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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to review challenges and recommended practices in the management and governance of multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs) involving (among other) United Nations (UN) and civil society actors. Prepared as input to a workshop on the governance implications of MSPs, the paper does not necessarily seek to offer conclusions but rather to stimulate discussion and debate by identifying key issue areas, posing critical questions and proposing some working hypotheses based on current experience.  As the ultimate purpose is to inform the work of the High Level Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations, the paper focuses on lessons and implications for UN actors.
The methodology for the preparation of the paper included: a review of key documents (a short bibliography is attached), an   analysis of a number of case studies of diverse MSP experiences involving UN and civil society actors (listed in Annex I), and discussions with a number of MSP participants and experts (listed in Annex II). 

The paper is composed of three parts.  Part I, Framing Multi-Stakeholder Partnership, highlights the importance of situating MSPs within a clear conceptual, analytical and strategic framework.  Part II, Practicing Multi-Stakeholder Partnership, identifies and discusses issues and lessons learned with regard to five key elements of  the effective practice of partnership: inclusion, clear definition of purpose and roles, participation/power-sharing, accountability and strategic influence.  Part III, Institutionalizing Multi-Stakeholder Partnership, briefly discusses issues and implications related to the “mainstreaming ” of MSP approaches by UN organizations. In order to capture the wealth and diversity of a wide range of stakeholder views and experiences, direct quotes from primary and secondary sources are given considerable space throughout the three sections.

I. FRAMING  MULTI-STAKEHOLDER  PARTNERSHIP 

	In recent years, MSPs have emerged as an increasingly important modus operandi throughout the United Nations system. Some UN organizations (such as UNDP, UNICEF and WHO) have worked in partnership for many years and consider it a core practice.  Other UN bodies are currently expanding their involvement in MSPs or seeking to mainstream the practice.  The recent UN publication Building Partnerships, for example, reviews dozens of current MSPs involving UN bodies and the website of the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs lists hundreds of “partnerships for sustainable development ” launched during and after the World Summit on Sustainable Development. As the adjacent citations illustrate,  MSPs have come to be acknowledged as a crucial, indeed the only, manner in which to achieve the UN’s global goals.  As one UN interviewee stated, “It’s no longer a question of if partnership, it’s about how to expand partnership ”.

Despite its buzzword status and “feel good ” overtones, partnership remains a poorly defined and highly contentious concept.  Touted as “a revolution” and “the way of the future ” by some, the term is dismissed as trite and meaningless by others.  While some consider it a “victory ” for civil society organizations (CSOs) and an “end to the lip service of consultation ”, others equate partnership with “the co-optation of CSOs ” or see it as “a strategy to divide and conquer ”. Before discussing the practice of partnership, this section will briefly address some core conceptual issues (raised both by interviewees and in the literature) around the definition, limits and risks of partnership. 

A.  The Meaning of Partnership

Reviewing the literature and talking to UN and civil society representatives quickly reveals that there is little common understanding regarding the meaning of partnership.  Acknowledging that consensus on the definition of partnership is probably not possible (nor necessary), many interviewees nevertheless stressed the pressing need for greater clarity and rigor in the use of the term partnership within the UN system.  Currently, some UN staff (and publications) use the term in reference to almost any form of interaction between UN and external actors (including, for example, instances of co-financing, inter-agency coordination, information-sharing and consultation).  Others seem to link the term exclusively to relationships with business actors or to reserve it for relationships with an implementation (v. policy dialogue) mandate.

Trolling through UN publications produces a plethora of different definitions of partnership, but a general definition that has appeared in several recent documents (and was proposed as a working definition for the current exercise) is cited to the right. While this definition (or some close variation thereof) seems to have gained some level of official status, it does not as yet appear to be very widely known (nor necessarily considered adequate) by staff throughout the system.  Many interviewees judged the above definition to be too vague to be of practical use and felt that terms like “collaborative”, “common purpose ” and “shared risks ” required additional (operational) clarification.  Others suggested that a definition of partnership should go further and include (controversial) elements such as equality, trust, and shared values and mutual accountability.  Still others noted that the term multi-stakeholder partnership is often used interchangeably with terms  such as “multi-stakeholder processes” and “global networks” and requested clarity about the links and distinctions between these.

B.  Distinguishing Different Types of Partnership

Several interviewees also identified the need to distinguish between different types of partnership.  In addition to contributing to conceptual clarity, this is above all considered important for operational purposes.  MSPs vary enormously in terms of their purpose, scope, complexity, level of engagement (local to global), size and diversity of partners. Different types of partnerships are motivated by diverse factors, have varying governance requirements and face distinct operational challenges.  As a result (as this paper found), it is difficult to identify and share generic lessons and best practices that apply across the board.  

The goal should not be to seek an exhaustive typology of partnership experiences (impossible at any rate).  Nor should diverse partnership experiences be expected to fit neatly into categorized pigeonholes.  The aim should rather be to identify broad “ideal types ” which capture enough commonality in order to facilitate the meaningful sharing of best practices and the development of operational guidelines tailored to specific partnership types. 

Suggestions from the literature (most based on purpose or core function) include a simple breakdown between primarily operational v. advocacy-oriented  partnerships or between process, project and product-oriented  partnerships (Murphy and Bendell,  1997). Witte (2003) identifies three ideal types of networks:  negotiation,  coordination and implementation; while the Global Action Network Net (Waddell, 2003) has proposed a typology of seven types including, among others:  knowledge, task, societal change and generative change networks.

C.  Analyzing the Limits and Risks of Partnership

Beyond conceptual clarification, numerous interviewees felt that a serious UN-initiated analysis of the limits and risks of MSPs was needed.  Regarding the limits of partnership some interviewees were concerned that partnership is presently viewed as a “blanket solution” to development ills and felt that better analysis and guidance as to when a partnership approach is or is not appropriate is needed. Some, for example, suggested that partnership is a useful approach for implementation/service delivery but may not be appropriate for negotiating policy, where an “arm’s length ” relationship is preferable.  Others argued that principles of partnership are only applicable (or feasible) where there is a high level of like-mindedness among stakeholders or a strong sense of shared purpose, not just with regard to specific outputs but also broader outcomes. 

While the potential risks of MSPs have been quite extensively discussed in the literature, several interviewees felt that these have not yet been adequately acknowledged, debated or addressed within the UN system.  Beyond certain operational and organizational-level risks, MSPs raise fundamental questions about how power is (and should be) shared among global actors.  Partnerships blur traditional divisions of power and responsibility – creating fears and uncertainties about the manner in which they are reflecting, or serving to redefine, these (sometimes radical) changes in established roles, rights and responsibilities.  These include, for example, fears that MSPs will co-opt CSOs, weaken the regulatory role of intergovernmental bodies, undermine government authority or allow governments to abdicate their responsibilities.  Perhaps the most common recurring concern in the literature is that partnerships with business actors could compromise the mission, values and reputation of the UN.  Utting (2000) stresses the importance of questioning the core motivation behind partnerships with private sector and asks “Are UN agencies compromising their values, standards and conventional agenda for financial reasons?”  

It is clear that power and working relations between state-based, business and civil society actors are changing and that these changes are being played out in MSPs.  Core concerns about MSPs are rooted in uncertainties about what the “new ” roles and responsibilities of different types of actors should be and also in the perceived ad hoc and “laissez faire ” manner in which these power relations appear to be playing themselves out. Strong statements are being made from the highest levels of the UN about the desirability of civil society and business actors participating in multilateral decision-making processes, but the legitimate boundaries of that participation remain ambiguous.  MSPs are clearly encouraged but guidance regarding appropriate roles, rights and responsibilities of different types of actors within those partnerships is judged to be lacking.

