
LOCAL
PARTNERSHIPS IN EUROPE

AN ACTION RESEARCH PROJECT

Second Local Report
Madrid, Spain

prepared by Louise Kjaer
December 2001

THE COPENHAGEN CENTRE

7850 BlŒ forsider  29/11/01  13:47  Side 3



 
 

 
 

List of Content 
 
1.    Introduction........................................................................................................................1 
 
2.    Current status of the local partnership project Local Social Capital............................2 

2.1    Context ................................................................................................................................... 2 
2.2    Purpose ................................................................................................................................... 2 
2.3    Participants ............................................................................................................................. 3 
2.4    Organisation ........................................................................................................................... 3 
2.5    Outcomes................................................................................................................................ 4 

 
3.    Analysis of partnership process development .................................................................4 

3.1    Drivers.................................................................................................................................... 5 
3.2    Common purpose and agenda ................................................................................................ 5 
3.3    Scope and complexity ............................................................................................................ 6 
3.4    Organisational and legal structure .......................................................................................... 7 
3.5    Leadership .............................................................................................................................. 9 
3.6    Resources, skills and capacities............................................................................................ 10 
3.7    Transparency, representation and accountability ................................................................. 12 
3.8    Communication .................................................................................................................... 13 
3.9    Measurement and evaluation................................................................................................ 14 
3.10  Adaptation ............................................................................................................................ 15 

 
4.    Reflections.........................................................................................................................16 
 
Annex:   List of persons interviewed .....................................................................................17 
 



Second Local Report: Madrid, Spain 
 

 1

1.    Introduction 
 
The action-research project Local Partnerships in Europe (LPE) is halfway through its cycle of 
investigation into innovative forms of cooperation performed in tri-sector partnerships. The project is 
established to address concrete social challenges in a local context.  
 
The overall focus of the research is on process learning. Accumulated data and participants’ 
reflections suggest new concrete insights into partnership dynamism; Achievements, failure, ideas or 
challenges ahead all illustrate what it takes to make new social partnerships function well. The 
intention is to help demystify some of the conceptions behind the new partnership trend, and instead 
offer concrete knowledge and experience for the inspiration of others.  
 
The present report is the second of three local reports from Madrid, Spain; one of the six local 
partnership projects being studied over a period of two years (2000-2002) by The Copenhagen Centre. 
These local reports will subsequently form part of cross-national comparison of partnership learning to 
be published in a summary report. 
 
Whereas the first report was chiefly engaged with describing the start-up phase and the early 
functioning of the partnership, the present report will take a closer look at different kinds of results, 
measuring and evaluation. In addition, we will look at both the ability to sustain partnership working, 
and to internalise some of the newly acquired partnership learning into the respective organisations 
represented in the partnership. 
 
The report is based on written information and primarily on in-depth interviews with partners, project 
participants and beneficiaries conducted in October 2001.1  
 
 

                                                 
1 The methodology of the LPE action-research (available on www.copenhagencentre.org) builds on concepts 
deriving from the report Partnership Alchemy – New Social Partnerships in Europe, Jane Nelson & Simon 
Zadek for The Copenhagen Centre, 2000. Presentation of research results and analysis will in all LPE-reports be 
structured according to these. Central to the Partnership Alchemy report is the concept of New Social 
Partnerships: ‘People and organisations from some combination of public, business and civil constituencies who 
engage in voluntary, mutually beneficial, innovative relationships to address common societal aims through 
combining their resources and competencies’. 
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2.    Current status of the local partnership project Local Social Capital 
 
As it was explained in the First Local Report from Madrid, Local Social Capital (LSC) is the project 
title of a partnership formed by local and regional public administration, private businesses and civil 
society organisations, together working to promote social inclusion through development of 
employment and economic opportunities in two southern districts of Madrid: Villaverde and Usera.  
 
Recent development will in the following be highlighted. 
 

2.1    Context 
The project in Madrid forms part of a pilot development programme formulated by the European 
Commission, which aims to strengthen social cohesion while building on local social capital. Project 
implementation follows very detailed rules and a fixed schedule defined by the European Commission.   
 
