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ABSTRACT 

The current work aims to evaluate the partnerships of various local authorities in Spain. The work considers a number 
of theoretical approaches to partnership, and reports the results of a survey investigating the state of the partnerships 
that various local authorities have participated in to help improve training and access to the labour market for the unem- 
ployed. Descriptive statistical analysis was used to evaluate these partnerships. The main findings indicate that the main 
partner, the driving force behind the partnership, makes a more positive evaluation of the partnership than the minor 
partners, and that the partnership dimensions that are most valued and hence contribute most to the success of the part- 
nership are Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and relevant outside institutions, and Basic elements and re- 
alism of the partnership, while the dimensions that are least valued are Emergence of a work network, and Evaluation 
and learning. We also find that satisfaction with the partnership is conditioned by the intensity of the collaboration. 
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1. Introduction 

Forming institutional partnerships is an essential require- 
ment for the effective delivery of services, both at the 
individual and group level. Thus, although partnerships 
have some disadvantages for the partners, such as the 
time spent on coordination, or the difficulty in under- 
standing the other partners because of their different 
perspectives, the joint use of financial, material, human, 
technological and other resources helps the various par- 
ticipating institutions to achieve both their individual and 
joint goals more effectively and efficiently.  

The current work aims to evaluate the partnerships that 
various local authorities in the province of Granada 
(Spain) have organised within the framework of the 
ACERCA III project, a programme that develops training 
and professional qualifications for groups of people, par- 
ticularly women, in various rural localities in that prov- 
ince.  

Specifically, the evaluation carried out here aims to:  
 Understand the effectiveness of the partnerships, on 

the basis of the most important dimensions in the 
partnership process. 

 Start the process whereby the state of the partnerships 
can be compared with previous situations, creating a 
database that can be used to determine the extent to 
which barriers are overcome or progress is made in 
the partnerships.  

 Systematically identify areas of consensus and con- 
flict, in other words, the strengths and weaknesses of 
the partnerships, so that a plan can be drawn up to im- 
prove the situation.  

To achieve the above objectives, this work first carries 
out a literature review, and then establishes the concep- 
tual framework within which this study can be placed. 
The following sections describe the empirical methodol- 
ogy used and the results obtained, and discuss the results. 
The work ends with the main conclusions and recom- 
mendations for improvement. 

2. Partnership Evaluation and ACERCA III 
Project: Conceptual framework 

ACERCA III is a project co-financed (70% of total) by 
the 2003-2004 round of the European Social Fund’s 
Global Subsidy for Objective 1 and Objective 3 regions, 
approved by the Directorate General for Local Admini- 
stration of the Spanish Ministry for Public Administra- 
tion. The ACERCA III project has three main aims:  
 To promote employment and new entrepreneurial ini- 

tiatives. The project provides people out of work with 
a theoretical qualification and professional experience 
to improve their chances of finding work or starting 
their own project. Rather than explicitly creating or 
maintaining jobs, the project could be said to improve 
people’s employability [1].  
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 Equal opportunities for men and women.  
 To improve the competitiveness of the organisations 

in the project’s geographical area of reference. The 
promoters only considered this objective indirectly 
when they first designed the project. But the ACER- 
CA III project has had some interesting consequences 
that will have repercussions for the competitiveness 
of organisations in this region.  

The term partnership has been used to refer to any 
form of organisational affiliation, but [2] argue that part- 
nership is more integrated. They locate partnership at the 
end of a continuum of the different ways that organisa- 
tions can work together [3].  

The literature on institutional partnership in three groups. 
The first group refers to the normative perspective [4-7]. 
This perspective was initially defended by supporters of 
NGOs, who see partnership as the ethically correct ap- 
proach to sustainable development and delivery of ser- 
vices to society. But they criticise the role of the govern- 
ment and stress that the NGOs and civil society should 
have a larger role. Partnership is seen as an end in itself.  