D.  Defining a Strategic Framework for MSPs

One interviewee described current UN policy with regard to MSPs as “anything goes ”.  While everyone seems to agree that MSPs require a high level of flexibility, spontaneity and innovation, there appears to be a growing sense that, within the UN system, there is also a need for a clear “strategic framework ” with regard to MSPs.  Drawing upon the substantial body of existing analysis of MSPs, the purpose of such a strategy would be to outline the UN’s “vision ” and “policy ’ with regard to MSPs and provide some clear system-wide operational guidelines. Recent U General Assembly resolutions on partnership (2000, 2001, 2003) and the partnership guidelines negotiated at CSD11 could provid a useful sarting point in this regard.  Several interviewees recommended that such a strategy be developed through a process of multi-stakeholder debate and negotiation, initiated the UN secretariat.  Key components might include:

· Clearly defining and distinguishing MSPs from other types of multi-stakeholder relationships;

· Providing guidelines as to when a partnership approach is feasible/desirable;

· Proposing a typology of MSPs;

· Exploring the benefits and risks of (different types of) MSPs for the UN system and its organizations;

· Outlining basic principles for the definition of appropriate roles and responsibilities for state-based, business and civil society actors;

· Establishing basic criteria and minimal requirements of partners;

· Analyzing the potential impacts of MSPs on inter-governmental processes;

· Setting standards with regard to the monitoring and transparence of MSPs, and;

· Describing best practices and lessons learned.


	
	“The UN once dealt only with governments. By now we know that peace and prosperity cannot be achieved without partnerships involving governments, international organizations, the business community and civil society. ”

Kofi Annan, UN Secretary-General

“Making business and all actors of civil society part of the solution is not only the best chance, it may also be the only chance the UN has to meet its Millennium goals.’

Michael Doyle, UN Assistant Secretary-General

“Global governance is no longer viewed as primarily an intergovernmental concern but one that involves intergovernmental institutions, CSOs, citizens’ movements, transnational corporations, academia and the mass media.”

UNDP & CSOs: A Policy Note on Engagement

“You can not produce results without effective partnerships ”

Bruce Jenks, UNDP

“A crusade of sorts is needed to force a greater rigor and accuracy on the use of the term partnership.’

Ken Caplan, Building Partnerships for Development 

“Partnerships are commonly defined as voluntary and collaborative relationships between various parties, both State and non-State, in which all participants agree to work together to achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific task and to share risks, responsibilities, resources, competencies and benefits.”

Towards Global Partnership, Report of the Secretary General

“Institutions and people who not long ago were simply referred to as beneficiaries of technical assistance, project counterparts or sponsors are today referred to as ‘partners’.’

Peter Utting, UNRISD

“Many UN entities use the term [partnership] to refer to almost any relationship with the private sector, and few set out clearly respective rights and responsibilities or clarify how the risks will be shared. ”

Ann Zammit in “Development at Risk”

“Before talking about best practices in partnership, you have to specify partnership for what?”

UN staff member

“A multi-stakeholder approach coexists only uneasily with the existing framework of international law based on the sovereignty of nation states…governments are wary of non-governmental actors’ ability to undermine states’ role.” 

Navroz Dubash et. al. in “A Watershed in Global Governance” 

“Traditional power hierarchies are being replaced by a more complex, multi-relational balance of power, where citizens and companies are playing an active role in shaping socio-economic change and addressing problems that were previously the sole responsibility of government ” 

Janet Nelson and Simon Zadek in “Partnership Alchemy”
“Among NGOs, there is a widening split between those who seek to engage with other stakeholders and those who define their role outside the conference room.”

Minu Hemmati in “Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability”

“Governments, the private sector and civil society should be equal partners when it comes to designing and building our societies of tomorrow”

Renate Bloem, Conference of NGOs in Consultative Relationship with the UN

 “The business  sector should not be treated on the same level as, or accorded the prerogatives of,  member states. The legitimate right of business to promote its own policy interests should be confined to lobbying activities on the fringes of UN activities proper, as  should be the case for NGOs and other civil society bodies. ”  

Ann Zammit in “Development at Risk”

“The power of civil society is a soft one…It is not the power to decide. ” Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Chairman of the Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations

“New partnerships are leading down a slippery slope toward the partial privatization and commercialization of the UN system itself.”

CorpWatch
“A clear and agreed upon understanding of each other’s roles and responsibilities needs to be established and respected.”

Renate Bloem, CONGO

“Initially, a decentralized and flexible approach was appropriate.  But the time has come to…strengthen strategic planning and oversight of globalpartnerships.”

World Bank Operations Evaluation Department

“There is a danger that some UN bodies are rushing headlong into partnerships without adequately assessing the risks which include, for example, conflicts of interest, increasing self-censorship…and the tarnishing of the UN’s reputation.”

Peter Utting, UNRISD


II. PRACTICING MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PARTNERSHIP

	The literature on MSPs discusses a wide variety of operational issues and lessons.   Based upon the priority concerns of interviewees, the following five key operational challenges related to the management and governance of partnerships were identified:  inclusion; clear definition of purpose and roles; participation/power-sharing; accountability, and; strategic influence.  The following section explores some best practices and key challenges with regard to each of these.  As described above, the usefulness of this discussion would very likely be enhanced if based upon a more precise definition of partnership and a distinction between different forms of partnership. Even then, it is clear that there are no one-size-fits-all rules for successful partnership. Experience has shown that innovation is vital and partnership design must be tailored to its specific purpose and unique circumstances. Given these caveats, this section nevertheless attempts to identify and discuss some basic principles and best practices for effective partnership. Given the limited nature of the research and sample, the  experiences presented here are indicative rather than  conclusive.  The purpose is to provide a starting point for a discussion about potential solutions for dealing with core operational challenges. 


	
	“The development  of effective partnerships is an art not a science.”

Fanny Calder, Royal Institute of International Affairs

Everyone knows there’s no blueprint for successful partnership, but there is a clear need for learning from mistakes and setting some standards.

UN staff member

[There is] need for a  strong rules-based framework in place to ensure that critical issues such as power asymmetries, transparency and accountability can be addressed. ”

Jan Martin Witte et. al. in “Progress or Peril?”



	A.  Inclusion

A first key operational challenge of effective partnership is getting the right actors around the table.  As partnership experience has evolved, a general lesson that has emerged is the importance of involving diverse stakeholder viewpoints.   The identification of relevant stakeholders and an “optimal” level of inclusion must, however, derive directly from the specific purpose and goals of the partnership. For example, a partnership mandated to negotiate a highly controversial issue (such as the sustainable development impacts of large dams) will likely need to pay greater attention to issues of inclusion, diversity and representation than one that is established to implement a more straightforward, pre-agreed development task. Key challenges and recommended practices for achieving inclusion are discussed below.  

i)
Conduct a stakeholder analysis - In recent years, conducting a stakeholder analysis has become fairly standard practice in the preparation and design of development interventions.  Its use appears to remain limited, however, in the creation and design of MSPs.  A few of the experiences examined (the World Commission on Dams and Agenda 21’s definition of “major groups”, for example) have made use of a process of stakeholder analysis. While  a stakeholder analysis may be carried out in a  more or less formal manner (depending on need and circumstance)  it is nevertheless considered a crucial step towards (i) identifying the broad universe of stakeholders that may influence or be influenced by the partnership; (ii) determining which stakeholders should (or must) be involved in the partnership, and; (iii) in what capacity.  Whether partnerships are intentionally created and nurtured in a “top-down ” manner or “sprout up spontaneously ” according to opportunity or need, the relevance of conducting a stakeholder  analysis is arguably the same.  Drawing on many excellent available tools and resources, stakeholder analysis can be carried out by a convening individual/organization or, ideally, in a more participatory manner, for example, by an initial group of core stakeholders or “self-selected ” partners. 

