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Abstract
Partnerships are again being positioned as a central means of implementation (MOI) of the
Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development and the sustainable development goals (SDGs).
After several decades of experiences with multi-stakeholder partnerships, current calls go
beyond an increase in quantity and ask for better quality and impact, in particular regarding
the concurrent objectives of becoming an effective, inclusive, and transformative MOI. To
this effect, recent calls ask for frameworks and platforms to support and guide partnerships.
This study uses a series of interviews with donors and funders to evaluate if and how they,
through the frameworks they provide, already assist partnerships in becoming effective,
inclusive, and transformative. The findings show several examples that hold the potential
to make partnerships fit for purpose of implementing the SDGs. Remaining gaps and limitations and possible strategies of donors and funders to overcome these are discussed.

This working paper contributes to the debate on how to best govern multi-stakeholder
partnerships. It adds to the findings and suggestions of the SWP Research Paper “Partnerships for the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Transformative, Inclusive and Accountable?” (2017/RP 14, December 2017, Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik).
The paper benefits from theoretical and empirical work undertaken in the research project
“Transnational Partnerships for Sustainable Development,” which has been carried out as
part of the Berlin Research Center SFB700 from 2006 to 2017, led by Dr. Marianne
Beisheim, Senior Researcher at the SWP (see www.sfb-governance.de/ppp). We gratefully
acknowledge funding provided by the DFG (German Research Council) in this regard. The
author would also like to thank Robin Faisst for his support in the analysis of the interviews
as well as all respondents who participated in the interviews and in the roundtable discussions.
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Introduction
Multi-stakeholder partnerships to achieve development goals are not a new phenomenon 1.
Originally conceived as an innovative approach for achieving the Agenda 21 from the Rio
UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)2, partnerships are now referred to as a central Means of Implementation (MOI) of the ambitious sustainable development goals (SDGs, especially under SDG
17.16). Multi-stakeholder partnerships have shown mixed performance in the past, however, and the literature continues to fuel debate about their legitimacy and overall desirability3. Consequently, current appeals for partnerships as a MOI of the 2030 Agenda ask not
only for more but for more effective and inclusive partnerships (SDG 17.17). The Accra
Agenda for Action (AAA) asks for “Inclusive partnerships in which all partners – not only
DAC donors and developing countries but also new donors, foundations and civil society –
participate fully”4, and the Global Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation
(GPEDC) requests for more “inclusive, coordinated and effective multi-stakeholder partnerships for reaching the SDGs.”5
To make partnerships more effective, inclusive, and transformative, calls highlight the need
to extract lessons learnt and strengthen support and guidance, or what this paper terms the
meta-governance of partnerships. To this effect, the UN-General Assembly (UNGA) resolution, under the agenda item entitled “Towards global partnerships”, requests debate on “the
best practices and ways to improve, inter alia, transparency, accountability and the sharing
of experiences of multi-stakeholder partnerships and on the review and monitoring of those
partnerships” (2016: para. 15) and the GPEDC asks to “put in place platforms and hubs for
inclusive and structured multi-stakeholder dialogue” (2014: 124).
Due to their longstanding experience in administrating funds through partnership programs and facilities, donors and funders clearly are in the position to identify lessons learnt
and reflect upon their experience with and the provision of meta-governance for partnerships. Based on an analysis of donors and funders’ views, this paper sets out to answer the
following question:
How do donors and funders, through the meta-governance they provide, assist multi-stakeholder partnerships in becoming more effective, inclusive and transformative?

Bezançon, X. (2004). 2000 ans d'histoire du partenariat public-privé pour la réalisation des équipements et
services collectifs. Paris: Presses de l'École Nationale des Ponts et Chaussées.
2 Dodds, F. (2015). Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships: Making them Work for the Post-2015 Development
Agenda. Study Commissioned by UNDESA: New York.
3 Adams, B., & Martens, J. (2015). Fit for Whose Purpose? Private Funding and Corporate Influence in the
United Nations. New York: Global Policy Forum; Bäckstrand, K. (2006). Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for
Sustainable Development: Rethinking Legitimacy, Accountability and Effectiveness. European Environment,
5(16), 290-306; Biermann, F., Chan, M., Mert, A., & Pattberg, P. (2007). Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for
Sustainable Development: Does the Promise Hold? In P. Glasbergen, F. Biermann, & A. P. J. Mol (Eds.), Partnerships, Governance and Sustainable Development: Reflections on Theory and Practice (239-260). Cheltenham,
UK: Edward Elgar; Dodds, 20152; Moog, S., Spicer, A., & Böhm, S. (2015). The Politics of Multi-Stakeholder
Initiatives: The Crisis of the Forest Stewardship Council. Journal of Business Ethics, 128(3), 469-493; Newell,
P., Pattberg, P., & Schroeder, H. (2012). Multiactor Governance and the Environment. Annual Review of
Environment and Resources, 37(1), 365-387.
4 OECD. (2008). The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA). Accra: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD): 1. http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/parisdeclarationandaccraagendaforaction.htm [accessed 15 September, 2017].
5 See the outcome document of the Global Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation’s (GPEDC) 2 nd
High-Level Meeting, Nairobi, 2016, 15-16.
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The next two sections outline the core concepts, analytical framework, and methodology
used in this paper. The third section takes a closer look at the statements of donors and
funders regarding their experiences with partnerships and which success factors they identify for effective and inclusive partnerships. Along the identified success factors, the paper
uses donor and funders’ views and the findings of independent evaluations to assess the
potential of current and emerging frameworks to assist partnerships in becoming an effective and inclusive MOI for the SDGs.

Concepts, Analytical Framework, and Methods
Partnership success conditions
Our research project investigates transnational multi-stakeholder partnerships, defined as
institutionalized transboundary interactions between a potentially wide range of public
and private actors, aiming to provide collective goods and services. 6 Examples are found in
all sectors including agriculture, energy, education, health, and water and sanitation. Partnerships have been promoted for mobilizing resources from and pool comparative advantages of diverse actors, increase efficiency, strengthen participation and ownership, and
spark innovation in products, services, methods and processes. 7
In the light of previous experience, some critics point at the general limits of the partnership
approach,8 in particular, regarding the potential of partnerships to address conflicts of objectives and become more effective and inclusive. The distinction between public-private
(PPPs) and multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs) illustrates the essence of this debate:
PPPs have a long history of being an effective means to harness private investment and
hopes are they will do so for the SDGs.9 Yet PPPs continue to receive critique for their lack
of inclusiveness.10. The World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) (2002)11
coined the more inclusive understanding of MSPs as innovative governance instruments,
for example for standard-setting12. MSPs receive praise for being catalysts for the kind of