A second group of works describes partnership be- 
tween institutions from a more enthusiastic perspective 
than the first group of works. These works argue for im- 
proving governments’ public relations aimed at civil so- 
ciety. This perspective is illustrated in some annual re- 
ports and programme documentation [8,9]. 

A third approach perceives partnership as a tool for 
achieving other objectives to do with efficiency, efficacy 
and responsibility [10-13]. This perspective has three lines 
of analysis. The first considers particular types of rela- 
tionship and their objectives [14-16]. The second looks at 
the literature on business alliances [17,18]. The third 
considers network theory, political economy and the new 
governance models [19-21]. More specifically, this last 
line of analysis examines inter-organisational collabora- 
tive, incentive systems, control mechanisms and struc- 
tural alternatives.  

The current work follows this third line of analysis. Is 
consider that for the partnership to achieve the best re- 
sults, it is necessary to identify how effective it has been, 
in other words, to evaluate it. Thus, evaluation should be 
understood as one more step in the partnership process, 
one that will provide feedback to the process to enable 
suitable modifications for its constant improvement. 

3. Research Methodology  

The current research on the state of the partnerships be- 
tween the partners of the ACERCA III project requires 
information about each of the partners. A total of 12 part- 
ners participate in this project, along with the main part- 
ner, the Provincial Council of Granada. The population 
and sample are 13 partners and 12 partnerships (the part- 
nerships between the Provincial Council of Granada and 

the other 12 partners and therefore, with regard to nature 
of the study, the sample is the total population). Partners 
of the Provincial Council are as follows: 
 Sierra Nevada-Vega Sur Consortium (Consortium is an 

alternative name for Association of Municipalities); 
 Alhama and Fardes Rivers Association of Municipali- 

ties; 
 Alhama de Granada Association of Municipalities; 
 Baza District Association of Municipalities; 
 Guadix District Association of Municipalities; 
 Huescar District Association of Municipalities; 
 Lecrin Valley Association of Municipalities; 
 Montes Orientales Development Consortium; 
 Poniente Granadino Rural Development Consortium; 
 Vega-Sierra Elvira Development Consortium; 
 Sierra Nevada Development Consortium; 
 Marquesado del Zenete Association of Municipalities. 

Information about the Provincial Council’s partners, as 
well as all the necessary information about individuals, 
their contact telephone numbers and e-mail addresses, 
was provided by Provincial Council staff responsible for 
the ACERCA III project. 

The procedure used to obtain the necessary informa- 
tion was to contact the people responsible for the project 
in each partner institution, and agree time and place for 
the structured interview. This interview was based on a 
semi-open questionnaire with closed-ended questions. 
The questionnaire asked the respondents in some cases to 
add comments.  

Before the interview took place the questionnaire was 
sent by e-mail to the people responsible for responding to 
it to allow them to read the questionnaire at leisure and if 
necessary note down any aspects that they did not under- 
stand, or comments about the items, which they would be 
able to bring up in the interview. Most of the interviews 
took place on the established date and using the method- 
ology previously described. In other cases, and after 
sending the questionnaire, is phoned the respondents to 
ensure they had received the questionnaire, clear up any 
doubts, and collect comments about the questionnaire. In 
these cases, the respondents then returned the question- 
naires by e-mail or by post.  

With regard to the Provincial Council, after the staff 
responsible for the project and the research group IN- 
VESPYME, from the University of Granada, had exam- 
ined the questionnaire, it was agreed that these managers 
would respond to 12 questionnaires, one for each partner, 
in function of the relationship that the Provincial Council 
had had with it. The structure of the ACERCA III project 
leads to bilateral relationships between the Provincial 
Council and each minor partner, with the minor partners 
having very little relationship with each other. It was 
consequently not worthwhile examining the relationships 
between these partners in any great detail, unlike the re- 

Copyright © 2013 SciRes.                                                                                OJBM 



F. MATÍAS-RECHE  ET  AL. 20 

lationships between the Provincial Council and each of 
the minor partners.  