Since December 2000, when the first LPE research visit took place, a funding deficit of ESP 12 
million (EUR 72,000) has been outbalanced by an additional contribution from the savings bank Caja 
Madrid. Also the Municipality of Madrid has granted the sum of ESP 5 million ESP (EUR 30,000) to 
pay for a final evaluation of the project, beyond the period of EU funding which will expire on March 
1, 2002. Both of the above contributors are members of the partnership group. 
 
In order to manage the administrative burden, not least of all EU-reporting requirements, the 
intermediary organisation Fundación Empresa y Sociedad (FES) has had to contract a full time 
administrative assistant for a period of 6 month, at their own expense. 
 
Nearly all respondents commented on the impetus gained from participating in the present LPE 
research project. A new comprehension of partnership potentials is said to have been obtained most 
prominently from partaking in the First Thematic Workshop in Copenhagen, where individuals from 
the different European partnerships met to exchange experience - learning which has come to 
influence or inspire the functioning of the Madrid partnership. 
 

2.2    Purpose 
Since its start in September 1999 - and following EU guidelines - the project has by August 1, 2001 
concluded the phase of micro-project selection aiming to identify a set target of 100 business-starters, 
local social networks or projects that enforce local social service provision. Upon conclusion of this 
phase the local project office in Usera has been closed down. 
 
At the time of the second LPE-research visit in October 2001, the subsequent phase of follow-up  on 
implementation and assistance to business-starters and other recipients of EU micro-grants had begun, 
as well as the first round of micro-project evaluation. This phase lasts until February 28, 2002, which 
marks the closing date of EU funded activity. Discussions of extension of activities beyond the EU 
closing date have begun. 
 
A different purpose, inherent in the EU project design, is the formation of a partnership working group 
to give guidance and assistance to the intermediary organisation FES when implementing the Local 
Social Capital (LSC) project (See 2.4 below). The partnership group has been in operation since the 
start of the project, but a distinction between project and partnership will in the following analysis 
prove itself relevant.  
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2.3    Participants 
Of the nine partners, forming the partnership around the LSC project, one has left the group. Or to put 
it differently, Arthur Andersen Consulting (Spain) who as a partner originally signed on to the 
constituent agreement has not been present at any occasion and is therefore no longer seen to be part 
of the group. Banesto, one of two banks represented in the partnership, is not directly active either, but 
still plays a role, nonetheless, with reference to the warrenty placed for the LSC project, as well as 
emerging credit schemes given to some of the new micro-business starters, who generally find it 
difficult to fulfil requirements of liability within the banking system in Spain. 
 
In the periphery of the project, but not forming part of the formally established partnership group, new 
businesses are very recently seen to get involved in business mentoring activity, offering their 
professional services at a voluntary basis. These companies include the American owned banking 
company, Citygroup Spain, and the Spanish national consultancy firm Soluziona, forming part of 
Union Fenosa group. 
 

2.4    Organisation 
In the First Local Report assessing the Madrid partnership case it was mentioned that FES as an 
intermediary organisation is designated as the single liable beneficiary of the EU grant of EUR 1 
million for the LSC project. At the same time, however, it is a EU requirement that a formal 
partnership body is established to enforce cooperation between the intermediary organisation and 
representatives of local authorities, as well as other non-public local actors, most prominently local 
NGOs. 
 
FES has from the beginning chosen to expand such partnership composition to include also 
representation of the business sector. And according to the Coordination Committee2 it is an integral 
objective of the project ‘to generate a new working methodology that can ensure continuity and 
possible multiplication of effects after the termination of EU funding by February 2002’.   
 
But when aiming to create a team of people and organisations that work jointly in what can be 
characterised as a new social partnership, then the current organisational set-up is increasingly being 
questioned by the participants. The difficulty relate to FES’ unequivocal leadership position, being the 
single responsible and financially liable beneficiary to the EU Commission. At any rate, organisational 
changes will necessarily be discussed when the partnership group shortly needs to decide on how - or 
whether at all to continue the partnership working beyond the EU funding era. 
 
A different issue relates to the fact that the formal partnership from the start has been divided in two 
different levels of varying decisional capacity; the Coordination Committee and the Working 
Committee. Although stipulated in the constituent agreement that the higher-level committee is to 
meet every three months, the members have in fact not met during the past 12 months. As for the 
Working Committee, meetings have been frequent and well attended in the phase of micro-project 
selection, whereas in the current phase participation in meetings have decreased, and meetings are 
becoming much less regular.  
 