ii)   Place particular emphasis on primary stakeholders - Experience shows that ensuring the effective inclusion of primary stakeholders (i.e. : those most directly affected by partnership activities, for example, ultimate users or clients, target populations or other directly affected populations) requires specific effort.  In the case of development-oriented partnerships these are most often stakeholder groups with limited power and resources based in developing or transition countries. While commendable efforts are being made to enhance the inclusion and voice of such groups (e.g. the participation of  organizations of people living with AIDS on the governing board of UNAIDS, the nomination by indigenous nations of 50% of the members of the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues and the creation of numerous earmarked funds to support the participation of weaker or less-resourced stakeholder groups) there appears to be much room for improvement in this area.  Even relatively more powerful and better-resourced Southern actors, such as developing country government representatives who in many cases should arguably be in the driver’s seat of partnerships targeting their populations, are sorely excluded from (or under-represented in) many MSPs. 

iii)  Develop  a strategy/action plan to promote inclusion - The adoption of an inclusive approach requires an explicit willingness and commitment to surpass traditional boundaries and entertain alternative perspectives. It is not automatic and, in many cases, may require an explicit strategy. Such a strategy must again derive directly from partnership goals and should clearly outline the concrete benefits of proposed inclusion efforts. Several partnerships, for example, reported introducing specific measures to facilitate gender or regional equity or the inclusion of traditionally marginalized stakeholders.  Many partnerships also make efforts to inform and consult stakeholder groups that are not (for whatever reason) directly involved in the partnership.  The Global Road Safety Partnership, for example, regularly invites organizations involved in diverse aspects of road safety (such as police and medical professionals) to participate in meetings and conferences.

iv)  Use clear criteria and transparent process to identify partners - While a stakeholder analysis will serve to identify relevant stakeholder groups, the identification of specific partners will, in many cases, require the definition of specific selection criteria.  These might relate to : representativity; organizational mandate; specific competencies, experience or resources; or compliance with specific principles or values.  As the scope and influence of MSPs increase, the need for rigorous selection criteria and screening of partners also grows.  Interviewees underlined the importance and difficulty of evaluating the legitimacy of civil society and business actors.  Particular importance was placed on the need for more serious assessment of the (social and environmental) track record of private sector actors in order to protect the UN’s reputation as an independent protector of universal values.  It was observed that CSOs, rather than UN actors, are most likely to assess and exclude business actors on ethical grounds.  Private sector involvement in the Safe Motherhood Initiative, for example, has been limited due to the internal policies of various civil society members that prevent them from collaborating with businesses that fail to meet certain ethical standards.

Ideally, the process of selecting partners should also be as open, participatory and transparent as possible.  Whenever possible, selection criteria should be made public and stakeholder groups allowed to nominate or elect their own representatives.  Such measures are particularly important in the case of high profile or politically charge partnerships, in which the selection of participants may become, in itself, a delicate process of negotiation. 


	
	Representation of the full range of stakeholders, across government, business, and civil society as well as regions and disciplines, can considerably enhance the legitimacy of a multi-stakeholder process. ”

Navroz Dubash et. al. in “A Watershed in Global Governance” 

“The most effective partnerships are those where the competencies and roles of actors are very diverse ”.

UN staff member

"Stakeholder Analysis ensures that no important stakeholder is left out - optimizing potential roles and contribution which in turn maximizes efficiency and equity gains"

HABITAT Urban Governance Toolkit

“A main challenge is to move beyond the "converted" and involved sectors…and reach out to a broad range of sectors/actors such as development NGOs, business and other non-traditional AIDS philanthropic entities to support the work.”

UNAIDS Website

“Developing countries are largely implementers rather than partners and have little voice in the design, governance and management of global partnerships.”

World Bank Operations Evaluation Department

“MSPs are still largely dominated by the North.  Our progress in “including” Southerners has been disappointing”

UN staff member

“Our efforts to include a broad range of voices did not sit well with some technical experts who were used to dominating the discussion. ”

UN staff member

“In coming together with the private sector, the UN must carefully and constantly appraise the relationship…without due diligence, one runs the risk of becoming associated with companies whose past records suggest that they may not be the best partners.”

Carol Bellamy, UNICEF Executive Director

“Most UN agencies…have limited capacity to systematically screen companies.  This is leading to situations where partnerships are announced with corporations that are well known amongst the NGO community for their environmental and human rights abuses and poor social performance. ” 

Peter Utting, UNRISD

“Trying to determine the legitimacy of CSOs is a nightmare.”

UN staff member

“There are double standards for businesses and civil society.  Companies are not subjected to the same humiliating vetting process as are CSOs.”

CSO representative



	B.   Clear Definition of Purpose and Roles
A second important operational challenge is ensuring that the purpose and expected results of the partnership as well as the respective roles and responsibilities of each partner are clearly defined and commonly agreed.  Though this may seem obvious it is described by practitioners as a classic example of “more easily said than done’ and, in reality, many partnerships fail to explicitly  specify goals, expectations and clear roles.

 i)  Define a common purpose –Experience suggests that it is useful for MSPs, from the outset, to explicitly identify both the individual aims of each partner and the common purpose that has brought them together. It has been said that successful partnership must be based on mutual dependency – the realization that no one partner can achieve the identified goals on their own. Partners should be encouraged to openly discuss their respective motivations and aims and to collectively explore how the partnership can be designed to simultaneously (and synergistically) achieve its collective purpose and the aims of individual partners.

 ii) Establish acceptable parameters of divergence- Every partnership must strike a balance between establishing enough common ground to hold the partnership together and ensuring enough diversity to allow for complementarity of roles. In addition to defining shared purpose, partners should also therefore be encouraged to explore their divergences, discuss to what extent it may be necessary to “agree to disagree” and explore in what ways differences (even conflicts) between them can contribute to achieving their common goals.  Views vary as to how much commonality of values, interests and ultimate aims (beyond the defined purpose of the partnership) is necessary/desirable for genuine partnership. The Safe Motherhood Initiative, for example, was able to cope with divergence over the issue of abortion by allowing certain members to opt out of some activities while remaining within the partnership.

iii) Focus on results – A results orientation helps to focus and motivate partners.  Some interviewees recommended setting some initial, easily achievable goals in order to establish a culture of “getting things done ” and build confidence among partners in their ability to work and achieve together.  Centering discussions on desired results can also help to avoid or tone-down potential ideological or theoretical clashes between partners and create greater openness towards alternative strategies and approaches, as long as their contribution to achieving agreed goals can be demonstrated.  The clear definition of expected results and outputs is also critical to achieving accountability further down the line.

iv) Negotiate clear partner roles - In addition to clearly defining the purpose and expected results of the partnership, it is highly recommended that specific roles and responsibilities of each partner be explicitly agreed.  This involves making sure that the right parties are “in the driver’s seat ” and that the designated responsibilities of each partner are commensurate with their legitimate rights and appropriate  societal roles (hence the importance of developing UN policies and guidelines to this effect) as well as their specific competencies and interests.  Partnerships often draw on the concept of “core complementary competencies ” in defining (in a formal or informal manner) a division of labor among partners.  Some observers have also suggested that the use of negotiation analytical and tools (such as SWOT or A-I-C analysis) can be useful in defining partner roles.  

While it is sometimes (naively?) expected that the roles of respective partners will be “naturally ”  or “easily ” defined, experience has shown that in reality this process can be highly contentious and even pugnacious.  Caplan observes that “organizations often compete, sometimes fiercely for what they want to contribute ” and the adjacent citation from Dubash describes the highly controversial process of attributing responsibilities in the context of the World Commission on Dams.  The lesson  here appears to be that the definition of partner roles should not be left to chance or assumption.  Good policy advice, adequate guidelines and tools and, in sensitive situations, professional facilitation should be made available to guide the process.  

v) Aim for specific commitments - Once partner roles have been negotiated, it is recommended practice to encourage (or, in some cases, require) partners to make specific commitments, based on the agreed goals and expected results of the partnership.  These may be a mix of common commitments (e.g.  all parties commit to respecting agreed partnership principles) and specific commitments (e.g.  each partner makes specific action-oriented commitments regarding their individual contributions to partnership goals).  The Partnership for Principle 10, for example, has developed clear guidelines to assist each member organization to commit to a specific set of actions items based on common agreed principles and appropriate to its own resources and abilities. 
	