The questionnaire evaluating the partnerships between 
the partners was obtained from previous work carried out 
in the framework of the European Union [22-24], subse- 
quently adapted to the particular conditions of the AC- 
ERCA III project. More specifically, is examined [25] 
and carried out an in-depth review of the academic and 
scientific literature (journals, books, presentations in con- 
gresses, etc.) on the evaluation of partnerships between 
institutional partners, in particular local partnerships [3, 
26-29].  

This evaluation tool is based on seven dimensions or 
principles of working in partnership. Each dimension has 
been broken down into elements, which will enable us to 
gain a deeper understanding of each of them and identify 
more exactly the aspects of the partnership that contrib- 
ute most to its effectiveness, as well as its strengths and 
weaknesses.  

To evaluate the elements of the seven partnership di- 
mensions, is established seven possible responses for each 
statement, ranging from totally disagree to totally agree. 
Maximum scores indicate that the partnership is success- 
ful, while minimum scores indicate the reverse. The ques- 
tionnaire also includes space for respondents to make 
comments, allowing them to go into more detail or clar- 
ify some quantitative responses. The questionnaire also 
includes a section evaluating the relative importance for 
each partner of the different partnership dimensions. 
There is also a section to evaluate each partner’s level of 
global satisfaction with their bilateral relationship with 
the Provincial Council and with their relationships with 
the group of partners of the project, weighted by the level 
of intensity of the relationship concerned.  

Finally, in order to consider possible improvements, 
the questionnaire includes the item new partnership me- 
chanisms should be introduced.  

With regard to the reliability of the scales used, the 
Cronbach alpha coefficient [30] exceeds 0.7 for each of 
the scales. They are consequently all acceptable for use 
in the research [31,32]. 

The questionnaire for the Provincial Council is practi- 
cally the same as the one for the other partners apart from 
the logical modifications (e.g., relationship with the Pro- 
vincial Council changes to relationship with this partner).  

With regard to the analytical techniques used, the 
small number of cases analysed—13 in total—means that 
most multivariate statistical techniques cannot be applied 
reliably. Nevertheless, is took some steps to increase the 
number of valid cases for the analysis. For example, 
means of the variable stand in for some missing values. 
The analytical techniques used include analysis of the 
reliability of the measurement scales using the Cronbach 
Alpha coefficient. Is also used the Pearson correlation 

coefficient, descriptive statistics and the difference of 
means test (t-test). 

Is used the statistics package SPSS 13.0 to process and 
analyse all the information obtained. 

4. Results  

The mean global evaluation of the partnerships for all the 
partners in the ACERCA III project, after weighting the 
dimensions by the relative importance of each dimension 
according to each partner, is 39.3 (on a scale of 0 to 49). 
Guadix District Association of Municipalities and Sierra 
Nevada Development Consortium give the lowest scores, 
while the Provincial Council gives the highest evalua- 
tions, specifically for its partnerships with Sierra Ne- 
vada-Vega Sur Consortium and Poniente Granadino Ru- 
ral Development Consortium (Table 1). 

The Provincial Council and the other partners diverge 
in their evaluations of the partnerships they are involved 
in. Consequently runs a difference of means test on the 
evaluations in function of whether the Provincial Council 
or the other partners are making the evaluation. The re- 
sults show highly significant statistical differences be- 
tween the two groups (see Table 2). The Provincial Coun- 
cil gives higher scores to its partnerships than the other 
partners do. 

Given the low standard deviation in the Provincial 
Council’s partnership evaluations, and in order not to 
bias the results in the direction of this partner’s response, 
is included the means of its responses to each item as 
another case to analyse along with the other partners.  

The mean values of the partnership dimensions (see 
Table 3), once weighted by the relative importance of 
each dimension according to each partner, show that the 
two dimensions that are most highly valued in terms of 
the partnerships in this project are: Promotion of the in- 
volvement of collaborators and relevant outside institu- 
tions, and Basic elements and realism of the partnership. 
In contrast, the two partnership dimensions that are least 
valued are: Emergence of a work network, and Evalua- 
tion and learning. 