                                                 
2 Executive summary of Coordination Committee meeting October 2, 2000. 
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2.5    Outcomes 
Project results, measured by the initiation of micro-project activity, are very promising thus far given 
the relatively short time frame for identification: 
 

 Target 
Business-starters 60  
Activities to enforce social inclusion 28  
Total number of projects initiated 88 100 
Jobs created 163  
Indirect employment opportunities generated 620  
Total jobs created 783 1.000 
Failed projects (business-starters) 6  

 
Five out of the six projects that have failed thus far are those of immigrant business-starters. It appears 
considerably more difficult for this specific target group to establish a viable enterprise. Reasons given 
range from lack of local networks, over racism when for instance landlords are seen to demand the 
double amount of money for the rent of premises, to lack of a personal ‘robustness’ which some 
immigrants or refugees do not seem to possess.  
 
The viability of the total number of micro-businesses of course still remains to be seen. The process of 
assessing both quantitative and qualitative results of all micro-projects is currently taking place. 
 
The estimated total costs and budgetary provisions show a fine balance of expected costs at 155 
million ESP (EUR 932.000) against a total budget for the Local Social Capital project set at ESP 166 
million (EUR 1.000.000). 
 
Partnership results 
In addition to the very tangible project results, some interesting features of organisational development 
can be observed in the much advanced form of partnership cooperation. Thus, it is unanimously 
expressed that today everybody has a much clearer idea of each other’s resources and potentials. 
Stereotypical images of the other sectors, which were predominant during the first research visit in 
December 2000, have faded significantly. It is, however, a general disappointment that the corporate 
sector has not to any more significant degree been willing to give voluntary guidance to micro-
business starters, targeted by this project. Nonetheless, the added value of working together across 
sectors is noticed by all partnership participants. 
 
 
 
3.    Analysis of partnership process development 
 
Based on the above status description this chapter will move on to analyse and discuss the actual 
process development that has taken place over the course of the past 10 months since the last research 
visit. The analysis is based on in-depth interviews conducted in October 2001.3 
 

                                                 
3 All respondents are members of one of the two Local Social Capital-committees or directly affiliated with 
either of them. See Annex for complete list of respondents. 
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and true commitment. A kind of involvement closely associated with a willingness to take on 
responsibility. 
 

3.6    Resources, skills and capacities 
Actual financial resources invested in LSC amount to a part-time salary for the FES project manager, 
plus salaries for two full-time project assistants, all paid for by the EU project funding and additional 
contributions from Caja Madrid, and in the beginning also from the regional government of Madrid. In 
addition to this, FES has recently contracted additional administrative assistance, at their own expense, 
for a period of six months. 
 
Apart from financial contributions, time is invested in LSC. Especially, or almost exclusively, it is the 
members of the Working Committee who set aside a varying number of hours each month for 
meetings, and lately also for project visits in the districts. 
 
Understanding and profiting from diverse competencies 
In the First Local Report from Madrid time was spent to describe stereotypical perceptions prevailing 
between the sectors, observed by many as placing a hindrance to partnership cooperation. This 
obstacle has largely been overcome. The respondent from Caja Madrid explains the process of change 
as follows: ‘Based on a new way of discussing ideas and project proposals and based on a more 
diversified kind of insight and understanding of the sum of our different skills and experiences, we 
were able to become more accurate in our selection of micro-projects.’ 
  
A forthcoming publication about the LSC experience, produced by the partnership group, gives the 
following formulation: ‘In developing the (LSC) programme one of the crucial points was to involve 
the public administration, the enterprises and the Third sector. This by way of creating a new form of  
partnership cooperation that would make it possible to profit from the synergic effect of working 
together.’10 
 
But the picture is of course still slightly complex. Remarks by one of the representatives from the 
Municipality exemplify this, when reference is made to the general absence of business commitment 
evidenced in the lack of involvement in the originally planned mentoring scheme: apart from Caja 
Madrid hardly any business has taken part in the LSC project work, it is stated. Accordingly, the 
respondent still misses a real proof of the private sector’s interest in this kind of work. She is 
somewhat sceptical still of this new ‘trend’ of letting private business take a crucial role in social 
development planning, in which they have no prior experience, she explains. Especially not in 
comparison with the public sector, she argues. But the idea of working in partnership across sectors  as 
a principle is highly praised. Both of the officials interviewed in the Municipality feel that the public 
sector has a lot to offer, and that Spain has a long record primarily of cooperation between the public 
sector and civil society organisations. 
 