	Partnerships must be based on need – some end result that could not be achieved by one organization on its own.

Ken Caplan, Building Partnership for Development

Successful partnerships are those that first and foremost deliver against the individual aims of each partner…It is critically important to establish each partner’s individual aims and to design the partnership activities to ensure that these are sufficiently realized.

Business Partners for Development

“The road to partnership often begins with and depends upon conflict.”

David Murphy and Jem Bendell in “Partners in Time?”

“In UN circles…at times partnerships are viewed somewhat naively as inevitable ‘win-win’ relationships…in fact different actors involved in partnerships may have different agendas and may be working towards quite different goals” 

Peter Utting, UNRISD
“Whether there is an identity or conflict of interest between the  partners is a central issue. There can be full agreement between the UN and business  on specific immediate goals or outputs, but this does not necessarily entail an identity  of ultimate interests. ” 

Ann Zammit in “Development at Risk”

“The selection of Commissioners was the result of a political negotiation… [it] was so tense that major interest groups involved threatened on many occasions to withdraw and scuttle the effort in a barrage of negative publicity. ” 

Navroz Dubash et. al. in “A Watershed in Global Governance” 

“The UN’s greatest comparative advantage is its moral authority.  It should project its values and provide a framework but let others do the execution. ”

UN staff member

	C.  Participation/Power-sharing

Closely linked to issues of inclusion and the definition of partner roles and responsibilities is the challenge of ensuring effective participation and appropriate power sharing within multi-stakeholder partnerships.  As discussed above, partnership has been identified  as a playing field where new models of governance and new formulas of power sharing are being tested.  In this sense, the ways in which stakeholders interact, deliberate and make decisions within partnerships have important implications not only for the outcomes of the partnership but for the evolution of multi-lateral governance more generally.

i)  Openly acknowledge and address power differentials - Well-managed processes of  stakeholder analysis and the clarification of partner roles are likely to stimulate collective reflection about power dynamics between partners.  Again, depending on the individual circumstances of the partnership, it may be useful (or, in some cases, necessary) to complement this with some frank discussion about perceptions of power relations within the group, the various types or sources of power around the table and the strategies needed to address any problematic power differentials.  This may involve the introduction of specific measures to “level the playing field ” through, for example, formalized power-sharing rules, increased representation of “weaker ” stakeholder groups, policies to ensure balanced resourcing, capacity building measures, etc. In the case of the World Commission on Dams, for example, diverse funding sources were considered important in order to demonstrate that the WCD was not beholden to any one set of interests ”. (Navroz Dubash et. al., 2001) 

ii)  Establish appropriate decision-making structures and rules - Among the sample of partnership experiences reviewed, the most common form of decision-making was described as “informal consensus ”.  Only a minority of partnerships examined had established formal voting procedures for making decisions (based on either majority or consensus rules).  While many interviewees associated the concept of partnership with notions of “equality ”, in practice, most admitted that it is not always practical or desirable for all partners to have equal say on all aspects of the partnership.  Decision-making rights of individual partners must derive from their specific and agreed roles and responsibilities.  In some cases (such as the Children’s Vaccine Initiative, for example)  business partners engaged in implementation roles were empowered to make decisions at that level but excluded from broader policy-oriented decision-making processes.  Most larger partnerships find it necessary to introduce multiple internal structures (for example, a governing body, advisory committees, consultative groups, etc.) each attributed its own decision-making powers and processes. Selecting and justifying which partners will play a governing role and clarifying the relations between different internal structures has proved challenging for many MSPs.  The involvement of vaccine producers in the Board of the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization, for example, raised governance concerns for some.

iii) Employ professional facilitation and participatory technologies - Experience shows that MSPs could and should make better use of professional facilitation and participation technologies.  In particular, tools and resources for: stakeholder analysis; neutral brokering; participatory problem solving, decision-making and action planning; mediation, and; conflict resolution can make important contributions to effective partnership.  Many partnership practitioners and experts have highlighted this need and a number of efforts (such as enhanced training of UN staff in these skills, the production of especially adapted toolkits/guidelines, assistance in identifying skilled facilitators and even the creation of an international training programs for “certified partnership brokers ”) are underway.  Within the UN system, these practices should be encouraged and supported.


	
	“If there are those who feel they are playing second fiddle in the partnership, you don’t get the enthusiasm and effort required.”

UN staff member

“Power relations within partnerships are very rarely openly acknowledged or discussed.”

UN staff member

“Some MSPs aim to balance power by balancing the number of participants who are presumably in favor, against or neutral towards  the issue or question at hand.”

Minu Hemmati in “Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability”

“The closer to the ground the issue at hand, the easier is to share control.  When the stakes are higher and the issues more complex, it’s back to hardball.”

CSO representative

“The term partnership seems to imply, in theory, that everyone should have an equal say in making decisions but, in practice, that doesn’t make sense.”

UN staff member

“Most, if not all, cross-sector partnerships need a broker, at the very least in the early stages.”

Ros Tennyson in “The Guiding Hand”

“Independent facilitation is regarded as better than facilitation being provided by a stakeholder or body which is not seen as independent.”

Minu Hemmati in “Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability” 



	D. Accountability

As partnerships become more influential and decision-making within partnership is increasingly participatory, issues of accountability become simultaneously more important and more complex.  A review of experience reveals serious shortcomings and considerable concern with regard to the accountability of MSPs.  Only a minority of partnerships appears to have any formal mechanisms of accountability in place.  The notion of accountability is generally interpreted in a rather loose and abstract manner and is most often described as being based on “integrity ”, “commitment ” and “trust ” (v. more formal measures of control).  Many observers, however, have highlighted the need for more rigorous and systematic accountability mechanisms.  Zadek (2002) argues that without significant improvements in accountability, MSPs will quickly lose their legitimacy.  He adds that achieving genuine accountability will require “deep-rooted change in policy and governance frameworks ”. The following are some examples of current and recommended practices for improving the accountability of MSPs.

i)  Draft an accountability map and strategy - A first step in creating an accountable partnership is asking the question “accountable to whom? ”  In many cases, MSPs seem to lack a clear vision of accountability obligations at both the internal (among partners, who is accountable to whom?) and external (to whom is the partnership as a whole accountable?) levels.  Several interviewees commented that issues of accountability were rarely, if ever, explicitly discussed in the context of partnerships they knew.   While these are not simple questions to answer,  an explicit and participatory process of mapping accountability relationships could represent a valuable first step for many MSPs.  Once accountability obligations have been mapped, the partnership (and individual partners therein) is better placed to develop a strategy for accountability  Some observers, such as Benner et. al. (2002), have observed  that MSPs are likely to rely upon pluralistic systems of accountability - for example, a combination of measures of  “internal accountability” (boards, oversight committees), “professional accountability ” (adherence to professional codes of conduct), “reputational accountability ” (naming and shaming), “market accountability ” (reward/punishment by consumers), “financial accountability ” (accounting standards) and “democratic accountability” (in the case of state-based actors).  While mechanisms of accountability must be tailored to individual partnership needs (and will vary in their level of formality and complexity), many interviewees expressed the view that international organizations, and the UN in particular, have an important role to play in establishing accountability standards and guidelines.