Beisheim, M., & Liese, A. (Eds.). (2014). Transnational Partnerships: Effectively Providing for Sustainable
Development? Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan; Schäferhoff, M., Campe, S., & Kaan, C. (2009). Transnational
Public-Private Partnerships in International Relations: Making Sense of Concepts, Research Frameworks, and
Results. International Studies Review, 11(3): 451-474.
7 Andonova, L. B. (2010). Public-Private Partnerships for the Earth: Politics and Patterns of Hybrid Authority
in the Multilateral System. Global Environmental Politics, 10(2), 25-53; Dodds, 2015²; OECD. (2015).
Development Co-Operation Report 2015: Making Partnerships Effective Coalitions for Action. Paris:
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD).
8 Martens, J. (2007). Multistakeholder Partnerships - Future Models of Multilateralism? FES Occasional Paper
No. 29. Berlin: Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (FES); Thalwitz, M. (2012). Limitations of Partnerships. Taking the
Agenda Forward. In D. Low-Beer (Ed.), Innovative Health Partnerships. The Diplomacy of Diversity (175190). Singapore: World Scientific; Utting, P., & Zammit, A. (2009). United Nations-Business Partnerships:
Good Intentions and Contradictory Agendas. Journal of Business Ethics, 90(1): 39-56.
9 UN. (2017). Sustainable Development Goals. United Nations (UN). http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/ [accessed 6 October, 2017].
10 Schmidt-Traub, G. (2015). Investment Needs to Achieve the Sustainable Development Goals. Understanding
the Billions and Trillions. SDSN Working Paper, Version 2: Sustainable Development Solutions Network
(SDSN); Sundaram, J. K., & Chowdhury, A. (2009). Reconsidering Public-Private Partnerships in Developing
Countries. Institutions and Economies, 1(2), 199-205.
11 UN. (2002). World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), Johannesburg Summit. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/milesstones/wssd [accessed 15 September, 2017].
12 Mundle, L., Berger, L., & Beisheim, M. (2017). How Private Meta-Governance Helps Standard-Setting Partnerships Deliver. Public Administration and Development, 8(5).
6
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inclusive and transformative development needed for the 2030 Agenda but, at the same
time, often show complex governance structures and protracted processes. 13
Empirical research provides a nuanced picture14, showing that adequate institutional design
and solid process management can increase partnerships’ chances of becoming more inclusive and effective15. Many publications have translated this knowledge into guidelines and
checklists for better partnership management 16. Rarely however, have these insights informed institutionalized frameworks for the meta-governance of partnerships17.
Donors and Funders’ Meta-Governance for Partnerships
The concept of meta-governance refers to the provision of boundary conditions and rules
that support and monitor partnerships18. For the purpose of this article, the meta-governance of partnerships is defined as institutionalized modes of coordination, support, and
guidance that frame the operations of partnerships 19. With the term ‘donors and funders’ we
refer to institutional donors, i.e. governments and organizations providing funds to partnerships for development purposes. Donors and funders may assume different roles within
partnerships20. They may themselves be among the partners, either as an active partner,
board member or as an observer or so-called ‘silent partner’21. Next to providing funds they

Ahmad, H., & Lund-Thomsen, P. (2017). Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives and Corporate Social Responsibility in
Global Value Chains: Towards an Analytical Framework and Methodology. In D. Jamali (Ed.), Corporate Perspectives on Global Social Responsibility (241-257). Hershey PA: IGI Global; Sovacool, B. K., Walter, G., Van de
Graaf, T., & Andrews, N. (2016). Energy Governance, Transnational Rules, and the Resource Curse: Exploring
the Effectiveness of the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI). World Development, 83(Supplement C): 179-192; Zeyen, A., Beckmann, M., & Wolters, S. (2016). Actor and Institutional Dynamics in the Development of Multi-stakeholder Initiatives. Journal of Business Ethics, 135(2): 341-360.
14 Bäckstrand, (2006)³; Beisheim & Liese, 20146; Brinkerhoff, D. W., & Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2011). PublicPrivate Partnerships: Perspectives on Purposes, Publicness, and Good Governance. Public Administration and
Development, 31: 2-14; Pattberg, Biermann, Chan, & Mert, 2007³.
15 Cf. Beisheim & Liese, 20146.
16 Bäckstrand, 2006³; Beisheim & Liese, 20146; Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 201114; Pattberg et al., 20073.
17Beisheim, M., Ellersiek, A., Goltermann, L., & Kiamba, P. (2017). Meta-governance of Partnerships for Sustainable Development: Actors' Perspectives from Kenya. Public Administration and Development; Beisheim,
M., & Simon, N. (forthcoming). Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for the SDGs: Actors' Views on UN Meta-Governance. Global Governance; Ellersiek, A. (2011). Same, Same but Different. Power in Partnerships: An Analysis of Origins, Effects and Consequences. Dissertation. Tilburg: Tilburg University; Kuenkel, P. (2017). Building Competences for Partnering - How Donors Can Ensure Multistakeholder Partnerships Succeed. Briefing
Note No. 95. Maastricht: European Centre for Development Policy Management (ecdpm).
18 Christopoulus, S., Horvath, B., & Kull, M. (2012). Advancing the Governance of Cross-Sectoral Policies for
Sustainable Development. A Metagovernance Perspective. Public Administration and Development, 32(3),
305-323; Sørensen, E. (2006). Metagovernance: The Changing Role of Politicians in Processes of Democratic
Governance. The American Review of Public Administration, 36(1), 98-114; Sørensen, E., & Torfing, J. (2005).
The Democratic Anchorage of Governance Networks. Scandinavian Political Studies, 28(3), 195-218.
19 Beisheim, M., & Simon, N. (2015). Meta-Governance of Partnerships for Sustainable Development - Actors'
Perspectives on How the UN Could Improve Partnerships' Governance Services in Areas of Limited Statehood.
SFB-Governance Working Paper Series No. 68. Berlin: DFG Collaborative Research Center (SFB) 700 Governance in Areas of Limited Statehood - New Modes of Governance?
20 Karaki, K., & Medinilla, A. (2016). Donor Agencies and Multi-stakeholder Partnerships: Harnessing Interests
or Herding Cats? Discussion Paper No. 204. Maastricht: European Centre for Development Policy Management (ecdpm).
21 Koopman refers to the Swedish SIDA’s role in coining the term: “being a silent partner means that SIDA
channels its support via another like-minded donor agency and that the partner country in question only
needs to have contact with one party instead of two.” Koopman, H. (2006). Silent Partnerships. Paper commissioned for the EFA Global Monitoring Report 2006, Literacy for Life: United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO): 2.
13

7

may also provide other services to partnerships22. This study starts by assuming the funder’s role, keeping in mind that ever new actors become donors and funders 23 of partnerships and that the role of traditional donors’ (in and towards partnerships) is equally fluid.
In this role, traditional donors and funders have long been providers of partnership programs and facilities that show meta-governance qualities. Regarding the funding of partnerships, conditionality and other forms of project law have meta-governance effects, like
the “memoranda of agreement, terms of references, management systems, administrative
and budgeting procedures, accounting and auditing procedures and standards, regulations
of purchase, benchmarks for evaluating the progress of the project and the attainment of
project goals, operational policies and operational directives of the donor organizations
which are binding on the credit or loan recipient” 24. Donors and funders also provide a number of services for partnerships that can have supporting meta-governance qualities, such
as advice, trainings, and capacity building. Furthermore, one can distinguish ex-ante (e.g.
conditionality and selection criteria attached to grants) and ex-post provisions and services
(e.g. reporting requirements and monitoring and evaluation activities).
The underlying argument of this paper is that donors and funders’ meta-governance can
unlock the potential of partnerships to become more effective, inclusive and transformative. Previous experiences seem to support this hypothesis: Program evaluations show that
innovative funding schemes can incentivize private investment and innovation 25, and targeted funding criteria can increase fund allocations to partnerships in priority and/or least
developed countries26. In countries, supporting services by donors and funders can help
creating policy environments that are conducive to partnerships 27. At project/partnershiplevel, research shows that such services can support knowledge transfer and capacitybuilding28. While these findings hint at the potential of meta-governance to influence partnerships’ practice, they provide little insights into potential gaps and trade-offs between
different objectives of such support and guidance and if, and how donors and funders address these to assist partnerships in becoming more effective, inclusive, and transformative.