Learning from one another 
‘In fact we have lots of previous experience in working jointly with the public sector and also with 
NGOs’,  says the representative of Caja Madrid. ‘But the new thing about this approach is that we 
directly confront each other - we interact. It is not only about signing a document or financing a 
project. Much of that we normally do without ever getting involved. We only meet when the  picture is 
taken at the inauguration of some project or community initiative. We shake hands and that’s it! 
Certainly that is different from what I have come to learn about true partnership cooperation!’ She 
continues to explain: ‘In very concrete terms this has also been an opportunity to see and understand 

                                                 
10 Forthcoming (end 2001), to be published by Caja Madrid. 
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how NGOs or community organisations operate. And on which grounds they base their strategy 
planning. That to me is new.’ 
 
Also the FRAVM representative explains how she has come to understand the advantages of having 
the business sector represented in these kinds of local social development projects:  ‘Quite clearly 
business is also a very important component in our societies. And in effect I have learned some more 
“business-efficient” ways of approaching and understanding things. This with regard to planning, and 
perhaps a different and broader understanding of labour market concerns .. the way businesses think 
for instance.’ The cooperation with Caja Madrid (which also existed before, but in a much more 
formal and less direct way) is described as a tremendously positive experience. The crucial point in 
this kind of cooperation is that all stakeholders get actively and directly involved. Partnership 
cooperation, in her view, is also the best way to ensure that resources are made use of  and distributed 
in the most efficient and effective manner. 
 
Internalising experience  
But how is the newly acquired partnership learning and experience transferred back into the 
organisations that are represented in the partnership group? This question can be answered by looking 
firstly at the level of representation in the Working Committee, alias the partnership group. And 
secondly, by assessing the procedures for dissemination of information within the respective 
organisations. 
 
As for the nominated members from the private sector as well as  from the civil society organisation 
represented in the group, the respective employees are within their organisations charged with 
relatively high decisional capacity. This is, however, not the general case of all of the four public 
sector bodies represented in the partnership. It is instead the impression that, however enthusiastic and 
devoted the nominated public sector representatives might be, they are mostly civil servants with more 
of a technical mandate, as opposed to a strategic or political one. 
 
This is also why it might be particularly difficult for the latter group to achieve significant attention 
from their superiors or colleagues within their organisations. The exception to the case perhaps being 
the office of Equality and Employment of the Municipality, where the representative to the LSC 
Working Committee has now succeeded in allocating funds for the final evaluation of the LSC-
experience. The representative explains that she has seen it as an opportunity to take a lead in what she 
has come to understand as a worthy ‘local-up’ development  strategy.  Now she hopes that the final 
document, coming out of the evaluation, will create visibility and potentially attract more direct 
interest of her superiors, with implications possibly for an extension of LSC activities also into the 
future. All the time she is, however, quite aware of the relatively small size of the LSC initiative, 
compared to other municipal obligations.  
 
A similar strategy is sought by the representative of Caja Madrid, who although in charge of the fairly 
big operation of the social assistance programme of the bank, finds it difficult to exchange learning 
from the partnership experience with senior management of the banking enterprise. She, too, has  
resorted to the strategy of financing and producing the book about the LSC-experience up till now. 
Not only, of course, to create the attention of the management, but chiefly to spread the positive 
experience and partnership learning to a very wide audience, she explains. But certainly the book will 
function also as a means of internal communication, she says, while further explaining that also within 
her organisation LSC is only one of many project activities. 
 
In the case of the Third sector, the FRAVM representative explains how she has highly profited from 
the partnership learning acquired. Experiences which she has disseminated to the Board of the 
foundation and to colleagues also in the local network of NGOs working for the enhancement of 
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employment opportunities. The newly acquired skills are directly and successfully being applied in all 
setting up of future programmes within the organisation, she affirms. 
 