ii)  Emphasize (and invest in) transparency and communication - Many interviewees stressed the importance of transparency and proactive communication strategies as key tools of accountability.  Particularly in the absence of more formalized accountability mechanisms, making sure that all relevant information about partnership processes, decisions and activities is made available in a  timely, comprehensible and accessible manner, was considered of great importance.  Many interviewees referred to significant improvements in information disclosure and dissemination practices (especially by electronic means) but identified serious shortcomings  such as the lack of meaningful standards of transparency and the limited access of many key stakeholders to electronic communications.  

iii)  Emphasize and support links between partners and their constituencies - Given the weakness of “supply-side ” mechanisms of accountability, another important strategy discussed with interviewees was to stimulate and strengthen “demand ” for accountability.  Given the current absence of adequate formal mechanisms of control,  several interviewees commented that effective accountability is largely dependent upon the active interest and engagement of external stakeholders.  The Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, for example, identifies the active work of external caucuses as a key element of accountability.  While this is, by definition, an externally driven process, MSPs can potentially take steps to encourage and build demand for accountability by : emphasizing and supporting links between partners and their constituencies, self-imposing standards of “downwards ” accountability and even investing in building the capacity of external stakeholders (in particular, clients or target populations) to hold the partnership accountable.

iv)  Develop and adhere to strict performance standards, monitoring and reporting requirements - Finally, the development of performance standards and more stringent monitoring, evaluation and reporting requirements have been recommended as necessary steps towards achieving accountable MSPs.  Only a minority of MSPs appears to have provisions for independent monitoring and evaluation.  The implementation of the International Coral Reef Action Network, for example, is subject to external review on the basis of pre-defined tangible indicators of success.  To this end, a recent mid-term evaluation was carried out by an independent consultant according to guidelines established by UNEP. The importance of systematizing such practices was underlined. As incentives for individual partnerships to self-impose rigorous assessment and accountability mechanisms may be lacking, many observers agree that the UN has an important role to play in developing and overseeing such standards.


	
	“Multi-stakeholder partnerships will only remain legitimate and serve to deliver business and development benefits if their basis of accountability, including that of each of its participants, is clarified and greatly improved ”

Simon Zadek in “Partnership Futures”

“The UN and its specialized agencies are in dire need of putting proper evaluation practices in place to ensure the accountability and effectiveness of their involvement with partnerships ”

Jan Martin Witte et. al. in “Progress or Peril?”

“There is little sign that clear UN-wide rules for  transparency, accountability and reporting have been elaborated or implemented. ”

Ann Zammit in “Development at Risk”

“Partnership forces a complex of accountability relations that none of us is used to.” 

CSO representative

“Engagement must be founded on….complementarity of roles, not a sharing of institutional responsibility.  Each partner is individually accountable for its behavior to its owner or constituencies ”

UNDP & CSOs : A Policy Note on Engagement 

“It is one thing to disclose information, it is another to make that information comprehensible to all concerned. ”

Jan Aart Scholte in “Democratising the Global Economy”

“There is a danger in participating in inter-governmental processes that NGOs lose touch with their base. ”

CSO representative

“In the absence of [performance standards] and monitoring mechanisms, business partners may benefit from their relationship with the UN while doing little to  earn this reward, giving rise to allegations of ‘bluewash’. ”

Ann Zammit in “Development at Risk”

“There would be a lot more  confidence in the Global Compact if the UN put more emphasis on ensuring that companies were really living up to their commitments, instead of leaving it up to civil society to try to monitor. ”

CSO representative

	E. Strategic Influence
A final operational challenge for MSPs is maximizing their strategic influence. The type of influence a partnership seeks to have will obviously depend upon its specific purpose and the level of “strategic ambition ” will vary greatly from one partnership to another.  Some MSPs are created for the express purpose of impacting processes, institutions or actors beyond those directly involved in the partnership.  Even partnerships that have a narrower implementation orientation may aim to impact (directly or indirectly) broader policies and processes, for example, by raising the public profile of an issue or sector, demonstrating innovative practice or drawing attention and/or resources to an issue within participating organizations.  Experience shows that some MSPs are much more effective than others in having strategic influence.  The following are some recommended practices to maximize the impact of MSPs and avoid them becoming, as one interviewee put it, “a confusing sea of ad hoc experiments disconnected from core processes and official  agendas ”.

i) Tie partnerships to globally agreed priorities and targets - For development-oriented MSPs generally, and for those involving UN bodies in particular,  significant benefits can be gained by explicitly situating partnership activities and outcomes in the context of existing global agreements and processes.  Many partnerships, for example, specifically relate their mandate to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals or other internationally agreed commitments.   The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development Partnership  Initiative,  for example, explicitly links its purpose to the implementation  of Chapter 14 of Agenda 21 and the Millennium Declaration Goals.  As called for in the MDGs and Agenda 21, it seeks to improve rural livelihoods by linking the expertise and resources of national and international partners with the needs of rural communities.

ii) Develop a strategy for relating to official agendas and processes - Beyond harmonizing goals, it can also be strategic, from the outset, for MSPs to explicitly consider and map out how their actions will relate to and interface with official (governmental and inter-governmental) agendas.  A failure to do so may not only limit the potential impact of the partnership but also raise concerns about lack of coordination and/or the undermining of roles of other actors and institutions.  One criticism that has been made of the partnerships launched at the WSSD, for example, is their perceived lack of coordination and synergy with the official global sustainable development agenda.  Another commonly expressed concern is the failure of global partnerships to adequately coordinate with country-level policies and processes.  Some MSPs have been criticized for failing to sufficiently involve and interact with national governments and have even been accused of diverting funds away from country-led activities.

iii)  Ensure partnerships are strategically anchored within host organizations - The strategic influence of MSPs also depends on the nature and depth of engagement of partner organizations. The extent of institutional “buy-in ” varies enormously among partners and between partnerships.  Some partnerships, for example, have been negotiated at the highest level and commit entire organizations to partnership goals.  Others are, by intent or by default, “partnerships of individuals” where members participate in a largely personal capacity and may, in fact, have very little endorsement from and/or influence within their own organization.  Where (and to what extent) a partnership is “anchored” within participating organizations and who participates on behalf of the organization (and in what capacity) are important factors that should be considered and negotiated based on the strategic goals of the partnership.  Other important questions to consider early on in the partnership  include: What type/level of institutional commitment will be required of partners? What “status” will the partnership have within the organization?  Will it, for example, have the ear of senior management? Will its outcomes feed directly (or indirectly) into policy or decision-making  processes?  

iv) Set strategic as well as operational goals – From the outset, partners should be encouraged to reflect on and articulate their strategic as well as operational goals.  This might involve, for example, discussing the ultimate aims of the partnership, who/what the MSP seeks to influence and how, and role and potential impact of the MSP vis-à-vis its member organizations and what steps are necessary to ensure the partnership achieves its desired strategic influence.  It is possible, even probable, that partners may have very different strategic goals or different strategic plans for achieving common goals.  As in the case of operational goals, an appropriate division of labor and action plan for ensuring strategic influence should be negotiated.  That said, it is also frequently the case that partnerships have inadvertent strategic influence.  The River Blindness Campaign, for example, due to its longevity and operational success had the important impact of making the World Bank more open to social sector programming and participation in future MSPs.
	
	“Couching recommendations in the context of agreed UN covenants and declarations can help to locate actions within, rather than outside of intergovernmental deliberations. ” Navroz Dubash et. al. in “A Watershed in Global Governance”  

“During the Jo'burg Summit the Type I and Type II processes appeared to be almost entirely disconnected…It is important to link partnership efforts more directly to the official intergovernmental agenda.  At this point, for example, it is unclear what contribution the 228 partnerships posted on the web site of the Jo'burg Summit will make to the official global environment agenda ”.

 Jan Martin Witte et. al. in “Progress or Peril?”

«Many stakeholders were concerned that…partnerships would  reduce the pressure on governments to negotiate meaningful formal outcomes, while others argued that partnerships provided a useful way of reinforcing, delivering and even going further than the formal outcomes .”  

