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PREFACE

Since 1990, UNESCO has given priority to Education for All. The
road is long, the obstacles are many, but significant progress has been
made. Achieving human dignity, including through the access of all to
education, is the foundation stone of the United Nations. Recent years
have seen the acceptance by all sectors of society that human rights,
good governance and an educated citizenry are the best and strongest
hope for human development, economic growth and stability.

It is on this understanding that over the last fifteen years there has
been a growing interest in cross-sectoral collaboration in education.
An inter-governmental organization, UNESCO has from its inception
— as the rest of the UN - built its work on relationships with non-
governmental organizations. In recent years it has expanded its
partnerships to the public sector beyond national governments to
include regional governments, mayors, and parliamentarians, for
example. It has also reached out to and accepted the hand offered by
the private sector, and has seen a rich experience and new resources for
educational development grow from it.

UNESCO is committed to reinforcing its own cross-sectoral
partnerships and its support for partnerships that can provide innovative
impulse, added resources and competence and strengthened collective
wisdom. UNESCO will also be vigilant in ensuring that its partners
respect the international commitments that support our development
effort.

The World Economic Forum is an independent international
organization committed to improving the state of the world by engaging
leaders in partnerships to shape global, regional and industry agendas.
Incorporated as a foundation in 1971 and based in Geneva, Switzerland,
the World Economic Forum is impartial and not-for-profit; it is tied to
no political, partisan or national interests.

Early in 2007, UNESCO and the World Education Forum launched a
new programme, ‘Partnerships for Education’ (PfE). PfE aims to create
a global coalition for multi-stakeholder partnerships for education
(MSPEs), including the private sector, in order to advance progress
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towards the objectives of Education for All (EFA). To accomplish
this, PfE will carry out studies and develop tools and frameworks for
the establishment, implementation and evaluation of MSPEs. It will
advocate for the development of multi-stakeholder partnerships in
education. It will build capacity for implementation at the country,
regional and global level, notably through decision support, sharing
of good practice, advocacy, evaluation, and the mobilization of
practitioners, donors, governments and experts.

This study was commissioned to help lay the groundwork for PfE.
It reviews the current literature on public-private and multi-stakeholder
partnerships that has bearing on education. It provides definitions of
some of the basic concepts, looks at the hopes, expectations, needs
and pitfalls of multi-stakeholder partnerships, and gives a number
of avenues for reflection and action. It is intended for development
practitioners at the international and country levels.

The study is complemented by a set of case studies, available on
line at www.unesco.org/iiep, that reflect experiences presented by
the private sector, global organizations, civil society, foundations and
academic institutions. They provide empirical examples that support
and supplement the conceptual analysis in this study.

Nicholas Burnett,
Assistant Director-General for Education, UNESCO

Richard Samans,
Managing Director, World Economic Forum

Mark Bray,
Director, International Institute for Educational Planning
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Moves to expand partnerships for development to include the private
sector, including business, foundations and a wide range of civil society
organizations, have gathered strength in recent years. Classic methods
of conceiving and implementing development goals through the public
sector have encountered some intractable problems, thus increasing
public sector motivations for benefiting from the private sector’s
creative impetus, additional resources and implementation capacity.

What are these new partnerships and what do they do? This study
reviews the literature on partnerships in which the private sector is
involved, as they apply to progress towards the Education for All (EFA)
goals, and highlights the policy lessons one can draw from it. This
study is intended to be one of the building blocks of the UNESCO and
the World Economic Forum Partnerships for Education initiative (PfE)
founded precisely to promote new multi-stakeholder partnerships for
education (MSPEs) that will harness and help deliver effective private
sector contributions to EFA, and that will document and disseminate
information about good practice.

Partnerships bringing together the public sector, business and civil
society are unique endeavours, different from public sector provision,
from classic contractual arrangements or from philanthropy. They are
additional mechanisms that can provide enhanced expertise, synergy,
resources and response to needs. Although the literature on education
partnerships is growing, the empirical evidence about their functioning
and results is still in need of enrichment. Partnerships are viewed by
some as the ideal way to bypass failed, corrupt or simply ineffective
governments. Many participants are committed to what they perceive
as partnerships’ proven capacity to innovate, provide alternative
experience and models, broaden participation in decision-making and
complement public sector resources. For those who favour allowing
market forces to play as great a role as possible, including in the
provision of public services, MSPEs can make competition and choice
a more important feature of education. Partnerships can be successful
as mechanisms for co-operation, enriching and building the capacity
of the institutions involved. Indeed, the learning that takes place in
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cross-sectoral partnerships is often singled out as a positive outcome
that is somewhat intangible in the short term but can bring long-term
benefits far beyond the immediate stakeholder group.