However, she goes on to voice a concern perhaps of several NGOs, namely the need for direct  
political backing of this kind of initiative. ‘I was stunned at the LPE workshop in Copenhagen when I 
heard that a mayor or municipality chief executive in Ireland had been directly involved in some part 
of project development or negotiation. I thought to myself, that is really what it would take in Madrid 
too; somebody with real political clout to influence the systems in which they operate.’ She uses this 
example to explain how any potential extension of  LSC efforts would acquire people with more 
‘charge’ to take on a more active role. ‘Because active involvement is what it takes to see and believe 
in real change. You cannot just stand on the outside – or sit behind your desk in a remote office and 
approve of a glossy picture of an ideal world. You have to get up and out there and take active part’, 
she argues. 
 
One example of active partaking of relatively high-influence individuals was when four Spanish CEOs 
and members of FES’ governing board were invited on a project visit in the districts. And just as was 
the case when LSC Working Committee members visited for the first time, the experience is said to 
have made a significant impression of these business leaders all charged with a certain degree of 
decisional capacity. As another example can be mentioned that the next (annual) meeting of the high-
level Coordination Committee of LSC is planned to take place in the district office of Usera in 
November 2001, including visits to see micro-projects.  
 

3.7    Transparency, representation and accountability 
Issues of transparency and representation have already been described in section 3.4 & 3.5 with 
relation to the organisational structure of LSC. A few comments should, however, be added. Firstly 
the degree to which the voice of the target group is sufficiently represented in the partnership group: 
 
Several respondents have commented that perhaps in a future scenario it would be appropriate to 
include more than one civil society representative in the partnership, although FRAVM has the 
mandate of an umbrella organisation of a great many local groups. But the point is mentioned more as 
a matter of principle, not least when comparing for instance to the representation of no less than four 
different public sector institutions in the group. A member for the Regional Government of Madrid 
suggests that also businesses from the local communities ought to be directly represented in the 
partnership, which has originally also in part been the intention. It has, however, not been possible to 
attract the local enterprises to participate in LSC thus far, which leads on to the issue of the hitherto 
very modest success of the business mentoring idea.  
 
Already it has been mentioned that several respondents, including FES, are disappointed by the fact 
that it has proved almost impossible to attract business volunteers, or mentors. And mentoring is still 
so highly needed, not least in the current phase of implementation. The positive story is that of 
Citygroup; just before the end of phase one of the LSC project they agreed to send some ten volunteers 
to assist selected micro-entrepreneurs with business plans, accounting etc. And very recent indications 
point to a new interest in volunteering, as expressed by different additional companies. 
 
Thirdly, and in terms of the issue of fulfilment of obligations, it is somewhat problematic that the LSC 
high-level Coordination Committee have not met since October 2000, that is, for more than a year. As 
spelled out in the original, constitutive agreement of the partnership they are supposed to meet every 
three months. The reasons given are that it is hard to coordinate everyone's agenda. This of course has 
implications for the ability to disperse partnership learning from the Working Committee level to the 
higher-level committee, and for the ability to make more profound strategic decisions, as already 
discussion in section 3.5 above. 
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Given the different shortcomings, described in this section and above, it is difficult to speak of a sense 
of collective responsibility vis-à-vis the LSC project, or even to evidence a sense of ownership. 
Therefore it is quite remarkable that today most of the Working Committee members instead speak of 
a sense of partnership, which goes beyond the EU-initiated LSC project. 
 
 

3.8    Communication 

Structures of information sharing were from the beginning of LSC and all through the phase of micro-
project selection very efficient. But during the first research visit December 2000 it was, however, also 
obvious that real dialogue did not take place within the partnership. That situation then changed.  
 
As has already been described above , stereotypical perceptions have diminished significantly, sharing 
of competencies and experience is being exercised etc. One respondent even refers to new ways of 
commitment gained when learning how to listen to one another. Also the decision to go together to 
visit projects in the districts has been of great importance for a joined basis of understanding: seeing is 
believing has thus been stated as an another important communicative factor. 
 
This new form of direct communication or dialogue in the LSC partnership is new to Spain, it is 
explained by the representative of the NGO, Tomillo: ‘FES has played an enormously important role 
in bridging or building the initial relations between the sectors - in making this process happen at all. 
But the LSC project has also helped FES gain a remarkable new experience, clarifying what 
partnership cooperation is all about, and what it takes’. 
 