Fanny Calder, Royal Institute of International Affairs

“Multi-stakeholder processes often do not have formal authority as decision-making bodies, but seek to shape outcomes through their influence as an advisory voice. ”

Navroz Dubash et. al. in “A Watershed in Global Governance” 

“Principally, it is up to governments or intergovernmental bodies to take up the outcomes of an MSP meant to inform their deliberation.”

Minu Hemmati in “Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability”

“The potential for extending benefits beyond the individual partnership is particularly enhanced where the international partners seek to systematically build learning across their operations. ”

Business Partners for Development


III.   INSTITUTIONALIZING MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PARTNERSHIP
	Many UN bodies are currently grappling with the challenge of how to effectively mainstream partnership.  While the previous section discussed good practices within partnerships, this section focuses on partnership issues at the organizational level.  Experience varies greatly among different UN agencies and organizations.  There seems to be a general sense among observers, however, that the UN system as a whole (as well as individual UN organizations/programs) would benefit from a more coherent, less ad hoc, approach to MSPs.  This would involve: better analyzing and understanding the organizational implications of partnerships; developing organizational strategies or policies with regard to MSPs, and; the continued development of “partnering” capabilities.

A.  Analyze the Organizational Implications of MSPs  

MSPs bring many potential benefits to UN organizations including innovation, renewal, better risk management, enhanced capacity and increased resources to implement development goals.  The mainstreaming of partnership also raises a number of organizational challenges.  Some UN organizations, like the WHO, UNICEF and UNDP, are simultaneously engaged in a multitude of major partnerships (over 70 for example in the case of the WHO) leading to concerns about potential organizational “fragmentation ”.  

Prominent partnerships can exert (direct or indirect) influence over policy decisions and, in many cases, impact the level of attention and resources attributed to specific issues or development strategies.  Some have suggested, for example, that the extensive funding available for the development of HIV/AIDS drugs and vaccines is reorienting WHO (and global) emphasis from preventative and low-tech work (public education, distribution of condoms, etc.) to curative and high-tech approaches.  A WHO report published in 2000 also raised concerns about how tobacco companies have penetrated and influenced the organization.  According to the UN Department for Disarmament Affairs, its partnership with the Hague Appeal for Peace has served to raise the profile and resources for “education for peace” activities.  This partnership has served to demonstrate the value of addressing peace and disarmament issues in the classroom, a new approach for the DDA.

Mainstreaming partnership can also lead to important transformations in the way UN organizations are funded, the types of roles they play and even the way in which they define their core mandate.  In pre-partnership days, 90% of UNDP resources were “core ” (non-earmarked) funds, that number has now dropped to less than 30%.  This has led to fears on the part of some that increased corporate funding could distort the mandate and priorities of the organization. Simultaneously, UNDP has placed less emphasis on its role as implementer and increasingly defines its mandate as that of convener, facilitator, catalyst and broker. (UNDP, 2003)  

Partnership approaches can also have implications for the governance of UN agencies and programs.  UNAIDS, for example, is governed by a tripartite body made up of state, civil society and business representatives.  UNICEF national committees, who have long coordinated fund-raising and advocacy efforts at the country level are now looking for greater involvement in decision-making and are currently seeking a presence on UNICEF’s Executive Board. 

B.  Develop an Organizational Strategy vis-à-vis MSPs 

Acknowledging that MSPs do have important organizational implications for UN agencies and analyzing their impact is an important first step.  A subsequent challenge for organizations within the UN system (and their partners) is to reflect on those implications and strategize about how to maximize the benefits and minimize the potential risks.  This might involve, for example, reviewing or reaffirming the organization’s core mandate and values, introducing guidelines and mechanisms to ensure that MSPs contribute to (and do not undermine) these, investing in enhanced coordination and information-sharing between MSPs and developing guidelines for creating, joining, managing, monitoring and evaluating MSPs. 

While our research uncovered no organizational strategies explicitly relating to MSPs, an increasing number of (formal and informal) guidelines on relations with civil society and business actors, screening potential partners , etc. are clearly emerging.  UNDP, for example, has defined basic principles of partnership (UNDP, 2003) and UNICEF has encouraged “due diligence” in screening companies and attaching “ethical strings” to supply contracts (Bellamy, 1999).  There is a potential need for such strategies and guidelines at both the level of the overall system and individual organizations. Recent  discussions in the UN General Assembly on global partnership (and the reports and draft resolutions they have generated)  as well as plans to create a Partnership Office within the UN Secretariat are important developments in this regard.

C. Build the Capacities to Become a “Partnering Organization”

If the past decade was that of the “learning organization ”, the present one might be that of the “partnering organization”. Characteristics of “partnering organizations ” include, among others: space and incentives for innovation and risk-taking; “outward ” v. “inward ”-looking organizational culture; enhanced emphasis on and knowledge   of external actors; increased skills ad resources for facilitation, communication and outreach; capacity to integrate external inputs and viewpoints; and (particularly challenging for UN organizations) fast and flexible administrative and operational procedures.  

Numerous UN  organizations have taken important steps to transform themselves into more effective partnering organizations.  These include, for example: designing multi-sectoral  governing bodies (ILO, UNAIDS); creating increasingly influential consultative groups (UNDP’s CSO Advisory Committee and the newly created World Bank-Civil Society Joint Facilitation Committee); modifying staff recruitment and assessment criteria (UNDP’s Country Coordinator Competencies Assessment which now emphasizes outreach, coordination and partnering skills); investing in the development of new staff skills (UN System Staff College Partnerships Project); improving partnership oversight (World Bank’s Partnership Council and Partnership Approval and Tracking System), and; enhanced knowledge management with regard to MSPs (UN Foundation knowledge-sharing activities, Business Partners for Development initiative and UNDP’s recent Partnership Survey).  Important challenges remain.  What types of deeper internal restructuring and governance reforms would a genuine partnership orientation imply?  Where in policy and decision-making processes can/should space be opened up for partners to participate?  What type and level of participation is appropriate?  How can “partnership coherence ” be achieved in large, decentralized organizations?  How can bureaucratic UN procedures be made less cumbersome? 
	
	“Adopting a genuine partnership approach represents the UN’s only chance to renew itself from within ”.

UN staff member

“International organizations generally lack a coherent strategy for how to mainstream engaging in partnerships in their “normal ” way of doing business.  There are no rigorous mechanisms for determining their appropriate role in various partnerships.”

 Jan Martin Witte et. al. in “Progress or Peril?”

“For MSPs to contribute their potential more effectively, governments and intergovernmental institutions need to develop more consistent policies as regards stakeholder participation. The UN has a key role to play in developing appropriate mechanisms and making suggestions to its members.”

Minu Hemmati in “Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability”

“Partnerships are changing the way the organization works and its culture.  They bring great new energy and new sources of funds, but they are increasingly overtaking WHO departments.  There is a real question about whether they divert donor funds. ”

UN staff member

‘‘UNDP programs and priorities [are] increasingly being diverted to serve corporate shareholder interests rather than those of the poor’’ CSO Letter to the  UNDP Administrator 

“Over time, staff has become more concerned about what outsiders are saying about them rather than internal gossip. ”

UN staff member

“The nature of the CSD is changing.  While it used to focus on deliberative processes (developing global resolutions and treaties) its main role now is that of a ‘marketplace’. ”

UN staff member

“The question is whether the UN as a hierarchical and bureaucratic entity is capable of sustaining the creative and entrepreneurial space that the Global Compact requires to grow.”

Georg Kell, Global Compact

“An overall value framework for partnerships, developed in a multi-sectoral negotiation process, combined with a powerful and innovative incentive mechanism monitored and enforced by international organizations, are important steps in the right direction. ” Jan Martin Witte et. al. in “Progress or Peril?”