Kuenkel, 201717.
Gore, C. (2013). The New Development Cooperation Landscape: Actors, Approaches, Architecture. Journal
of International Development, 25(6), 769-786; Greenhill, R., Prizzon, A., & Rogerson, A. (2016). The Age of
Choice: Developing Countries in the New Aid Landscape. In S. Klingebiel, T. Mahn, & M. Negre (Eds.), The
Fragmentation of Aid: Concepts, Measurements and Implications for Development Cooperation (137-151).
London: Palgrave Macmillan UK; Quadir, F. (2013). Rising Donors and the New Narrative of ‘South–South’
Cooperation: What Prospects for Changing the Landscape of Development Assistance Programmes? Third
World Quarterly, 34(2), 321-338.
24 Randeria, S. (2005) Mutual Complicity and Project Law in Development Cooperation – A Comment, in: F.
Von Benda-Beckmann, K. von Benda-Beckmann, et al. (eds.): Recht und Entwicklung – Law and Development,
Sonderband der Zeitschrift der Arbeitsgemeinschaft Entwicklungsethnologie, 14:1-2, Saarbrücken: Verlag für
Entwicklungspolitik, pp. 149-157: 154.
25 DEval. (2016). Das develoPPP.de-Programm: Eine Portfolioanalyse. Bonn: German Institute for Development Evaluation; Lemma, A. F., & Ellis, K. (2014). Centrally Managed Donor Funds and Facilities to Promote
Business Engagement. London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
26 DEval, 201625; World Bank. (2015). World Bank Group Support to Public-Private Partnerships: Lessons
from Experience in Client Countries, FY02–12. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
27 Franceys, R., & Gerlach, E. (Eds.). (2010). Regulating Water and Sanitation for the Poor: Economic
Regulation for Public and Private Partnerships. London: Routledge; Sundaram, J.K., Chowdhury, A., Sharma,
K., & Platz, D. (2016). Public-Private Partnerships and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: Fit for
purpose? UNDESA Working Paper 148 ST/ESA/2016/DWP/148. New York: United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA); Winters, M. S. (2010). Accountability, Participation and Foreign Aid
Effectiveness. International Studies Review, 12(2), 218-243.
28 Brown, L., LaFond, A., & Macintyre, K. (2001). Measuring Capacity Building. MEASURE Evaluation. Chapel
Hill, NC: Carolina Population Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; Karaki & Medinilla, 201620.
22
23
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Research methods
Previous research has shown that it is difficult to generalize and/or objectively assess both
the broader long-term impact of partnerships29 and their success conditions, including their
meta-governance. Hence, the focus of this paper is on actors’ views and perspectives on these
issues. Building on a first round of research and interviews in 2016-17, we decided to focus
on two criteria for the selection of donors and funders. We empirically examine donors and
funders that (1) have worked and continue to work through and provide meta-governance
to partnerships; and, (2) have actively participated in the debate on development effectiveness and on the Agenda 2030 / the SDGs. To further delineate different perspectives, we
asked donors and funders about the kind of partnerships they worked with to understand
their ‘reference points’ for evaluating success conditions and meta-governance frameworks
for partnerships.
To generate detailed insights into the meta-governance donors and funders provide to partnerships, we conducted a second round of interviews with respondents directly involved in
the provision of these frameworks. Additionally, we used documents, existing research and
evaluations, and round-table discussions for the evaluation of these frameworks. We
started with open questions along three areas of concern:
(1) Success conditions for partnerships: Opening questions inquired about the success
conditions that make partnerships more effective, inclusive, and transformative.
These success conditions built the starting point for an assessment of meta-governance.
(2) Meta-governance for partnerships: Respondents were asked about whether and
how these success conditions were translated into a meta-governance framework
for partnerships. If available, these views were supplemented by (independent)
evaluations and other research on these meta-governance frameworks and their
actual impact on partnerships.
(3) Meta-governance for partnerships: Challenges and Future Directions: Eventually, respondents were asked to discuss existing and persisting discrepancies between
current meta-governance practice and desirable forms of meta-governance that
may help partnerships overcome prevailing challenges.
An overview of all interviews and round-table discussions organized and attended is provided in the Appendix. All donor and funders that participated in the interviews have
worked and continue to work through partnerships and participated in the debates around
development effectiveness and the role of partnerships in implementing the SDGs.

Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2002). Assessing and Improving Partnership Relationships and Outcomes: A Proposed
Framework. Evaluation and Program Planning, 25(3), 215-231; van Tulder, R., Seitanidi, M. M., Crane, A., &
Brammer, S. (2016). Enhancing the Impact of Cross-Sector Partnerships: Four Impact Loops for Channeling
Partnership Studies. Journal of Business Ethics, 135(1), 1-17.
29
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Donor and funders’ perspectives on partnerships and meta-governance:
Empirical Findings
Three general perspectives
In our sample of interviews with donors and funders, we could identify three general patterns or different types of actors’ perspectives:
The partnerships with the private sector perspective draws upon interviews with staff of
donor countries’ ministries and implementing agencies that seek to promote private sector
engagement through, e.g. centrally managed partnership programs and facilities 30. Being a
central instrument employed by most Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) (OECD/DAC) donor countries
for a long time, the call for increasing private sector engagement was stipulated in the 2002
Monterrey Consensus, and reiterated by MDG 8 and SDG 17.17/16. Germany’s largest facility, develoPPP, was launched in 199931 and several new initiatives, such as Partnerships203032 have been launched in response to the SDGs; Denmark runs partnership funds
and facilities since 1993 and, among others, recently started the DMDP33 to address SDG 8
(Sustainable local economic growth and employment); The US, via the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID) administers several such instruments, for example
the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC)’s PPP platform34; Sweden’s SIDA (Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency) maintains equally longstanding programs
for Public Private Development Partnerships35 and recently launched, among other SDGrelated initiatives, the ‘Swedish Leadership for the SDGs’ network 36.
The ‘public-private partnership (PPP)’ perspective draws upon interviews with staff of
multi-lateral donor agencies who allocate funds and loans through partnership facilities
that promote infra-structure and public service provision. Financing is provided to governments and/or private parties to support specific PPP projects and programs through a variety of different funding and lending schemes. In addition, multi-lateral donors also provide advice, technical assistance, trainings and knowledge resources 37 to assist PPPs. Given
the hopes set on PPPs to contribute to SDG implementation, multi-lateral donors assessed

Große-Puppendahl, S., Byiers, B., & Bilal, S. (2016). Beyond Aid in Private Sector Engagement: A Mapping of
the Opportunities and Challenges of Development and Commercially-oriented Public Support to Private Sector Engagement. Discussion Paper No. 187. Maastricht: European Centre for DevelopmentPolicy Management
(ecdpm); Lemma & Ellis (2014)25.
31 Altenburg, T., & Chahoud, T. (2002). Synthesebericht über die Evaluierung „Public-Private-Partnership in
der deutschen Entwicklungszusammenarbeit“. Bonn: German Development Institute (DIE).
32 BMZ. (2017b). Partnerships 2030. German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
(BMZ). https://www.partnerschaften2030.de/en/partnerschaften2030/ [accessed 27 October, 2017].
33 DANIDA, & Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark. (2017). The World 2030: Denmark’s Strategy for Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Action. Copenhagen: Ministry of Foreign Affairs / Danida.
34 MCC. (2017). MCC's Public-Private Partnership Platform. Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC).
https://www.mcc.gov/initiatives/initiative/public-private-partnership-platform [accessed 27 October,
2017].
35 SIDA. (2017). Public Private Development Partnership. Swedish International Development Cooperation
Agency (SIDA). http://www.sida.se/English/partners/our-partners/Private-sector/About-Business-for-Development/Public-Private-Development-Partnerships-PPDP/ [accessed 16 October, 2017].
36 SIDA. (2016). Swedish Leadership for Sustainable Development, Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA). http://www.sida.se/English/how-we-work/approaches-and-methods/funding/financing-for-development/swedish-leadership-for-sustainable-development/ [accessed 16 October, 2017].
37 See for the World Bank: World Bank. (2017c). Products and Services.
http://www.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/products-and-services [accessed 17 August, 2017].
30
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this potential38, strengthened several existing funds and PPP guidance and support. For example, as a joint publication by several multilateral development banks, the 3rd edition of
the PPP reference guide39 provides guidance on PPPs as a MOI for the implementation of
the SDGs, on environmental and social standards, and on PPPs in fragile and conflict-affected contexts.
The philanthrophic perspective draws upon the views of private and business foundations
who seek to support partnerships to help achieving the SDGs. Many foundations and philanthropies have a long-standing history of engagement in and through partnerships 40. To
strengthen their commitment to the SDGs, some foundations launched the SDG Philanthropy Platform “to build a means for philanthropy to participate more effectively in the
Post-2015 Agenda, and amplify the voice and action of grantees in determining and achieving (international) targets and strategies” 41. In addition to own funds and programs, for example the Fund for Rural Prosperity42, the MasterCard Foundation is among those supporting this initiative.