Yet one more type of communication is exercised in the celebration of results. The forthcoming book 
on LSC, financed at a total sum of ESP 1 million (EUR 6.000) by Caja Madrid and produced on behalf 
of the partnership, is one magnificent example of that. The book builds on descriptions of all micro-
projects, with the intention of spreading the word and to inspire others to follow suit. Indeed the 
intention is to celebrate results and new learning accomplished, not only with regard to project results, 
but also with focus on partnership learning and new forms of gains. 
 
But the nature of internal communication in the partnership has lately changed again, as the project has 
moved from micro-project selection into the subsequent phase of implementation, assistance and 
evaluation. With reference to earlier described diverging opinions about project versus partnership 
management, one could say that the formal information continues to take place relatively efficiently 
when it concerns up-dates on project implementation, whereas dialogue within the partnership group 
has been much constrained. Thus, the conflicting perceptions of management style and requirement 
have not yet been openly discussed.   
 
When asked why that is, the answer should be found partly in the very pilot nature of this tri-sector 
partnership experiment. Quite simply there is only limited prior experience to lean on. Secondly, it is 
perhaps the lack of a culture of cooperation, as described in the First Local Report, which makes it 
hard for any one of the parties to bring this issue out in the open.  
 
With general reference to any process of partnership development, it is important to consider whether 
it is the sole responsibility of FES, originally designated at the intermediary organisation, to act as the 
mediator of conflict or disagreement. Or if creative measures to resolve any given conflict should 
rather be seen as the joined responsibility of every single party of the collective: the partnership group. 
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3.9    Measurement and evaluation 
An integral EU objective of the LSC project is of course to closely monitor and evaluate both process 
and final results. It soon became clear to FES, however, that the EU evaluation requirements were 
many and complicated. An assessment which was shared by many other LSC beneficiary 
organisations participating in this EU programme elsewhere in Spain and across Europe11. Hence, in a 
joint meeting for all beneficiary organisations in June 2001 the EU Commission outlined a  simplified 
plan for evaluation, which again has been translated by FES into a still more simple matrix of both 
quantitative and qualitative indicators for project evaluation. 
 
Accordingly, with a deadline set for September 2001, FES has been requested to evaluate 86 micro-
projects according to some 20 indicators. And again in February 2002 the same procedure will be 
repeated, in order to monitor project development and change.  All findings need to be imputed in a 
specifically designed database, on which the FES project workers have spent - in their own words - 
lots and lots of time12. Resources which they in a future project scenario would like to be able to 
dedicate to something more directly relevant to the local community work. 
 
In an attempt to create ownership and involvement, FES has suggested that all partners in the Madrid 
partnership group take part in the concrete process of micro-project evaluation in the districts of Usera 
and Villaverde. This with the aim to create a solid foundation for subsequent reflections on results, all 
relevant for discussions of a potential continuation of the LSC initiative beyond EU funding. Until this 
point only few members of the partnership group have taken up this invitation. The idea is good, most 
respondents affirm, but they give time constraints as one reason for not getting actively involved. The 
representative of FRAVM, on the contrary, explains that she does not agree with the current procedure 
of prioritising evaluation over direct assistance to micro-business starters. And she does not wish to be 
seen to represent such priority, especially when she as a local community association representative 
needs to maintain her being trustworthy in the eyes of her own constituency, she explains.  
 
There seem to be agreement among all respondents that any LSC evaluation needs to embrace also 
assessment of partnership development and results. So far no attempts in that direction have been 
made, other than the recent talk of a concluding evaluation to be financed by the Municipality, as 
mentioned above, which will most probably include such parameters. For that it will be necessary to 
establish a whole new set of indicators or a different kind of approach. Accordingly, one respondent 
suggests that in such final evaluation should also be included some sort of cost-benefit analysis of time 
consumption versus impact. Another proposition speaks of the need to apply a longer-time perspective 
(different from the timeframe of LSC),  in order to truthfully assess in which way - and how much the 
LSC efforts have impacted the local communities. 
 
Most respondents agree that some form of evaluation is key. This is where we learn exactly where and 
how we have succeeded or failed, one explains. ‘We should not hide any failure, but regard it rather  
as valuable and productive learning. This because it is a  pilot experience. We are allowed to make 
mistakes, if we remember to reflect on them.’ 
 

