




























































































tremendous difference to the capacity of a network to be successful in relation to specific programme
activities. This certainly has been the case in some significant developments in each of the networks.

Involving parents in the community

Community development and community empowerment is another difficult issue for schools in their
engagement with the networks. As already emphasised in relation to school-home relations, partnership

with parents requires schools to value parents’ contribution to children’s education and not to see this
involvement as simply facilitating schools’ agendas. Similarly, in school-community relations, the nature of the
partnership must not simply be linked to community groups functioning as school agents. The partnership
process raises other more substantial issues concerning the role of the community in determining school-
community relations and policies. A difficulty for school personnel in exploring such relationships is that so
many of a school’s decisions — such as permission to attend a seminar — are made from afar, centrally in the
Department and that they seem to lack real opportunities to influence these decisions, except through their
professional bodies.

In short, decision-making is removed from the levels at which they have impact. In contrast, many community
development organisations are independent and autonomous. So too are local development companies. In
both these type of organisations, decisions affecting programme planning, deployment of resources,
management of personnel, monitoring and evaluation, are all taken close to where they have impact,
involving in some instances, local people who are directly affected by their consequences. Notwithstanding
the need for a national system of education, the organisational and management differences between schools
and community organisations are overwhelming. The comments below by one network member highlight
the absence of common vision between both:

“What we neglected to do at the start was we neglected to look at those fundamental things the
two organisations need to have to work well together. (They cannot) be opposites, no more than two
people deciding to live together can be total opposites. So they have to look for that common
ground and have that sort of stuff thrashed out before they even begin to form a larger group. We
didn't do that. We didn't set out a clear set of guiding principles for that collaborative effort either,
which was really important. Reflecting on it, we now know we didn't even look at the process by
which we should do that. Looking back, this should be facilitated by some kind of independent
person, independent of both organisations. Both groups could say: “Right, what are the principles we
should be operating from? What should be guiding us? How do we deal with difficulties? For
example, how do we deal with conflicts? Because we found when conflicts did arise that was when
the real differences showed” (Youth service network member: interview).

As outlined in Paper 1, community development is quite central to the Combat Poverty Agency’s strategies
and policies for social inclusion. The community organisational model is a key component to development as
it provides local people with a key role in decision-making. This role is seen as contributing to a community
empowerment process — one which highlights the importance of personal development, group development
and collective decision-making, within specific arenas, including education. People are empowered through
participating in the process of education, including its planning, management, monitoring and evaluation.
This approach contrasts with that of formal education, where accredited learning is seen as the main
mechanism for empowerment. People are empowered through educational outcomes and the best way to

improve these outcomes is to ensure that there are more educational resources available for disadvantaged
students.

The difficulty with this latter approach from a community development perspective — especially the specific
perspective that is focused on social inclusion — is that it does not necessarily ensure that resources acquired
for tackling disadvantage are used for this particular purpose. There is a reliance on schools and the education
system to make the appropriate decisions. In the networks, both teaching and community participants have
difficulty with this. They assert that a prevailing obstacle to network development is that some schools opt out
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of the process for the reason that, whatever arguments they might make for additional resources, they do not
wish to be publicly associated with dealing with disadvantage.

Conclusion

The central purpose of the above discussion is to focus on the different practitioner systems and agencies that
operate within the orbit of networks in the Demonstration Programme and that potentially could be more
effectively integrated under a local structure. These systems are modelled in terms of three separate domains
which are called: instructive, intervening and interactive.

To achieve a more integrated system and to tackle problems more effectively within that system requires the
development of more cross understanding of how the different sub-systems operate and function within their
particular domain.

An important starting point for developing integrated systems is that those who operate out of one
framework recognise the validity, potential and limitations of each of the others, as well as their own.

There is a need to know the different issues in each domain with respect to educational disadvantage, early
school-leaving, parental involvement and so forth. There is a need to know what limits or inhibits the
engagement of agencies within different domains in the networking process. Adequate forms of
communication, within integrated practice, are essential. If anything, the work of the networks is concerned
with negotiating new relationships in order to improve the possibility of shared objectives and agreed actions.

Communication is an important basis for building and negotiating relationships. In the context of the
networks, good communication is facilitated by knowledge of different practice systems and an awareness of
the influence that one’s own background and practice can bring to the development of relationships. One
author on integrated services has stressed that it is “people” and not “organisations” that collaborate and
that: “It takes time for professionals to learn the language and customs of their colleagues from other
disciplines...and to forge the trusting, cross-institutional relationships that are crucial to overcoming
organisational inertia and resistance.”” Issues in the Demonstration Programme, as discussed above, can
contribute to developing knowledge and respect across different domains and practitioner systems, leading to
a more comprehensive theoretical and practical understanding of integration approaches and what they are
trying to achieve.

“ Adler, L., Gardner, S. (1994), The Politics of Linking Schools and Social Services, Washington, DC, The Falmer Press
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