Views on success conditions and meta-governance for partnerships
We asked our respondents how, in their view, meta-governance may assist partnerships in
becoming more effective, inclusive and transformative. We also inquired how donors and
funders’ evaluation of partnerships’ success conditions informed the design and implementation of their meta-governance frameworks. Next to identifying the three general actors’
perspectives (as outlined above), we present our findings along three lines of reasoning
when it comes to the relevance of meta-governance for effective partnerships for SDG implementation – building also on the Busan principles for effective development co-operation: 43 Firstly, regarding the relevance of ownership of partnerships by the state and alignment with national and local implementation strategies; secondly, the relevance of the
inclusiveness of partnerships; and, thirdly, accountability for results.
(1) Ownership and alignment
Assuming that governments more readily own partnerships when these build on and align
with their objectives, strategies, and frameworks 44, both the Paris Declaration of 200545 and

Kwame-Sundaram, J., Chowdhury, A., Sharma, K., & Platz, D. (2016). Public-Private Partnerships and the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: Fit for purpose? UNDESA Working Paper 148
ST/ESA/2016/DWP/148. New York: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA).
39 Cf. PPP Knowledge Lab. (2017). Public Private Partnerships. Reference Guide. Version 3. Washington, D.C.:
The World Bank.
40 Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2002). The Competitive Advantage of Corporate Philanthropy. Harvard Business Review RO212D; Rushton, S., & Williams, O. D. (Eds.). (2011). Partnerships and Foundations in Global
Health Governance. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan; Srivastava, P., & Oh, S.-A. (2010). Private Foundations,
Philanthropy, and Partnership in Education and Development: Mapping the Terrain. International Journal of
Educational Development, 30(5), 460-471.
41 SDG Philanthropy Platform. (2017). http://sdgfunders.org/home/lang/en/ [accessed 17 August, 2017].
42 Fund for Rural Prosperity. (2017a). http://www.frp.org/ [accessed 17 August, 2017].
43 GPEDC. (2011). Principles. Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC).
http://effectivecooperation.org/about/principles/ [accessed 17 August, 2017].
44 Sustainable Development Goals Fund. (2017). Ensuring National Ownership. www.sdgfund.org/ensuringnational-ownership [accessed 6 October, 2017].
45 Menocal, A. R. (2011). Worth the Risk? Smarter Aid to Promote Country Ownership. Opinion 158. London:
Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
38
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the Agenda 203046 place the creation of ownership of partnerships by governments at the
center of implementation efforts.
Our respondents deem it crucial that partnerships “are in line with the development objectives and policies of the country they operate in […]” (23) (3, 8, 9, 17). Different understandings however exist of what ownership means, how it can be achieved, and of the roles of
different actors in this, most distinctly regarding the role of the state. From a PPP perspective, ownership by governments is seen as crucial to ensure secure investments and effective provision of goods/services. In case of limited capacities and/or will of governments to
provide such support, a respondent pointed at the challenges to build capacities and/or
“move beyond the government” (34). For partnerships with the private sector, ownership
is primarily seen in the stake business has in a partnership, while host country governments
are seen as posing an obstacle rather than a source of support for partnerships: “lots of redtape and – as we have experienced it - abuse of power make it hard to get [business] partners to embark upon closer collaboration [with governments]” (34). From a philanthropic
perspective, ownership by the state as duty-bearer was seen as essential to partnerships’
success but the prospect of closer collaboration caused concerns about having to subordinate to governmental oversight and control, in particular in countries where governments
are seen as acting against the interests of their own citizens, and/or where severe restrictions on foreign funding and/or freedoms of speech and association exist (16, 29, 35).
With the primary focus on increasing business’ ownership, meta-governance frameworks
for partnerships with the private sector seek to increase business’ stake through innovative
funding mechanisms, such as challenge funds47 that thematically link private sector interest
to donor countries’ policy priorities, for example, around clean energy and green growth,
or value chain development but also around issue areas, such as democracy and human
rights, and gender equality48. Larger-sized private investments are matched with higher
grant-levels and more comprehensive service packages for ‘strategic’ partnerships 49. While
some newer frameworks explicitly ask applicants to ensure that partnerships are “coherent
with national development policies and strategies” and allocate funds only to partnerships
in countries where local representation exists to support dialogue with governments 50,
other frameworks feature no such specific provisions51. To enhance ownership of PPPs,
frameworks seek “to strengthen host country governments’ capacities, promote and through the services we offer - support best practices and raise the standards of PPP design
and implementation” (27). In addition, contractual frameworks and different bidding and
lending schemes52 aim to mitigate PPP-associated risks and increase ownership by “secur-