“Businesses are more or less unanimous in their criticisms of the UN during partnership start-up periods.  There is a universal sense that it takes far too long to get going.”

Business of Social Responsibility


CONCLUSION

This paper has explored conceptual, practical and institutional aspects of MSPs.  While growing experience and analysis of MSPs has generated significant learning and consensus building over the past years, this paper found considerable uncertainty, misunderstanding and divergence of opinion among stakeholders about partnership.  A general conclusion of the paper is the need for continued efforts by the UN, in conjunction with its partners, to provide the conceptual clarity, basic ground rules and institutional innovations necessary to make MSPs more effective and strategic.  In addition to exploring what the governance implications of MSPs are, it is also considered essential for the UN  to continue to reflect on what the governance implications of MSPs should be and to play a proactive role in strategically shaping multi-stakeholder partnerships to ensure just and democratic global governance and effective and equitable global action. 

Bibliography

Bellamy, Carol,  Statement of UNICEF Executive Director to Harvard International Development Conference on Sharing Responsibilities : Public, Private and Civil Society, 1999.

Benner, Thorsten et. al., Innovating Global Governance : Multisectoral Networks and Accountability, Paper prepared for the Miliband Conference on Global Governance, London School of Economics, 2002.

Business Partners for Development, Endearing Myths, Enduring Truths :  Enabling Partnerships Between Business, Civil Society and the Private Sector. BDP, 2001.

Caplan, Ken, « The Purist’s Partnership : Debunking the Terminology of Partnerships » in Partnership Matters: Current Issues in Cross-Sector Collaboration, Issue 1, The Copenhagen Centre, Summer 2003.
Cardoso, Fernando Henrique, Civil Society and Global Governance, Contextual paper prepared by the chairman of the High Level Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations, 2003.

Dubash, Navroz et. al., A Watershed in Global Governance :An Independent Assessment of the World Commission on Dams – Executive Summary. World Resources Institute, Lokayan and Lawyers’ Environmental Action Team, 2001.

Hemmati, Minu,  Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability - Beyond Deadlock and Conflict. London: Earthscan, 2001.

Kell, Georg, Beyond the State – ‘Foreign Policy’ by Companies and NGOs, Paper Prepared for the Sinclair House Debate, November 2003.
Murphy, David and Jem Bendell, In the Company of Partners, 1997.

Murphy, David and Jem Bendell, Partners in Time?  Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development, UNRISD Discussion Paper No. 109, August 1999.

Nelson, Jane, Building Partnership : Cooperation between the United Nations System and the Private Sector, United Nations Global Compact Office, 2002.

Nelson, Jane and Simon Zadek, Partnership Alchemy : New Social Partnerships in  Europe.  The Copenhagen Centre, 2000.

Plummer, Janelle, Focusing Partnerships : A Sourcebook for Municipal Capacity Building in Public-Private Partnerships.  London : Earthscan, 2002.

Reinicke, Wolfgang et. al., Critical Choices – The United Nations, Networks & the Future of Global Governance. Ottawa: IDRC, 2000.

Scholte, Jan Aart, Democratising the Global Economy : The Role of Civil Society, Centre for the Study of Globalisaton and Regionalisation, University of Warwick, 2003.

SustainAbility, the Global Compact and UNEP, The 21st Century NGO : In the Market for Change, 2003.

Tennyson, Ros with Luke Wilde, The Guiding Hand : Brokering Partnerships for Sustainable Development, UN, 2000.

UN General Assembly, Enhanced Cooperation between the UN and all Relevant Partners, in particular the Private Sector, Report of the Secretary-General, 18 August 2003.

UN General Assembly, Resoultions 55/215 (2000), 56/76 (2001) and 58/46 (2003).

UNDP, Partners in Human Development : UNDP and Civil Society Organizations, 2003.

Utting, Peter, UN-Business Partnerships : Whose Agenda Counts?, Paper presented at a seminar organized by the North-South Coalition, December 2000.

Waddell, Steve, The Access Initiative January 2003: A Report on Development Issues at Two Years of Age, The Global Action Network Net, 2003.

World Bank, The World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs: An Independent Evaluation, Phase I Report.  D.C.: World Bank Operations Evaluation Department, 2002.

World Health Organization, Tobacco Company Strategies to Undermine Tobacco Control Activities at the World Health Organization, Report of the Committee of Experts on Tobacco Industry Documents.  Geneva : WHO, 2000.

Witte, J.M. et. al. (eds.) Progress or Peril? Partnerships and Networks in Global Environmental Governance : The Post-Johannesburg Agenda.  Washington : Global Public Policy Institute, January 2003.

Zadek, Simon, “Partnership Futures” in Partnership Matters : Current Issues in Cross-Sector Collaboration, Issue 1, The Copenhagen Centre, Summer 2003.

Zadek, Simon and staff of Business for Social Responsibility, Working with Multilaterals. BSR,  June 2002. 

Zammit, Ann,  DRAFT, Development at Risk : Rethinking UN-Business Partnerships.  Geneva : UNRISD, October 2003.

Annex I

Summary Background Information on Partnership Experiences

Referred to in the Paper

The Children’s Vaccine Initiative, an alliance of United Nations, private sector and non-governmental organizations, was founded following the 1990 New York World Summit for Children. It was disbanded in 1998.

The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization (GAVI) is a coalition of global leaders in immunization including UN organizations, national governments, foundations, NGOs, and the pharmaceutical industry, formed in response to stagnating global immunization rates and widening disparities in vaccine access among industrialized and developing countries. Since 1999 the alliance has provided a mechanism for partners to collaborate more closely, agree upon common goals and strategies, and share a commitment to do more for immunization.

www.vaccinealliance.org


The Global Compact is a voluntary corporate citizenship initiative launched in 2000 by the UN Secretary-General.  Its purpose is to bring companies together with UN agencies, labor and civil society to support nine principles in the areas of human rights, labor and the environment and to catalyze actions in support of UN goals. Hundreds of companies from all regions of the world, international labor and civil society organizations are engaged in the Global Compact. 


www.unglobalcompact.org 

The Global Road Safety Partnership (GRSP) aims to find more effective and innovative ways of dealing with road safety in developing and transition countries. Through a comprehensive approach to road safety, GRSP partners collaborate and coordinate road safety activities.  The partnership is an informal network of businesses, civil society organizations and relevant government departments working together to realize common goals. The expectation is that partnerships between these three sectors will result in more effective and sustainable development activities than if any of these partners acted on their own.

www.grsproadsafety.org

The UN Department for Disarmament Affairs/Hague Appeal for Peace Partnership seeks to create a comprehensive, country-specific approach for sustainable peace education and contribute to the reduction of small arms and the violence they create.  The partnership was formed in 2003 to help implement the Program of Action of the 2001 UN Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms.  The partnership aims to strengthen the DDA’s disarmament work by drawing on the Hague Appeal’s educational resources and its work with community-based organizations.  With financial support from the UN Foundation, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Japan and Andorra, the partnership is implementing peace education pilot projects in Albania, Cambodia, Niger and Peru.  These education initiatives to « disarm the minds » of young people are designed to complement and reinforce the work of the DDA to « disarm the weapons ».

