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Summary of Focus Groups 2013 - UKCPN 

 

In the summer of 2013 the UK Community Partner Network (CPN) held three focus groups with 
community partners to enquire further into their views about the need, shape, remit and purpose of a 
network.  The focus groups took place in Edinburgh, London and Manchester, with an average of eight 
community partners attending each.  The groups highlighted quite different issues, however, the 
following were shared across all three and could guide CPN’s work in future: 
 

 There is a tension between the envisaged national remit of the CPN and the fact that local areas or 
regions are perceived to differ much in terms of the type of activity that is generated there. 
Factors that might influence this are geography (i.e. urban vs. rural areas, size of town/community) 
and type of university (i.e. part of the Russell group or a former polytechnic, age of university).  
Therefore, a one size fits all approach seemed inappropriate to most focus group attendees. 
Instead, it appears that the CPN should try to incorporate a local/regional mechanism alongside a 
national function. The idea of locally-based brokers appeared to have some currency. 

 The CPN was predominantly seen as having a coordinating function to enable networking, sharing 
of best practice, capacity building and raising the profile of CUPs with both community partners 
and academics. Whilst there was a realisation that community partners are usually the weaker 
partner in CUPs and need capacity building, there was also broad acknowledgment of the fact that 
sympathetic academics, too, would benefit from support and recognition if CUPs were to unfold 
their full potential in future. 

 There was the perception that academics can overcome certain obstacles to CUP working in some 
institutions that seem insurmountable in others. Therefore, there is a need to look at which 
mechanisms are at work here. Is this due to personal characteristics or institutional climate? 
Connected to this is a need to draw on past and present work to identify promising models and 
draw out learning about how to improve the prospects for CUP work. This includes tools, such as 
Memorandum of Understandings and other templates for ready use by partners. In all of this, the 
CPN website would become a platform on which to share useful resources, problems and 
solutions, as well as a way of raising the profile of CUP working.  

 The importance of language was emphasised repeatedly. This referred to the language of 
publications or other resources, which should be written in a way that is generally accessible to a 
lay audience. More information should be available from the perspective of and/or written by 
community partners. The CPN also has to be careful not to accentuate existing barriers by using 
divisive language that draws a rigid distinction between community partners and academics, for 
example. Instead, there should be an acknowledgement of the fact that people have multiple 
identities. 

 The CPN should walk the talk in terms of partnership and engagement by firstly, creating 
opportunities for community partners and academics to come together on a level playing field and, 
secondly, by acknowledging the need of people to talk face to face, rather than exclusively relying 
on online-based methods of networking. 

 Meetings (participants suggested not to call them conferences) were seen as crucial and this 
should encompass a mix of regular local or regional meetings, combined with an annual national 
meeting at changing locations. In order to facilitate this and limit resource requirements, it was 
suggested that one could piggyback on existing events and build a community partner event into 
them. 

 The CPN was also seen as a way of having a collective voice in order to secure a more meaningful 
role for community partners in CUP evaluation, scoring funding bids, peer review, funding 
applications and governance.   