Kindornay, S. (2015). Realising Country Ownership Post-2015? Milano: ActionAid Italy.
C.f. Henrich, M. (2013). Donor Partnerships with Business for Private Sector Development: What can we
learn from Experiences? Working Paper: The Donor Committee for Private Enterprise Development (DCDE);
SIDA. (2013). Guidelines: Challenge Funds. Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA).
48 See: SIDA’s B4D programme as described by Söderbäck, M. (2016) in Desk Study of SIDA’s Experience from
Private Sector Collaboration. SIDA. Stockholm (6).
49 DANIDA. (2017). Danida Market Development Partnerships. Guidelines. Copenhagen: DANIDA; develoPPP.
(2017b). Strategic Development Partnerships. Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
(BMZ).
50 DANIDA, 2017: 1449.
51 develoPPP. (2017b)49.
52 Juan, E. J. (2006). Tools to Mitigate Risks in Highway PPPs: Mobilizing Private Capital and Management into
Infrastructure Development. World Bank. https://ppiaf.org/sites/ppiaf.org/files/documents/toolkits/highwaystoolkit/6/bibliography/pdf/tools_to_mitigate_risks_in_highway_ppps.pdf [accessed 17 August, 2017];
World Bank. (2016a). Draft Report on Recommended PPP Contractual Provisions. Washington, D.C.: World
Bank; World Bank. (2016c). Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) – Tools.
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ing the public interest in the contractual agreements with the private parties” (11). Different to infra-structure PPPs, respondents (11, 26) see access and equity as a more pressing
concern for PPPs in the public sectors, such as health and education 53. To address these
issues, donors and funders seek to strengthen ‘democratic ownership’54 of public sector
PPPs by offering trainings and services that build governments’ capacities to facilitate public dialogue, consultations, and multi-stakeholder processes55. Also respondents argue that
initiatives, such as the Open Government Partnership 56 and the Open Contracting Partnership57, provide impetus to governments to raise PPP-standards in their countries. Respondents from a philanthropic perspective report on their participation in global initiatives and
national-level donor coordination boards (15). They emphasize the need to expand collaboration with governments to better align partnerships with local development priorities.
To create, identify, coordinate, and support partnerships in dialogue with governments’ efforts towards national and in-country implementation of the SDGs, the SDG Philanthropy
http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/publicprivatepartnerships/brief/ppp-tools [accessed 17 August,
2017].
52 Patrinos, H. A., & Sosale, S. (2007). Mobilizing the Private Sector for Public Education: A View from the
Trenches. Washington, D.C.: World Bank; PPPIRC. (2016). PPP in Health. Public-Private-Partnership in Infrastructure Resource Center (PPPIRC), World Bank. https://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/ppp-health [accessed 17 August, 2017].
52 Carter, P. (2016). Where Next for Development Effectiveness? Investing in Private Enterprises. Conference
Note 3, 2016CAPEConference. London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
52 IDB. (2013). Guidelines on Consultation and Stakeholder Engagement in IDB Projects. Discussion Paper No.
301: Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), Environmental Safeguards Unit; IDB. (2016). Public Consultations With Civil Society: Guidelines For Public And Private Executing Agencies. Inter-American Development
Bank (IDB).
52 Open Government Partnership. (2016). https://www.opengovpartnership.org/ [accessed 3 November,
2017].
52 Open Contracting Partnership. (2017). https://www.open-contracting.org/ [accessed 3 November, 2017].
52 SDG Philanthropy Platform. (2016). Converging Interests: How Governments and the Philanthropy Sector
are Collaborating to Achieve the Sustainable Development Goals — A Synopsis. SDG Philanthropy Platform;
Vali, N. (2017). More than Philanthropy: SDGs Present an Estimated US$12 Trillion in Market Opportunities
for Private Sector through Inclusive Business. Our Perspectives, UNDP in Maldives.
http://www.mv.undp.org/content/maldives/en/home/blog/2017/8/25/More-than-philanthropy-SDGspresent-an-estimated-US-12-trillion-in-market-opportunities-for-private-sector-through-inclusivebusiness.html [accessed 6 October, 2017].
52 GPEDC, 201143.
52 UN General Assembly. (2015). Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
United Nations General Assembly. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
[accessed July 28, 2017].
52 UN. (2016). Ban Calls Strongly on Governments to ‘Leave No One Behind’. United Nations (UN).
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/blog/2016/01/ban-calls-strongly-on-governments-to-leaveno-one-behind/ [accessed 17 August, 2017]. http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/publicprivatepartnerships/brief/ppp-tools [accessed 17 August, 2017].
53 Patrinos, H. A., & Sosale, S. (2007). Mobilizing the Private Sector for Public Education: A View from the
Trenches. Washington, D.C.: World Bank; PPPIRC. (2016). PPP in Health. Public-Private-Partnership in Infrastructure Resource Center (PPPIRC), World Bank. https://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/ppp-health [accessed 17 August, 2017].
54 Carter, P. (2016). Where Next for Development Effectiveness? Investing in Private Enterprises. Conference
Note 3, 2016CAPEConference. London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
55 IDB. (2013). Guidelines on Consultation and Stakeholder Engagement in IDB Projects. Discussion Paper No.
301: Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), Environmental Safeguards Unit; IDB. (2016). Public Consultations With Civil Society: Guidelines For Public And Private Executing Agencies. Inter-American Development
Bank (IDB).
56 Open Government Partnership. (2016). https://www.opengovpartnership.org/ [accessed 3 November,
2017].
57 Open Contracting Partnership. (2017). https://www.open-contracting.org/ [accessed 3 November, 2017].
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Platform piloted national-level partnership coordination platforms in five countries. Respondents involved in these, report upon first successes 58 but do not outline a clear strategy
about how such platforms may succeed in countries where private funding is weak and governments are less amenable to notions of democratic ownership.
(2) Inclusiveness
The third Busan principle ‘inclusive partnerships’59 and the call for ‘inclusive multi-stakeholder partnerships’ by the 2030 Agenda60, with reference to the commitment to 'leave no
one behind'61, all seek to address some of the limitations and challenges of the role of governments and other actors in ensuring democratic ownership of partnerships.
Respondents involved in programs and facilities that promote private sector engagement
see inclusion as an important success condition because of, among other benefits, better
due diligence and assessment of local needs and demands and business infrastructure (1,
4, 7, 18, 23, 24). But as a respondent stated:‘[i]t is a different environment for them [businesses]”, in which “their traditional strategies of engagement often do not work […]”; and,
in some cases, “[t]he business case is not there, it needs to be created” (1). To this effect,
some respondents draw upon concepts of economic inclusion, such as an inclusive business
approach, for which business’ commitment to principles of ‘co-creation’ bases on ‘a shared
value proposition’ (1, 4, 18, 24, 30, 31). Respondents point at several benefits deriving from
inclusive PPPs but also hint at the trade-off between reducing transaction-costs on the long
run and the risk of decreasing short-term efficiency gains (34). One interviewee saw a challenge in that in many countries in particular civil society is de-facto not seen as ‘legitimate
partner’ (26). One respondent referred to a global report 62 on many instances of repressive
laws, with a third of these policies restricting cross-border philanthropy (29). Collaborative
state-society relationships are seen as a success condition for partnerships.
In line with the Busan principles and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda (AAAA)63 respondents
see inclusion strengthened by fund allocations to partnerships in least developed countries64. In countries and at project-level however, funding criteria for partnerships with the
private sector often define donor countries’ businesses as the primary group eligible for

SDG Philanthropy Platform. (2016). Converging Interests: How Governments and the Philanthropy Sector
are Collaborating to Achieve the Sustainable Development Goals — A Synopsis. SDG Philanthropy Platform;
Vali, N. (2017). More than Philanthropy: SDGs Present an Estimated US$12 Trillion in Market Opportunities
for Private Sector through Inclusive Business. Our Perspectives, UNDP in Maldives.
http://www.mv.undp.org/content/maldives/en/home/blog/2017/8/25/More-than-philanthropy-SDGspresent-an-estimated-US-12-trillion-in-market-opportunities-for-private-sector-through-inclusivebusiness.html [accessed 6 October, 2017].
59 GPEDC, 201143.
60 UN General Assembly. (2015). Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
United Nations General Assembly. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
[accessed July 28, 2017].
61 UN. (2016). Ban Calls Strongly on Governments to ‘Leave No One Behind’. United Nations (UN).
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/blog/2016/01/ban-calls-strongly-on-governments-to-leaveno-one-behind/ [accessed 17 August, 2017].
62 Rutzen, D. (2015). Aid Barriers and the Rise of Philanthropic Protectionism. International Journal of Notfor-Profit Law, 17(1), 5-44.
63 UN. (2015). Addis Ababa Action Agenda. Third International Conference on Financing for Development.
New York: United Nations (UN).
64 DEval, 201625; World Bank, 201526
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funds65. The inclusion of others is, together with the choice for a country, specified among
the ‘bonus criteria’ that inform the selection of funding proposals66. Also some programs
and facilities that promote ‘inclusive business’ partnerships award inclusion on the basis of
the anticipated development impact, e.g. the potential of projects “to increase the provision
of financial services to the financially excluded rural poor” 67. Funding criteria that require
applicants to ensure knowledge transfer to local ‘customers/users’ 68 then cast into doubt
an understanding of local partners as ‘co-producers’, as it is named as a success condition
by the respondents and by the literature on inclusive business partnerships in informal and
low-income markets69. Partly in response to previous critique regarding the lack of local
economic impact70, the Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA)’s recently
launched DMDP requires partnership to “reach beyond mere service delivery or delivery of
e.g. base of the pyramid products, unless these directly catalyse local economic activity” 71.
To this effect, “[t]he vision of the partnership project in terms of engaging with local partners such as CSOs, private businesses, government institutions, knowledge institutions etc.
will […] be part of the concept note assessment criteria”. Moreover, “[a]t least one local
partner must be part of the consortium [of partners]”, which is required to enter a memorandum of understanding as part of the final proposal (Ibid.). Beyond those of the private
and public parties directly involved in a PPP, the interests of other stakeholders and the
public are secured through minimum requirements defined by the social and environmental safeguards of PPPs and for public disclosure72.
Respondents also pointed at several recent initiatives 73 that seek to strengthen inclusion,
such as the „Women Entrepreneurs Finance Initiative“74, and frameworks that propose
public procurement/legal regimes of PPPs to incentivize inclusion of local businesses and
small and medium sized enterprises75. Respondents stress however, that most of these
frameworks and initiatives remain offers by donors and funders but that in practice it
Or European, see: develoPPP. (2017a). Criteria for Participation. Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). https://www.developpp.de/en/content/criteria-participation [accessed 28
August, 2017].
66 DANIDA. (2014). Evaluation of DANIDA Business-to-Business Programme 2006-2011. Synthesis Report.
Copenhagen: Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark / DANIDA; develoPPP, 2017a65.
67 Fund for Rural Prosperity. (2015). Transforming Lives by Expanding Rural Financial Services. Nairobi:
Fund for Rural Prosperity.
68 Fund for Rural Prosperity. (2017b). 2017 Competition. http://www.frp.org/competitions [accessed 17
August, 2017].
69 Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. B. (2014). Causal Case Studies: Foundations and Guidelines for Comparing, Matching and Tracing. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press; BoP Innovation Center. (2013). Developing BoP
Partnerships: Towards Collective Impact at the Base of the Pyramid. Utrecht: BoP Innovation Center.BoP
Innovation Center, 2013; London, T. (2008). The Base-of-the-Pyramid Perspective: A New Approach to
Poverty Alleviation. Ann Arbor: William Davidson Institute & Ross School of Business, University of Michigan.
70 DANIDA, 201466.
71 DANIDA, 2017: 249.
72 PPP Knowledge Lab, 2017; World Bank. (2016b). A Framework for Disclosure in Public-Private Partnership
Projects. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
73 PPPIRC. (2017a). Gender & Agriculture Projects. Public-Private-Partnership in Infrastructure Resource
Center (PPPIRC), World Bank. http://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/ppp-sector/genderimpacts-ppps/mainstreaming-gender-sector-specific-materials/agriculture/mainstream [accessed 2017, 16
October];
PPPIRC. (2017b). Impacts of PPPs on Gender Inclusion. Public-Private-Partnership in Infrastructure Resource
Center (PPPIRC), World Bank. https://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/ppp-sector/genderimpacts-ppps/impacts-ppps-gender-inclusion [accessed 16 October, 2017].
74 World Bank. (2017e). Women Entrepreneurs Finance Initiative. World Bank.
http://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/women-entrepreneurs [accessed 16 October, 2017].
75 World Bank. (2016d). Summary of Phase 3 Consultations and Bank Management Responses. Washington,
D.C.: World Bank.
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largely remains “left to partners to decide who else they involve” and if and how far they go
beyond minimum requirements (11, 12, 26).
Also respondents point at global funds, such as the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
(FCPF)76, that exemplify inclusive governance structures by combining layers of shareholder (representation of contributors) and stakeholder governance (representation of
broader groups). Evaluations77 and a respondent involved in the FCPF report upon the challenges these inclusive but complex governance structures entail (25). Research on the implementation of the FCPF-framework argues that due to a lack of effective measures to ensure representation and participation of marginalized groups in the proposals of nationallevel FCPF-funded partnerships, the framework “is still failing to fulfill its environmental
and social commitments” in many countries 78. Others note however, that in a joint global
fund they cannot single-handedly turn best practice examples into binding requirements,
in particular in the light of budget cuts 79 and competition with other donors80, whose loans
come without or “little strings attached” (34).
The SDG philanthropy platform promotes multi-stakeholder partnerships that “bring together all segments of a society” (19, 20). Philanthropic actors stress however, that despite
their funding power, it remains a challenge in many countries to ensure inclusive partnerships without alienating governments and jeopardizing access (35).

