, peer review and monitoring by respected musicians and/or educationalists. Team building needs to include staff from the host venue/centre/school, so as to avoid ‘planting’ programmes on unprepared colleagues. The respective skills of professional educators and professional musicians need to be acknowledged and, if necessary, training needs addressed (Griffiths, 2008).
Professional support for ‘front line’ practitioners and their continuing professional review and development are crucial. This needs music leaders who have insight and commitment, as well as the skills to deliver. Team leaders need to demonstrate musical fluency and high educational standards, so that they can lead by example, as well as coordinating the expertise of the rest of the team. Both team leaders and music leaders need high quality music expertise, as well as the qualities and skills required in managing other adults and large groups of young people. Learning from each other and from the experiences of colleagues elsewhere is an important way of developing content, pedagogy and team working.  Experienced music leaders need to share their experiences as often as possible, as well as observing each others’ styles of working. There is no need to keep on learning by making mistakes, which can be a very negative experience and disheartening.   Most mistakes can be anticipated and avoided with careful planning and attention to the real focus on young people’s music making (Griffiths, 2008).

Conclusions

Partnerships fulfil two main functions: strategic and delivery. Where organisations are involved in both strategic planning and delivery it is important that the commitment to and understanding of the partnership exists at all levels of the organisation(s).

Partnerships require leadership. This can be provided by one or more people acting on their own behalf or as representatives of an organisation. In sophisticated models, different people are empowered to lead at different times according to their skills and expertise and the needs of the partnership.

Having the appropriate membership is critical to a partnership’s success. At the strategic level members must have access to the appropriate decision makers, budget holders and policy makers or have sufficient authority vested in them to make decisions or to commit funding. The combined authority of the partnership may give it a level of influence greater than that held by any one individual partner.

Members of the partnership need to be clear about their roles and responsibilities within the partnership. This clarity cannot be assumed. Different people understand different things and make assumptions.

The extent to which the above issues can be discussed within the partnership will depend on relationships, values and the amount of trust that exists between the partners. These relationships will be influenced by context, historical and geographical considerations. Time is required for these issues to be considered. Each time a new person or organisation joins the partnership the issues may need to be revisited. 

The reason for the development and continuation of a partnership needs to be clear, as do its aims and objectives. The partnership must also achieve something. All of the above is of little importance if the activity is not effective at the delivery stage. The experiences of the young people and the music educators
 through partnership that they seek to support must be high quality and fit for purpose. Continuing Professional Development needs must be identified and met.

When projects take place in a school or involve young people of school age the importance of decision makers, budget holders and policy makers still applies. The role of senior managers is critical but one that is often overlooked.

Young people themselves need to be able to contribute at all stages. 

Time is an issue. There needs to be sufficient time for planning; on-going monitoring; evaluation and feedback, so that the value for money and impact of the partnership will not be diminished. 
When the issues outlined in this paper are addressed appropriately, partnership working can help partners achieve more than they can achieve alone.
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Resources

A useful checklist with seven steps to successful and effective partnership working is: 

1. Be clear why a partnership is being formed.

2. Be clear what the partnership values and is aiming to achieve.

3. Decide who needs to be members of the partnership.

4. Revisit and agree 1) and 2) above with all new partnership members.

5. Agree roles and responsibilities

6. Ensure the appropriate people attend the relevant meetings. Clarify communication channels and decision making processes.

7. Build in sufficient time to ensure quality outcomes are achieved for all concerned, including time for on-going monitoring, evaluation and feedback to inform future plans. Identify and address training needs.

Table 2 Growth of a Partnership (Dreeszen, 1992)
	Stage
	Key Features
	Key Tasks

	Get ready
	Get acquainted

Build trust
	Identify shared problem or opportunity

	Get Set
	Plan
	Identify leadership

Develop shared goals

Establish Structure

	Go
	Act
	Implement programmes

Monitor and evaluate
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� These were the Halle Orchestra together with Manchester and Salford Local Authorities; the Sage Gateshead; and the Roundhouse in London. See Griffiths, 2008 for a full report and evaluation.


� Each of these 10 projects undertook a wide range of activities and had to include a Local Authority and an Arts Council England Regularly Funded Organisation as part of an already existing partnership. See Hallam et al., 2009; Lamont & Greasley, 2009a, 2009b; Pendreigh, 2009 for full details and evaluations of each project.


� In 1998 the NACCE was established to make recommendations to the Secretaries of State on the creative and cultural development of young people through formal and information education: to take stock of current provision and to make proposals for principles, policies and practice.


� ‘Music educators’ is used here as a single term to represent all those who engage in music education, be they professional artists or teachers.
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