The measures of satisfaction with the partnership 
within the ACERCA III project, after weighting by the 
intensity of the relationships maintained (Table 4) show 
that the satisfaction with the bilateral relationships Pro- 
vincial Council-each partner has a higher average score 
than the satisfaction with the global relationships of all 
the partners with all the rest, or the network as a whole. 

Looking more closely at the analysis of satisfaction 
with the partnership, differences are apparent in both 
types of satisfaction considered in this study in function 
of which partner is making the evaluation (the Provincial 
Council, as the main partner, or the other, minor part- 
ners). But the difference of means test for both types of 
satisfaction shows significant differences only for satis- 
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Table 1. Global evaluation of partnership with provincial council (other partners) or with each partner (provincial council). 

 Global evaluation  

Sierra Nevada-Vega Sur Consortium 33.8 

Alhama and Fardes Rivers Association of Municipalities 43.6 

Alhama de Granada Association of Municipalities 29.7 

Baza District Association of Municipalities 40.8 

Guadix District Association of Municipalities 27.8 

Huescar District Association of Municipalities 29.7 

Lecrin Valley Association of Municipalities 39.9 

Montes Orientales Development Consortium 35.6 

Poniente Granadino Rural Development Consortium 37.5 

Vega-Sierra Elvira Development Consortium 33.5 

Sierra Nevada Development Consortium 29.5 

Marquesado del Zenete Association of Municipalities 32.3 

Provincial Council: Sierra Nevada-Vega Sur Consortium 44.8 

Provincial Council: Alhama and Fardes Rivers Association of Municipalities 44.4 

Provincial Council: Alhama de Granada Association of Municipalities 42.6 

Provincial Council: Baza District Association of Municipalities 44.3 

Provincial Council: Guadix District Association of Municipalities 44.5 

Provincial Council: Huescar District Association of Municipalities 43.7 

Provincial Council: Lecrin Valley Association of Municipalities 44.6 

Provincial Council: Montes Orientales Development Consortium 43.3 

Provincial Council: Poniente Granadino Rural Development Consortium 44.8 

Provincial Council: Vega-Sierra Elvira Development Consortium 44.4 

Provincial Council: Sierra Nevada Development Consortium 44.0 

Provincial Council: Marquesado del Zenete Association of Municipalities 44.1 

Mean 39.3 

 
Table 2. Relation between evaluation of partnership and type of partner. 

Dependent variable Type of partner N Mean SD Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p) t p 

Prov. Council 12 44.1 0.6 0.00 6.51 0.00 
Evaluation of partnership 

Other partners 12 34.5 5.1    

Note: 1 t calculated using estimated marginal variance since Levene’s test is significant (p < 0.05). 

 
faction with the global relationship, with the Provincial 
Council’s evaluation almost a third higher than the other 
partners’ (36.0 compared to 22.3). Also of relevance is 
the fact that the other partners are more satisfied with the 
bilateral relationship than with the global relationship, 
while the Provincial Council is more satisfied with the 
global relationship (Table 5). 

Has been used the Pearson correlation coefficient to 
study the relation between satisfaction with the partner- 
ship within the ACERCA III project and the dimensions 
of that partnership (Table 6). Of all the dimensions con- 
sidered, only Implementation of the partnership and Ba- 
sic elements and realism of the partnership have a posi- 
tive association with satisfaction with the bilateral rela- 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of partnership dimensions. 

 N Min. Max. Mean SD 

Emergence of a work network 13 24.4 44.3 33.1 5.5 

Identification of factors of success or failure 13 25.0 49.0 35.6 7.7 

Basic elements and realism of the partnership 13 27.1 48.0 36.8 7.3 

Implementation of the partnership 13 23.6 45.9 34.9 7.1 

Evaluation and learning 13 21.8 46.4 33.9 6.6 

Development of effective communication 13 28.0 43.5 35.3 4.9 

Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and relevant outside institutions 13 25.0 49.0 37.1 7.0 

 
Table 4. Satisfaction with partnership. 