FCPF. (2017). Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF). https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/ [accessed 17 August, 2017].
77 IEG. (2009). The Stop Tuberculosis Partnership. Global Program Review, 4(1). Washington, D.C.: Independent Evaluation Group (IEG), World Bank.
78 Dooley, K., Griffiths, T., Martone, F., & Ozinga, S. (2011). Smoke and Mirrors: A Critical Assessment of the
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility. Moreton in Marsh: FERN / Forest Peoples Programme: 7.
79 Allen-Ebrahimian, B. (2017). Trump Takes Aim at World Bank Over China Loans. Foreign Policy. http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/10/13/trump-takes-aim-at-world-bank-over-china-loans/ [accessed 16 October,
2017].
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(3) Accountability for results
The 2030 Agenda asks to set up follow-up and review platforms for multi-stakeholder partnerships. For this, a framework of indicators has been set up to monitor progress on the
SDGs, inform policy, and ensure transparency and accountability 81.
As success conditions for the accountability of private sector partnerships and PPPs, our
respondents mainly named host countries’ legal provisions and policy frameworks and the
capacities and will of partners to enforce these, for example through program-specific requirements and reporting schemes. For PPPs, one respondent put it as: “[t]he whole idea of
PPPs is to reduce transaction costs through smart contracting” (34). Beyond the contracting
partners, respondents highlight external accountability to the public, to the targeted beneficiaries and to marginalized groups as a success condition (12, 26, 34). Respondents involved in frameworks that promote business partnerships argue that a strong joint value
proposition ensures mutual commitment to and accountability for partnerships’ success
beyond what is stipulated by funding requirements (1, 4, 15). Corresponding with the continuous calls for accountability and transparency directed at philanthropic actors 82, addressing these is seen as crucial to gain and warrant legitimacy. But respondents voice concerns about a potential misuse of transparency and discrimination of alternate agendas and
viewpoints as well as of less efficient actors and approaches.
Not all funds and frameworks for partnerships with the private sector featured provisions
that ensure accountability through alignment with governments’ policies or through broad
inclusion of stakeholders other than donor countries’ businesses. In these cases, respondents pointed at the primary objective to strengthen accountability by ensuring additionality83 and moderating “a potential conflict of interest between the requests made on behalf
of the [donor countries development ministry], for whom the assisted projects are required
to be relevant in terms of development policy, and the private business interests of the companies that are taking part in the programme” 84. To this effect, respondents stress that preparatory services are extensive and screening processes are rigorous (12, 13, 20, 24, 26).
But there is also pressure, because getting a certain number of partnerships off the ground
is still seen as the primary evaluation criterion of partnership programs and facilities (35)85.
Likewise, evaluations note that programs and facilities allocate comparably less attention
and resources to follow-up provisions that ensure accountability for results in the local context: “Coordination between programmes and alignment with local needs do not always
take place, partly because three quarters of the PSD [Private Sector Development] programmes are managed from the [donor country].” 86. Respondents from a PPP perspective
share the impression of an imbalance of focus on ex-ante measures that incentivize the creation of partnerships versus ex-post provisions that – if enforced – ensure follow-up in the
local context. As reasons for this, respondents voice concerns to scare away potentially in-