                                                 
11 LRDP; op.cit 
12 In brackets should be mentioned that in July 2001, immediately after the EU meeting, FES made a pilot 
evaluation of the first 20 projects and sent the results to EU for their approval or correction of the procedure. No 
response to this call has been given to FES by the EU Commission as of October 2001, that is, beyond the 
September dead-line. 
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Viability of results and unexpected gains 
It is still early days to assess whether or not the micro-projects will be able to sustain themselves into 
the future beyond EU funding. Most respondents are positive and mention examples of financial 
consolidation or even up-scaling, whereas others are more sceptical in respect of the majority of 
micro-projects. But along with the quantifiable results, measured by the number of micro-projects 
initiated, are also a series of unexpected, qualitative gains. 
 
Several respondents highlight the very process of working around the LSC idea as a great and 
innovative learning experience. ‘Not only the concrete project, but perhaps rather the partnership 
building process and learning’, says the official from the district office of Usera. ‘From that we 
learned an awful lot, although we got started rather late. We only started to comprehend the 
partnership idea when we were halfway through the project.’ In very concrete terms she mentions that 
especially learning has been gained about the profitability and increased efficiency of working in joint 
cooperation.  
 
From a different private sector perspective the Caja Madrid representative speaks of a new kind of 
intangible gain, when getting involved in this kind of partnership work: ‘We need to demystify the 
issue of benefits. Sometimes businesses are involved in CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) 
activity only for the purpose of putting up a nice image of their business operation. But I am talking 
about truthful involvement in social concerns on behalf of the private sector. This is the only way that 
we can change society for the better. (..) We cannot keep on avoiding inequalities and social pressure 
in different parts of our societies. We need to adapt a much more holistic understanding of our modern 
societies, and the notion of we in this respect include also business as key agents.  
 
Most importantly, she continues, this will also be an important parameter of competition among 
businesses in the future. Direct social involvement will no longer be regarded as business 
philanthropy, but as an absolute necessity or requirement, she argues. ‘One important, new lesson is 
that you cannot go on doing business as usual. You need to take active part and not just go on as usual 
with charitable funding done as paperwork. We, the business sector, need to educate ourselves for this 
future development. We need to be willing set money aside for these kinds of measures in our 
companies. Such kind of direct social involvement requires a certain new kind of professionalisation’, 
the Caja Madrid representative concludes. 
 

3.10    Adaptation  

Changes in LSC project development and implementation have automatically taken place according to 
the sequences outlines by the EU project design. It has often  been mentioned that the time pressure, 
when moving from the phase of micro-project identification to the phase of implementation, has been 
very constraining. And now it is only natural that participants have started to reflect on perhaps the 
biggest up-coming change, namely the issue of sustainability, beyond EU funding, of the various 
initiatives taken. Still open questions concern the issue of potential new sources of funding, and not 
least, the format and leadership of a possible continuation project. 
 
While assessing the ability to adapt to external changes until this point, only one issue shall be 
commented upon, namely the impact of partaking in The Copenhagen Centre’s action-research 
project, Local Partnerships in Europe. 
 
It is generally agreed, that it was indeed that external impulse – when having to reflect on questions 
raised by the LPE-researcher coming from outside – that prompted all participants to start talking to 
one another, back in December 2000. Some mention that certain forms of  bi-lateral relations had 
already existed for a long time and thus gave a basis for comprehension of these new ideas of 
partnership working. But others go as far as to say that had it not been for the LPE action-research 
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involvement, all parties might very well have gone through the whole EU project experience without 
having understood the new potentials of cross-sector partnership working at all.  
 
Not least the learning accomplished in the First Thematic Workshop in Copenhagen - where four 
Spanish partnership members from different sectors participated – is mentioned as a strong source of 
inspiration. ‘Seeing that others were doing the same kind of partnership cooperation in different 
settings was truly inspiring’, says the project manager from FES. And adding to this the  representative 
from the Usera district office speaks of the importance of process learning and realisation in a forum 
of equal-minded European colleagues. The fact that all the partnership projects represented were so 
different in both focus, size and scope to her was only an advantage. It helped set the focus on the very 
features of partnership cooperation that all have in common, no matter which country, and regardless 
of specific national policies, issues of competition or other, she explains. ‘It helped us all understand 
the difference between partnership cooperation and our otherwise more formal ways of interaction.’ 
 