 N Min. Max. Mean SD 

Satisfaction with the bilateral relationship 13 30.0 49 39.7 7.3 

Satisfaction with the global relationship 13 4.0 42 23.4 10.9 

 
Table 5. Satisfaction with partnership and type of partner. 

Dependent variable Type of partner N Mean SD Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p) t p 

Prov. Council 12 34.8 10.0 0.95 1.5 0.15Satisfaction with the 
bilateral relationship Other partners 12 40.2 7.4    

Prov. Council 12 36.0 0.0 0.00 4.41 0.00Satisfaction with the 
global relationship Other partners 12 22.3 10.7    

Note: 1 t calculated using estimated marginal variance since Levene’s test is significant (p < 0.05). 

 
Table 6. Pearson correlation matrix. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Satisfaction with the bilateral relationship 1         

2. Satisfaction with the global relationship 0.32 1        

3. Emergence of a work network 0.11 0.22 1       

4. Identification of factors of success or failure 0.15 −0.19 0.51* 1      

5. Basic elements and realism of the partnership 0.40† 0.10 0.66** 0.82** 1     

6. Implementation of the partnership 0.50* 0.22 0.57* 0.66** 0.72** 1    

7. Evaluation and learning 0.30 0.09 0.47† 0.66** 0.53* 0.77** 1   

8. Development of effective communication 0.19 0.19 0.77** 0.67** 0.55* 0.74** 0.92** 1  

9. Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and 
relevant outside institutions 

0.20 −0.12 0.44† 0.74** 0.66** 0.63* 0.88** 0.76** 1 

†p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01. 

 
tionship. On the other hand, satisfaction with the global 
relationship is not related to any of the partnership di- 
mensions. 

With regard to the question of whether new partner- 
ship mechanisms should be introduced, the mean score 

for this item is 4 (on a scale of 0 to 7). This score is over 
the midway point, but shows that there is still room for 
including new partnership mechanisms. Looking more 
closely at the analysis of this item in function of the type 
of partner responding reveals highly significant statistical 
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differences. Thus, the Provincial Council provides a ma- 
ximum response to this question, while the other part- 
ners barely score this item over the midway point of the 
range (Table 7). 

5. Conclusion, Limitations, Future Research 
Lines and Recommendations for 
Improvement  

Among the main conclusions of the current evaluation of 
the partnerships within the ACERCA III project, al- 
though the global evaluation is relatively high, the rest of 
the partners give a significantly lower score than the Pro- 
vincial Council does. This finding could be explained by 
the Provincial Council’s stronger involvement in the pro- 
ject, since this partner takes on most of its responsibili- 
ties. 

The two dimensions that are most highly valued in the 
partnership are Promotion of the involvement of colla- 
borators and relevant outside institutions, and Basic ele- 
ments and realism of the partnership. In contrast, the two 
partnership dimensions that are the least highly valued 
are Emergence of a work network, and Evaluation and 
learning.  

Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and 
relevant outside institutions is to some extent inherent to 
the project, since for example the students have to do 
work placements in firms, so it is logical that the partners 
strive to seek and promote relationships with these and 
other outside agents. Basic elements and realism of the 
partnership is a fundamental dimension for the project to 
run well in the future, so it is also unsurprising that the 
partners stress this dimension, since if they do not previ- 
ously establish the responsibilities, tasks, partnership me- 
chanisms, and so on, the implementation of the partner- 
ship is unlikely to be successful. Moreover, this dimen- 
sion is positively associated with satisfaction with the bi- 
lateral relationship, in other words, efforts expended in 
aspects to do with this dimension lead to a high evalua- 
tion of them and this may have had a positive influence 
on the satisfaction with the bilateral relationship between 
the Provincial Council and each partner.  