UNSD. (2017). Sustainable Development Goal Indicators Website. United Nations Statistics Division
(UNSD). https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/ [accessed 15 September, 2017].
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the Field. São Paulo: Worldwide Initiatives for Grantmaker Support (WINGS).
83 Henrich, 2013, p.13-1847.
84 DEval, 2016: xi25.
85 Cf. Henrich, 201347.
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terested partners and/or overburden local partners with too extensive reporting requirements (32). One respondent argued that voluntary measures are more effective, because
they allow for innovations adapted to the local context, which are more likely to be owned
and enforced by local partners (35). Another respondent referred to PPP-coordination
units within governments that attract more loans for PPPs because they advanced standards for public disclosure beyond what was required by freedom of information acts (26).
Yet in line with the findings on country-level implementation of global facilities, like the
FCPF87, respondents assert that such examples remain exceptions and entail risks, in particular in contexts in which little or no local accountability frameworks exist that partnerships could draw upon in the first place (33).
To ensure accountability for results in the local context, respondents point at services and
support provided by embassies, country support teams, and intermediary/implementing
organizations. In line with recent evaluations 88, however, ensuring the actual use of these
services is seen as challenging (33). In response, some respondents assert ambitions to
scale local representation, to build local monitoring and evaluation capacities, and align
partnerships with existing accountability frameworks. The SDG philanthropy platform 89
seeks to link partnerships to national frameworks for development strategy implementation. Others point at facilities and programs that aim to build independent local monitoring
and evaluation capacities, e.g. of local research institutes 90, civil society organizations, and
beneficiary communities. To this effect, respondents see the need for separate funding of
these efforts, since “the funding relationships inherent in partnerships require independent
local monitoring and evaluation capacity” (35). Yet rarely are partnership-specific accountability frameworks applied, “mostly partnerships are evaluated as any other kind of project” (35). Project-level evaluations then are seen as falling short of grasping the longer term
and relational perspective of partnerships.
By the same token, one respondent emphasized the need to create and maintain ‘safe
spaces’: “Next to partnerships, it’s important to sustain safe spaces, such as peer networks,
where stakeholders can build the capacities to effectively engage in and monitor and assess
partnerships without depending on the same sources of funding and support” (29). Linking
these efforts back to local accountability frameworks then was seen as necessary to leverage broader impact and scale, so that successful cases “not only inform our funding strategies and programs but feed into and strengthen local accountability frameworks” (15).
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Meta-governance for Partnerships: Gaps and Future Challenges
There is not much literature yet on how donors and funders seek to support partnerships
in becoming an effective and inclusive means of implementing the SDGs. From three perspectives, the findings presented here illustrate how donors and funders portray these efforts. The following sections discuss some of the persistent gaps between what respondents
propose should be done and what is actually been done.
Creating ownership: The ambiguous role of the state
Different understandings of ownership as a success condition for partnerships coined our
respondents’ accounts of the meta-governance frameworks they provide, with an ambiguous role ascribed to the role of local governments. Most of the frameworks for PPPs seem
to fall short of ensuring democratic ownership and our respondents shared the view that
“government ownership does not guarantee democratic ownership of PPPs”. As a consequence, PPPs continue to receive critique for the persisting public risks they entail, such as
accruing future debts or contingent liabilities from PPP loans91 and turning a blind eye on
misconduct and sometimes severe human rights violations against vulnerable groups during PPP implementation92.
In response to concerns voiced by evaluations 93 about the pertaining risks resulting from a
lack of provisions that support and ensure closer alignment of partnerships with government-led implementation efforts, DANIDA’s new DMDP program 94 only funds partnerships
in priority countries in which local representation exists. The German Federal Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) instead does not foresee such provision for
its develoPPP program. Because Germany’s bi-lateral co-operation frameworks ensure
alignment with governments and because the stated objective of the program is to support
partnerships where German businesses are willing to invest 95. Since these countries do not
need to be congruent96, partnerships risk a lack of alignment in countries to which donors
maintain no such frameworks. The DMDP seems to mitigate this risk at the expense of
scope. Ultimately, respondents argue that such alignments need to be tailored to host countries’ needs. In this context, the BMZ recently launched the Partnerships2030 97 platform
which seeks to facilitate dialogue between country-level partnership platforms.
In the light of an increased competition among donors and unassertive future resource
commitments by key shareholders 98, it remains to be seen if multi-lateral donors can and
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will turn the plethora of new initiatives and provisions into long-term and mandatory requirements that concede democratic ownership the same significance as financial risks in
the mitigation hierarchy of new PPP-frameworks. By the same token, the potential of more
recent initiatives to strengthen alignment of partnerships with government-led implementation efforts through country-level platforms remains to be demonstrated for countries in
which tense state-civil society relationships challenge conceptions of democratic ownership. In this regard, respondents assert that “[T]he current lack of formal institutional
frameworks in many partner countries to ensure sustained engagement with governments
remains a big challenge to partnerships role’ in national-level SDG implementation” (6) and
“[B]eyond recognizing the importance of partnerships for the SDGs, we [donor country]
need to focus more on strengthening our and our partners’ [governments] “how-to” capacities” (35). In this regard, some respondents see the UN as primary forum to create a marketplace for best partnership practice (cf. 6, 30, 35). Moreover, the UN-HLPF (High-Level
Political Forum) should be supplemented by initiatives that strengthen peer-learning on
national-level and in-country SDG implementation.

Inclusiveness: Widening or shrinking space through partnerships?
Despite making a strong case for inclusion as a success condition for partnerships, de facto
many of the meta-governance frameworks discussed by our respondents define very specific groups as eligible for funds and lack binding provisions that require recipients to ensure inclusive partnerships still. This way the frameworks seem to fall short in overcoming
long acknowledged deeper systemic challenges, such as the ‘aid-based structural disadvantage’99 of local civil society, to which none of the frameworks discussed by the respondents established a direct funding relationship.
Reasons for this provided by respondents echo some of those collected by Fowler 100, such
as a lack of capacity to administer smaller funds, a lack of local reporting capacity, and too
high risks and legal barriers in the form of anti-terror and money laundering rules. These
reasons seem unsatisfactory in view of the SDGs’ commitment to ‘leave no one behind’. Also
they stand in stark contrast to the prominent role’ ascribed to domestic civil society by donor governments, for example in their voluntary national reports (VNRs) to the UN-HLPF101.
Donor countries’ civil society, which are often identified as primary recipient of Official Development Assistance (ODA)102, and private funders traditionally fund local civil society103.
Yet initiatives like the SDG Philanthropy platform that may open up ‘civilateral‘ funding
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channels104 face challenges in countries where governments hamstring external private
funding105. In these contexts and when domestic private funders are able and willing to fill
the gap106, local civil society may seek to mobilize domestic resources in order to counter
criticism of Western-backed dissent107.
Some respondents refer to anticipated changes in overarching funding frameworks that
may turn best practices into binding commitments and ensure more inclusive partnerships.
For example, respondents point at extensive consultation process 108 that preceded the
launch of the launch of the new Environmental and Social Framework (ESF) of the World
Bank (26, 27). The ESF sets out the mandatory requirements for the bank and its clients, for
all projects that receive support through Investment Project Financing (IPF). Civil society
commentary on the new ESF however, raises concerns over a persisting overreliance on
partners’ self-reporting and lack of mandatory and legally binding conditions (e.g., for country-level assessments)109. Initiatives applying an inclusive business approach110, and in particular those, like DANIDA’s DMDP, that require inclusion of local actors as co-creators seem
promising. Some respondents however, raise concerns about the general limits of economic
inclusion and about who and what kind of issues partnerships can cover if these questions
predicate on a business/investment case (33, 35). In particular in cases, in which other options for political participation are limited and suitable “owner organisations” are difficult
to identify, inclusive business and market-based partnership approaches may not be suitable to strengthen inclusion (18)111, even if required by donors and funders.
Accountability for results: Strengthening local accountability frameworks
Meta-governance frameworks can serve to strengthen partnerships’ accountability for results by ensuring mutual accountability among partners and towards the general public and
/ or external stakeholders. Regarding the latter, findings show that not all programs and
funds feature provisions that ensure involvement of governments and/or groups other than
the contracting parties. Our respondents highlighted that “[a]s for any contractual relationship, they can be designed badly or well” (35), and, in the end, they tend to be only as good
or bad as their enforcement is in the local context. With the parallel goal not to discourage
potential partners with too extensive contractual stipulations, it seems that donors and funders need to better balance the requirements they place on individual partnerships and at
program and facility-level, and ultimately in balance with what is warranted by existing local accountability frameworks.