The International Coral Reef Initiative (ICRI) was founded in 1995 as a partnership among nations and organizations seeking to implement Chapter 17 of Agenda 21, and other international Conventions and agreements for the benefit of coral reefs and related ecosystems.  ICRI recognized the need for a coordination of research and management efforts across all relevant institutions to carry out its urgent recommendations to save the world's reefs. The International Coral Reef Action Network (ICRAN) was set up by the founding partners as a public-private response to help implement the Framework for Action, the internationally agreed blueprint for conservation of coral reefs.  ICRAN is an innovative global partnership of many of the world's leading coral reef science and conservation organizations. The partnership draws on its partners' investments in reef monitoring and management to create strategically linked actions across local, national and global scales. ICRAN is thus the first partnership to respond to conservation needs at the global scale by recognizing both traditional and scientific perspectives of coral reef dynamics and respective social dependency. It seeks to put financial mechanisms in place that support the translation of findings into direct on-the-ground action throughout the world's major coral reef regions.

www.icriforum.org

The Onchocerciasis Control Programme (also known as the River Blindness Campaign), was launched in 1974 to eliminate onchocerciasis, or river blindness as a public health problem and impediment to socioeconomic development in West Africa.    The program ended in 2002, after successfully bringing river blindness, under control in the savanna areas of 11 West African countries. The Programme was sponsored by the United Nations Development Programme, the Food and Agriculture Organization, the World Bank, and the World Health Organization. Control programs, initially concentrated on eliminating the vector, the black fly, were planned and implemented by national and community leaders. In 1988, the program added another weapon in the fight when Merck offered its anti-parasite drug Ivermectin free of cost. The program leaves behind a stronger health infrastructure with expertise built over the last 28 years in vector control, epidemiology and public health management. In place now is a national surveillance capacity which can detect new outbreaks of river blindness, should they occur, and help in other diseases.

The Partnership for Principle 10 (PP10) is a cooperation of government agencies, civil society groups, and international organizations working together to implement practical solutions that provide the public with access to information, participation, and justice for environmentally sustainable decisions. The Partnership builds on the work of The Access Initiative (TAI), a global coalition of civil society organizations promoting access to information, participation, and justice in decision-making that affects the environment. Upon joining, all PP10 partners make specific commitments and agree to a set of shared commitments to improve access to information, participation, and justice in decision-making affecting the environment in their country.  The shared commitments set the parameters for the scope of work of the partnership.

www.pp10.org
In April 2000, the UN Commission on Human Rights adopted a resolution to establish the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues during the International Decade of the World's Indigenous Peoples. Three months later, the Economic and Social Council endorsed the resolution, and the Permanent Forum came into formal existence.  The Permanent Forum is now an advisory body to the Economic and Social Council with a mandate to discuss indigenous issues related to economic and social development, culture, the environment, education, health and human rights. According to its mandate, the Permanent Forum will:  provide expert advice and recommendations on indigenous issues to the Council, as well as to programs, funds and agencies of the United Nations, through the Council; raise awareness and promote the integration and coordination of activities related to indigenous issues within the UN system, and; prepare and disseminate information on indigenous issues. The first meeting of the Permanent Forum was held in May 2002, and yearly meetings will take place either in New York or Geneva.

www.un.org/esa/socdev/pfii

The Safe Motherhood Initiative is a worldwide effort that aims to reduce the number of deaths and illnesses associated with pregnancy and childbirth. Since 1987, the Safe Motherhood Initiative has become a unique partnership of governments, donors, technical agencies, non-governmental organizations, and women’s health advocates in more than 100 countries – working to protect the health and lives of women, especially during pregnancy and childbirth.  The Safe Motherhood Inter-Agency Group (IAG) is a unique partnership of international and national agencies that co-sponsored the first Safe Motherhood Conference (Nairobi, 1987), and has worked together since then to realize the goals of the global Safe Motherhood Initiative. As a group and as individual organizations, these agencies raise international awareness about safe motherhood, set goals and programmatic priorities for the global initiative, support national programs, stimulate research, mobilize resources, provide technical assistance, and share information to make pregnancy and childbirth safer.

www.safemotherhood.org

The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development (SARD) Partnership Initiative is a civil society-led, government-supported and FAO-facilitated umbrella framework designed to support the transition to people-centered sustainable agriculture and rural development and to strengthen participation in program and policy development. The initiative seeks to contribute to the implementation of Chapter 14 of Agenda 21 and achievement of the Millennium Declaration goals by supporting pilot efforts and building the capacity of rural communities, disadvantaged groups and other stakeholders to improve access to resources (e.g. genetic, technological, land, water, markets and information), promote good practices for SARD, and foster fairer conditions of employment in agriculture. Some 55 organizations of farmers, indigenous peoples, workers and trade unions, women, youth, NGOs, the scientific and technological community, business and industry, interested consumer and media groups, along with governments and inter-governmental organizations have voiced interest in and support for the initiative.

www.fao.org/wssd/SARD

The Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS, UNAIDS, is the main advocate for global action on the epidemic. It leads, strengthens and supports an expanded response aimed at preventing transmission of HIV, providing care and support, reducing the vulnerability of individuals and communities to HIV/AIDS, and alleviating the impact of the epidemic. UNAIDS is guided by a Program Coordinating Board which comprises 22 government representatives from all regions of the world. The nine UNAIDS Cosponsors (UNICEF, WHO, WFP, UNDP, UNFPA, UNESCO, UNODC, ILO, World Bank) and five NGOs, including associations of people living with HIV, are non-voting members. By reducing overlap, focusing on results, and enhancing the effectiveness and transparency of its members, UNAIDS is a prime example of UN reform in action. In 2002, the PCB addressed the results of a comprehensive external evaluation of the first five years of UNAIDS' existence, which applauded the Joint Program for its global leadership in increasing commitment and resources for AIDS and for its policy guidance.

www.unaids.org
The World Commission on Dams was an independent, international, multi-stakeholder process which addressed the controversial issues associated with large dams.  It provided a unique opportunity to bring into focus the many assumptions and paradigms that are at the centre of the search to reconcile economic growth, social equity, environmental conservation and political participation in the changing global context. Many felt that the contested nature of the dams debate would pull the Commission apart. However, the twelve Commissioners from diverse backgrounds developed an understanding and approach based on mutual respect that saw them through many contested discussions. The Commission completed its work with the launch of its final report and disbanded. A two-year follow-on to the process initiated by the Commission began in November 2001.  A project of the United Nations Environment Program, the Dams and Development Project, promotes dialogue on improving decision-making, planning and management of dams and their alternatives based on the WCD core values and strategic priorities.

www.dams.org
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Gemma Adaba, International Confederation of Free Trade Unions

Cecilio Adorna, UNICEF

Zehra Aydin-Sipos, Secretariat to the High Level Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations
Zvetolyub Basmajiev, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN

Bilge Bassani, UNFIP
Bruce Benton, World Bank

Fanny Calder, Royal Institute of International Affairs

Michael Cassandra, Department for Disarmament Affairs, UN

John Clark, Secretariat to the High Level Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations
Victoria Clarke, World Federalist Movement

Jean-Claude Faby, UN Foundation 

Kimberly Gamble-Payne, UNICEF

Alison Glass, International Coral Reef Action Network

Tony Hill, UN Non-Governmental Liaison Service

Rod Holesgrove, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN

Bruce Jenks, UNDP

Georg Kell, Global Compact, UN

Jane Kirby-Zaki, World Bank

Otto Lampe, German Foreign Office 

Uma Lele, World Bank

Philip O’Brien, UNICEF

Bill Pace, World Federalist Movement

Daniel Platz, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN

Shafia Rashid, Family Care International (Secretariat to the Safe Motherhood Initiative)

Richard Sandbrook

Mita Sen, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN

Frances Seymoure, World Resources Institute

Jill Sheffield, Family Care International (Secretariat to the Safe Motherhood Initiative)

Hironobu Shibuya, UNICEF

Hana Shishtawy, Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, UN

Mia Soderlund, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN

Ms. Ellissavet Stamatopoulou, Department for Economic and Social Affairs, UN
Ann Starrs, Family Care International (Secretariat to the Safe Motherhood Initiative)
Cora Weiss, Hague Appeal for Peace

Jake Werksman, UNDP

Ms. Caitlin Wiesen, UNDP

Ann Zammitt, UNRISD

Chris Zielinski, World Health Organization