With regard to the dimensions that achieved the worst 
scores, Emergence of a work network is the least highly 
valued, because the partners have not really worked as a 
work network, with all the partners interrelating with 
each other, and so no synergies have emerged. As to eva- 

luation and learning, is should mention that this is the 
first time that the partnerships within an ACERCA Pro- 
ject has been evaluated, so it is hardly surprising that the 
partners have given a low evaluation to this dimension. 

Satisfaction with the partnership is higher for the bi- 
lateral relationship between partners than for the joint 
relationship of all the partners, which can be explained 
by the fact that the minor partners have very little rela- 
tionship with any other partner apart from the Provincial 
Council itself. The divergence between the Provincial 
Council and the other partners in their satisfaction with 
the global relationship can be explained by the previous 
point, since the other partners cannot be very satisfied 
with a relationship that hardly exists, while the Provincial 
Council’s perspective is totally different, since it has re- 
lationships with each of the other partners.  

Basic elements and realism of the partnership and Im- 
plementation of the partnership are the partnership di- 
mensions that are related to satisfaction with the bilateral 
relationship, although the latter dimension has the closest 
positive relation. This finding shows the importance to 
the partners of the operational aspects of the partnership, 
as well as the emphasis they put in it. First, they design 
the partnership mechanisms and then implement them, 
and this effort is reflected in a greater satisfaction with 
the bilateral relationship between the Provincial Council 
and each of the other partners.  

Finally, there is no consensus between the partners 
about whether new partnership mechanisms should be 
incorporated. The Provincial Council is very favourable 
to the idea of implementing new partnership tools, but 
the other partners do not perceive that this is so necessary. 
This finding could perhaps be explained by the other 
partners’ relatively low satisfaction with the global rela- 
tionship. The Provincial Council, as the main partner, 
conceivably perceives the need to incorporate new part- 
nership mechanisms relating to the joint relationships of 
all the partners with all the others.  

On the basis of these considerations, it concludes this 
work with a number of recommendations to improve the 
partnerships in possible future ACERCA projects. These 
measures should address most of the weaknesses of the 
current situation and reinforce many of the strengths. 

1) Create a true work network, where all the partners 
interrelate with all the others. All partners would then be 
able to exploit the synergies generated in the joint rela- 

 
Table 7. Relation between advisability of introducing new partnership mechanisms and type of partner. 

Dependent variable Type of partner N Mean SD Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p) t p 

Prov. Council 12 7 0.0 0.00 5.91 0.00 New partnership 
mechanisms should 

be introduced  Other partners 12 3.7 1.9    

N ote: 1 t calculated using estimated marginal variance since Levene’s test is significant (p < 0.05). 

Copyright © 2013 SciRes.                                                                                OJBM 



F. MATÍAS-RECHE  ET  AL. 24 

 
tionships of all the partners with all the others. The part- 
ners would then be better able to exploit the synergies 
generated in the joint relationships of all the partners 
with all the others, and partners could support each other 
mutually, helping each other to do their individual tasks. 
This would improve the other partners’ global evaluation 
of the global relationships and their satisfaction with 
them, since the partners would then be more involved in 
all the processes of the partnership. 

2) Intensify relationships with outside agents. This ac- 
tion could mean increasing the number of partnership 
agreements with firms in order to increase the diversity 
of work placements, and ensure that these fit each stu- 
dent’s profile more closely. The partners could also in- 
tensify their interactions with all types of associations 
and groups in order to incorporate new criteria for stu- 
dent selection in function of the information provided by 
these groups. Moreover, in the medium and long term 
this would improve monitoring of the employment, so-
cial and economic repercussions of the successive AC- 
ERCA projects.  

3) Improve the evaluation and learning process of the 
partnership. More specifically, this might involve the 
following measures, among others:  
 Clarifying among all the partners, and before imple- 

menting the project, what criteria will be used to mea- 
sure success in the achievement of the objectives of 
both the project and the partnership, so that the part- 
ners can stress these aspects. Equally, clarifying the 
mechanisms of revision of both types of objective and 
their implementation in function of the results of both 
evaluations.  