Keijzer, N., & Spierings, E. (2011). Comparative Analysis of EU Donor Policies towards Working with Civil
Society Organisations. Document Analysis Commissioned by DSO/MO. Maastricht: European Centre for Development Policy Management (ecdpm).
105 WINGS, 201782
106 McCandless, E. (2016). Civil Society and the 20130 Agenda: Forging a Path to Universal Sustainable Peace
through Policy Formulation. In D. Cortright, M. Greenberg, & L. Stone (Eds.), Civil Society, Peace, and Power
(23-48). London: Rowman & Littlefield.
107 Naidoo, K. (2016). African Initiative Aims to Step Into Breach for Civil Society. BusinessDay.
https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/opinion/2016-08-23-african-initiative-aims-to-step-into-breach-forcivil-society/ [accessed 6 October, 2017].
108 World Bank. (2016d)75.
109 NGO Forum on ADB. (2015). A Comprehensive Critique on the Draft Environmental and Social Framework
(ESF) of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). Quezon City: NGO Forum on ADB.
110 See for example: Grow Africa. (2017). https://www.growafrica.com/ [accessed 27 October, 2017]; Malawi
Tea 2020. (2017). www.malawitea2020.com [accessed 27 October, 2017]; Zambia Business in Development
Facility. (2017). http://zbidf.org [accessed 27 October, 2017].
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Our interview partners saw a combination of strategies to raise partnerships’ accountability locally as most promising. Also traditional multi- and bi-lateral frameworks for co-operation regain significance in contexts where conflict and/or repressive regulations limit
access and tie the hands of private actors. Our respondents saw a need for long-term strategies to enable partnerships to build upon and strengthen local monitoring and reporting
frameworks: “For partnerships to have lasting impact it is most important to work together
at multiple levels, and using multiple strategies of engagement to build upon and strengthen
local capacities, including for follow-up” (19). This is also in line with findings and suggestions in recent academic literature112. Such strategies then confront donors and funders
with the double task of ensuring that partnerships meet ever higher accountability standards and at the same time of relearning about “the limits of the partnership approach” and
“the value of more traditional and – in some cases – (innately less measurable) approaches”113 that create safe spaces when and where these are needed.
Future Challenges
The discussion presented here demonstrates that donors and funders already put considerable effort and resources into supporting and guiding partnerships through meta-governance frameworks. Examples from our interviews show that donors and implementing agencies have reflected upon previous experiences and – in some cases – already turned lessons
learnt into new frameworks to provide better support and guidance to partnerships for the
implementation of the SDGs. The findings however, also show that gaps remain in supporting partnerships to become more effective, inclusive and transformative.
As a first step to address these gaps, donors and funders should further utilize own resources and experience, explore synergies between and strategic adjustment of the various
partnership meta-governance frameworks they offer. During our interviews, it became
clear that knowledge of other initiatives seemed limited. The discussions with respondents
identify several potentially fruitful directions for integrative strategies, for example of bilateral co-operation frameworks with partnership funds and facilities, of provisions for
PPPs in the private versus the public sectors, and between different modalities to support
and guide inclusive business partnerships. Beyond those programs, funds and facilities that
donors and funders execute under own auspice, the discussion revealed that joint frameworks need to better inform and warrant that the best practices and standards they promote do indeed translate to country and in-country-levels. Moreover, respondents consent
that apart from donor and funders’ data bases there is very little comparative country-level
data on the role and impact of partnerships to inform meta-governance frameworks.
Eventually, donors and funders lament the lack of capacities and will of governments to
provide adequate frameworks for partnership implementation. Yet respondents provided
little information on how their own political will to support and put such frameworks into
funding practice might be stimulated. The efforts of and competition with peers and new
actors entering the partnership funding landscape, as illustrated by the ambitious plans
outlined by the SDG Philanthropy platform, may provide impetus for other donors to develop this political will. New alliances between traditional and new(er) donors and funders
may create space to learn from experiences, in particular in tackling key challenges, such as
working with governments that are less amendable to partnerships. However, also new donors and funders may also pose a challenge to effective meta-governance and partnership
implementation. In this regard it was argued that ‘non-interventionist’ approaches, as they
Brinkerhoff, 200229; Stadtler, L. (2016). Scrutinizing Public–Private Partnerships for Development:
Towards a Broad Evaluation Conception. Journal of Business Ethics, 135(1), 71-86; Van Tulder et al., 201629.
113 WINGS, 2017: 3682.
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are promoted by for example China, let governments off the hook easily and may hinder
progressive approaches to enhance partnership practice.
As for the future, on the one hand there is this danger that donors and funders lower their
own standards to compete with others114. On the other hand, joint initiatives to raise the
bar on effective and inclusive partnering are under way. The Division for Sustainable Development Goals Department of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA-DSD) and the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA) plan
regional workshops for member states on developing partnerships for SDGs (32). The
UNECE International PPP Centre of Excellence (ICoE)’s ‘People first Public Private Partnerships’115 initiative aims to establish dialogue on PPP guiding principles, including those that
target SDG 9 as primary MOI of China’s ambitious ‘One Belt One Road’ initiative. The GPEDC
closely ties criteria for effective and inclusive development cooperation to the SDGs 116. On
the long run these initiatives may create joint market places for donors and funders that
not only leverage additional investment but also the political will that is needed to turn lessons learnt into partnership meta-governance and, ultimately, inclusive and effective partnership practice.
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Appendix A: Table of Interviews / Roundtable discussions

ID#

Department/Initiative

Year

1

Danish International
Development Agency
(Danida)

Danida Market Development Partnerships
(DMDP)

2016

2

Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Programs to promote private sector engagement through partnerships

2016

3

Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MinBuZa)

Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC)

2016

4

Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MinBuZa)

Programs to promote private sector engagement through partnerships

2016

5

Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MinBuZa)

The Promoting Effective Partnering Initiative – PEP

2016

Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC)

2016

Programs to Promote Private Sector engagement through Partnerships

2017

Partnerships2030

2016/
2017

develoPPP

2016

Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC)

2016

2016

6

7

8

9

10

24

Organization

German Ministry for
Economic Cooperation
and Development
(BMZ)
German Ministry for
Economic Cooperation
and Development
(BMZ)
German Agency for International Cooperation
(GIZ)
German Agency for International Cooperation
(GIZ)
Organisation für Economic Co-Operation
and Development
(OECD)

11

Inter-American Development Bank (IADB)

Programs/funds to promote Public-Private Partnerships

12

Inter-American Development Bank (IADB)

Programs/funds to promote Public-Private Partnerships through the Multilateral
Investment Fund (FOMIN)

13

Millennium Challenge
Corporation

PPP platform

2017

14

Millennium Challenge
Corporation

Programs to Promote Private Sector Partnerships

2017

15

MasterCard Foundation

Engagement with the SDGs/Funds for Inclusive Business Partnerships (e.g. Fund
for Rural Prosperity)

2016

16

Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors

The SDG Philanthropy Platform

2016

Swedish Leadership for Sustainable Development Network

2016

Public Private Development Partnership
(PPDP) programs/funds

2017

The SDG Philanthropy Platform: Kenya

2016

The SDG Philanthropy Platform: Kenya

2016

PPP Standards

2016

People first Public Private Partnerships

2016

Center for Transformational Partnerships

2016

Programs to Promote Private Sector Partnerships

2017

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA)
Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA)
United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) Kenya
United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) Kenya
United Nations Economic Commission for
Europe (UNECE)
United Nations Economic Commission for
Europe (UNECE)
US Agency for International Development
(USAID)
US Agency for International Development
(USAID)

25

World Bank

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)

2016

26

World Bank

Programs/funds to promote Public-Private Partnerships

2016

27

World Bank

Public – Private Infrastructure Advisory
Facility (PPIAF)

2016

28

World Bank

Public-private partnership in Infrastructure Resource Center

2017

29

Worldwide Initiatives
for Grant-Maker Support (WINGS)

SDG Philanthropy Platform

2016

30

SDG Kenya Forum

SDG Kenya Forum

2017

31

World Vision Int., SEA

Asia P-3 Hub

2016

25

ID

Event

321

Side Event during the
High-level Forum (HLPF)
on Sustainable Development, New York, USA

Partnership Exchange: "Supporting the Sustainable Development Goals through multistakeholder partnerships - ensuring that no
one is left behind"

2016

331

Panel discussions during
the High-level meeting of
the GPEDC (HLM2),
Nairobi, Kenya

Inclusive and Effective Multi-stakeholder
Partnerships: How to strengthen ownership
and results, transparency and mutual accountability?

2016

341

Roundtable discussion
during the Global Partnership Week,
Washington DC, USA

How to Strengthen Partnerships for Sustainable Development? Discussing Lessons
Learned and Donors’ Perspectives on Better
Partnership Governance

2017

351

Two-days exchange organized by the Partnerships2030 initiative,
Cologne, Germany

Multi-stakeholder (MSP) –Platform Exchange

2017

1 Events

26

Title

were held under Chatham House Rule.

Year