 
4.    Reflections 
One very important subject in this report has been the expressed difficulty in adapting to EU 
guidelines; rules and ways of thinking defined elsewhere, far away from the lived reality of – in this 
case – Madrid, Spain.  
 
But truly, the EU pilot programme of Local Social Capital has inspired something: most importantly 
the innovative focus on local social capital and social cohesion, and the intention to foster a culture of 
cross-sector cooperation in partnership.  
 
Perhaps the most important lesson thus far is that centrally defined guidelines can appear as a 
constraint when these do not allow for flexibility. Whereas the very same guidelines can be highly 
rewarding and conducive when serving as inspiration and impetus for creative thinking and ideas for 
new kinds of problem solution. 
 
The dynamic learning is still on-going in this pioneer example of tri-sector partnership cooperation. 
The participants share the opinion that the process has been difficult. ‘But we have learned an awful 
lot’, says one respondent, ‘and for that I am grateful and therefore regard the project as a success, 
despite the difficulties. Or perhaps it is also through those difficulties that we have in fact learned so 
much.’ 
 
Any process of change entails new learning, insights, obvious gains and unavoidable conflicts, which 
might ultimately be quite productive. Any new social partnership learning seems to imply that 
progression take place through change. 
 
It remains to be seen if the new form of partnership cooperation, initiated in the LSC group in Madrid, 
will be taken further into a future LSC project extension of some kind. And whether this new learning 
will be more broadly adopted and consolidated into new practises within each of the participating 
organisations.  
 
The researcher wishes to thank all respondents for their sincerity, open-mindedness and respectful 
attitude towards not only the research objective, but also their fellow partners in the partnership. 
Thanks also for the valuable time generously given to the researcher. 
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Annex: List of persons interviewed 
 
Maria del Prado de la Mata Riesco,  
Federacíon Regional de Asociaciones de Vecinos en Madrid (FRAVM) 
 
Nieves Alonso, Department for Social Services, Comunidad de Madrid 
 
Luisa Ancín, Department for Social Services, Comunidad de Madrid 
 
María Fernanda Ayán San Jose, Obra Social, Caja Madrid 
 
Juan Manuel Camacho Grande,  
Department for Promotion of Equality and Employment, Ayuntamiento de Madrid 
 
Rosa Gómez,  
Department for Promotion of Equality and Employment, Ayuntamiento de Madrid 
 
Marta Escudero Díaz-Tejeiro, Junta Municipal de Villaverde 
 
Carmen Herrera, Junta Municipal de Usera 
 
Francisco Abad, Fundación Empresa y Sociedad (FES) 
 
Silvia Llorens, Fundación Empresa y Sociedad (FES) 
 
Beatriz Gonzalez, Fundación Empresa y Sociedad (FES) 
 
 
 
Luis Maria López Aranguen, Fundacion Tomillo 
 
Ana Cárcamo Hidalgo, MITA 
 
Rodrigo Baco, MITA 
 
Gabriela Sebastian de Erice, Citygroup Spain 
 
Miguel Ardaiz Martínez , Soluziona Management Consultants 
 
Pilar Beltrán, business-starter 
 
Carmen Rosa Gutiérrez Flores, business-starter 
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The Copenhagen Centre (TCC) 
 
The Copenhagen Centre – New Partnerships for 
Social Responsibility (TCC) is an autonomous, 
international organisation established by the 
Danish Government in 1998, following the 1995 
UN World Summit for Social Development and 
the 1997 Copenhagen Conference “New 
Partnership for Social Cohesion“. 
 
Focusing on social cohesion, TCC strives to 
promote new voluntary social partnerships 
between business, government and civil society in 
order to provide opportunities for the less 
privileged to be self-supporting, active and 
productive citizens. TCC serves as an 
intermediary for governments, businesses, social 
partners, NGOs and civil society.  
 
TCC’s core tasks are to conduct surveys, organise 
and facilitate networks and dialogue, publish 
reports, conduct seminars, workshops and 
conferences, thereby supporting an international 
exchange of experience in the field of new social 
partnerships.  
 
 
 
 
 
The Copenhagen Centre 
Holmens Kanal 22 
DK-1060 Copenhagen K 
Denmark 
 
Tel. +45 3392 9443 
Fax. +45 3392 9295 
 
Email: tcc@copenhagencentre.org  
Internet: www.copenhagencentre.org 
 

 
 
 
 
 