 Designing new tools to evaluate the joint relation-
ships, bearing in mind that this would improve aware- 
ness of how the partnership works and would not be 
an obstacle to the partnership, since the global evalua- 
tion of whether responding to the evaluation ques- 
tionnaires is excessive is under 1.5 (on a scale of 1 to 
7), meaning there is room to implement new measur- 
ing tools.  

 Disseminating the results of the evaluation among the 
partners and agents relevant to the project, including 
the publication and distribution of the evaluation re- 
port. 
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Annex 

Questionnaire about the Provincial Council’s Partners 

Satisfaction with Partnership in ACERCA III Project 

Evaluate their satisfaction with partnership ACERCA III project Very low Very High 

Satisfaction with the bilateral relationship       

Satisfaction with the global relationship       

Comments: 

 
Dimension 1: Emergence of a Work Network 

Indicate your level of disagreement or agreement with the partnership issues in ACERCA III Project Disagreement Total Agreement Total

The successes achieved as a result of previous collaboration 
ACERCA I and II projects have been important 

      

Comments (indicate the achievements): 

Current collaboration has improved as a result of the experience of 
previous collaborations ACERCA projects 

      

Comments (indicate the achievements): 

The collaborative performances occur only for essential matters, according to project requirements       

The collaboration between different institutions within the framework of successive 
ACERCA projects has led to the emergence of a real working network 

      

As a result of contact with the different institutions involved in the ACERCA project, other projects have 
emerged collaboration between your organization and other social entities ACERCA Project 

      

The contact my institution with various county agencies and other agents under the ACERCA project has 
allowed us to have a better knowledge of the province and their needs and problems. 

      

I think there is a clear recognition of the interdependence of the partners to achieve their own goals       

There is a clear recognition of the areas of activity in which partners can achieve 
some of their goals independently 

      

Collaborative work between the partners has led to achievements and benefits that would not have been 
possible through individual work of each institution 

      

My institution has attempted to achieve their goals while respecting the requirements of collaborative work       

Conflicts have arisen between the individual objectives of my organization and objectives of networking       

Comments: 

 
Dimension 2. Identification of factors of success or failure in partnership with ACERCA III project. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total 

The factors associated with the success of the partnership are mutually 
recognized and understood 

       

The main barriers to the success of the partnership are mutually recognized and under-
stood 

       

Provincial Council promotes the development of joint tasks (between Provincial 
Council and partner) 

       

Provincial Council supports the fulfillment of tasks whose competence and 
responsibility of the partner 

       

Collaboration procedures used are suitable        

Comments: 
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Dimension 3. Basic elements and realism of the partnership. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total 

The partners have a vision, shared values and goals regarding ACERCA III Project       

The goals and objectives of the partnership are realistic       

In the partnership agreement clearly defined the terms and mechanisms for collaboration       

The reasons why your organization is committed to the partnership agreement are known and 
accepted by the Provincial council 

      

The partnership establishes an adequate and equitable sharing of responsibilities between my 
institution and the Provincial council 

      

The decision-making mechanisms are clearly established       

The activities to be undertaken in collaboration with the Provincial or set of partners 
are adequately covered in time. 

      

Comments: 

 
Dimension 4. Implementation of the partnership. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total 

Technicians at your institution involved in the execution of ACERCA III have developed their
work taking into account the importance of networking. 

      

Policymakers in your institution have taken into account the networking of the project in their 
decision-making regarding ACERCA III 

      

It is widely assumed ownership and commitment to work together within the framework of 
ACER III by the municipalities that are part of the Commonwealth/Consortium. 

      

Channels are planned to resolve potential conflicts arising during project implementation.       

The conflicts have been resolved smoothly       

Comments: Indicate which routes have been used to solve possible conflicts 

No conflicts have arisen in the implementation of the project       

The implementation of the cooperation agreement has not been hampered by unnecessary 
items (excessive paperwork, too many people you involve, timeout ...) 

      

The joint tasks have been performed at the time previously established.       

The moment that have developed joint tasks has been the most suitable for the project       

Collaborative mechanisms originally planned have been implemented.       

Collaborative mechanisms originally planned have been the most suitable for the project       

Comments: What are these mechanisms? (e.g. meetings; fluid communication via telephone, mail ...; coordination in recruitment criteria, ...)

Would have to introduce new mechanisms for collaboration       

Comments: If applicable, specify that new collaborative mechanisms should be introduced 

There has been a balanced sharing of responsibilities and benefits between your institution 
and the Provincial council 

      

There has been a balanced sharing of responsibilities and benefits among all the partners.       

Your institution has taken on a level of responsibility commensurate with their abilities       

The profits made by your institution through collaboration are balanced with the responsibility
assumed and their characteristics 

      

The networking done has achieved its objectives       
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Dimension 5. Evaluation and learning. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total

There is a clear agreement between the partners to assess the achievement of 
project objectives (Increase training of the unemployed, job placement ...) 

      

There is a clear agreement to evaluate collaboration between partners       

The criteria for measuring success are clear, both in regard to the objectives (Increase the 
level of training of the unemployed population,% of employment ...) as the collaboration 
between the partners (improves understanding of the limitations resources of each partner, 
to knowledge of the barriers to work or improved cohesion between partners) 

      

There are clear mechanisms to review the objectives of the project and collaboration 
between partners, according to the results of both evaluations 

      

The Provincial Council has staff available and suitable for the monitoring and control of project       

Complete assessment tools project (questionnaires, interviews ...) is an added burden of 
work that is excessive  

      

Contents ACERCA III project evaluation can lead to improvements in subsequent projects 
or otherwise ACERCA 

      

The information provided by the evaluation of previous ACERCA projects has improved 
ACERCA III Project 

      

The learning gained as a result of the participation of my institution in the ACER will 
be useful to other institutions or agents of my field 

      

The council will report on how the project evaluated by the partners       

There is a clear agreement to share and disseminate the results of the evaluation among partners       

Comments: 

 
Dimension 6. Development of effective communication. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total 

The Provincial Council properly informed of the results of the project partners 
ACERCA III (number of people trained, inserted in the labor market, etc.) 

       

The Provincial council members adequately informed of the financial situation 
ACERCA III Project 

       

The Provincial Council properly informed about the objectives and global political 
partnership 

       

The communication between the Provincial Council and my institution has facilitated
the implementation of the project 

       

The meetings between the partners are well organized        

The number of meetings between partners is appropriate to the project objective        

The partners organized meetings to discuss relevant topics only        

The type of communication (mail, letters, conversations, etc.) is suitable        

The communication between my organization and the Provincial Council is fluid        

The communication between my organization and other partners is fluid        

The achievements of the collaboration are adequately communicated to external 
agents of interest 

       

Comments: 
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Dimension 7. Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and relevant outside institutions. 

Indicate your level of disagreement/agreement with the following statements Disagreement Total Agreement Total 

The Provincial Council lend adequate attention to the interests and needs of groups and 
organizations of interest to the ACERCA III project (municipalities, businesses, etc.) 

      

My institution provide adequate attention to the interests and needs of groups and entities 
for the ACERCAIII project (municipalities, businesses, etc.) 

      

It has sought the involvement in the project to external entities that are considered most 
suitable for your success 

      

Comments: Indicate which external entities should have been considered for improving the ACERCA III Project 

Pay attention to the interests and preferences of relevant actors for ACERCAIII 
(municipalities, businesses, etc.) means better project results 

      

Comments: 

 
Importance of the dimensions of partnership under the ACERCA III project 

Indicate the relative importance of each of the above dimensions in partnership 
with the Provincial Council of Granada, within the ACERCA III Project 

Little important Very important 

Emergence of a work network       

Identification of factors of success or failure       

Basic elements and realism of the partnership       

Implementation of the partnership       

Evaluation and learning       

Development of effective communication       

Promotion of the involvement of collaborators and relevant outside institutions       

Comments: 

 
 