Critics point out the potential weakening of governmental and
intergovernmental action as the private sector becomes more closely
involved in conceiving and implementing development objectives.
Those who are bound to the concept of education as a public good and
a human right, and believe that public goods must be provided under
the responsibility and control of governments and that human rights
must be guaranteed by them, feel that the involvement of the private
sector in this domain needs to be closely monitored and regulated. The
voluntary nature of current regulatory mechanisms, and the difficulty of
monitoring — let alone enforcing — private sector compliance with even
these, is worrisome for critics. There is also concern that the perceived
disadvantages of strong reliance on partnerships will not be offset by
the volume of additional funding and other resources generated from
them, and in consequence they will not make a significant difference in
meeting the EFA challenge.

The working definition of partnership used in this monograph is:
Multi-stakeholder partnerships for advancing EFA goals can be
defined as the pooling and managing of resources, as well as the
mobilization of competencies and commitments by public, business
and civil society partners to contribute to expansion and quality
of education. They are founded on the principles of international
rights, ethical principles and organizational agreements underlying
education sector development and management; on consultation
with other stakeholders; and on shared decision-making, risk,
benefit and accountability.

Six broad themes are essential for successful outcomes of MSPEs
and need greater attention in programmes and case descriptions:
these are: 1) definition of needs, 2) ownership by stakeholders, 3) a
conscious focus on impact, 4) strong regulation and accountability,
5) sustainability and 6) monitoring and evaluation.

The EFA context is one of existing international agreements,
recognition that education development cannot take place in a piecemeal
fashion, and awareness that scattered interventions will at best provide
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temporary solutions to micro-level problems. New partnerships
involving the private sector must be grounded in the international
community’s ongoing efforts, such as the EFA-Fast Track Initiative
(FTI), donor harmonization processes, sector-wide approaches and
the like, so that business and civil society partners are protagonists in
efforts to ensure synergies and avoid fragmentation and duplication of
efforts.

The assumption on the participants’ side is that these on the whole
less-formal partnerships open a new space for collaboration and that such
partnerships are greater than the sum of their parts. Thus, the reasoning
goes, all parties can develop shared objectives, contribute from their
special competencies or assets, and create a result that is beneficial to
both project recipients and partners. While this is undoubtedly true in
certain circumstances, there has probably been excessive optimism
in the past about the ease with which appropriate conditions can be
created for a nexus of success.

What brings partners together? Frequently, the initiative comes
from a bilateral or multilateral donor, who injects seed money into pilot
or demonstration projects, thereby stimulating co-operation between
a broad number of stakeholders involved in a particular project. Most
partnerships arise from a programme or project idea rather than a clearly
identified need. The private sector normally contributes technological
and organizational competence as well as access to markets and its
own specific dynamism, whereas development agencies bring in
complementary expertise in other fields, e.g. with regard to organizing
stakeholder dialogue, facilitating government contacts, or enhancing
the efficiency of relevant public institutions.

Businesses often cannot or will not engage in partnerships without a
substantial financial incentive from the public sector to do so. Although
much of the literature promoting multi-stakeholder partnerships claims
that there is broad willingness on the part of all sectors to contribute
to new partnerships, and that there are converging interests among the
partners, this hypothesis needs to be clarified at the outset for each
venture.

Governments, donors, businesses and civil society organizations have
differentaims, constituencies and ways of working. While obvious, these
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are not always adequately discussed and acknowledged in developing
co-operation arrangements. Each has demands and requirements for
working with others that are appropriate for its own functioning, but
that may collide with legitimate demands and requirements of its
partners. Government has the primary responsibility for the public
good and for guaranteeing education as a human right — that is, for
ensuring universality, equity and quality of education. If it renounces
this responsibility this represents both a moral failure and a risk of
political (and electoral) failure. The private sector has legal and image
reasons to take into account the public good in many circumstances,
but its primary responsibilities are for profit and the ingredients that go
into profit: image, branding, efficiency and effectiveness. The primary
goals and objectives of civil society organizations vary enormously.
However, they are responsible to their constituency and funding base
— which is sometimes closer to communities and end users than either
the public or private sectors’.

The main comparative advantages of multi-stakeholder partnerships
can be grouped as follows, and description is given of how these can
work:

» Making education relevant for the economy;

e |nnovation;

» Programmes targeted to specific groups;

e Technology and financial and management techniques;
» Improving the learning environment.

Success of partnerships, in the final analysis, depends on the
effect of their actions on education: improved teaching and learning,
better infrastructure and management of education systems, greater
participation and engagement of the community, and of course
broader commitment by all sectors of society to enhancing quality of
education.

Regulation of partnerships, notably in cases where the UN and the
public sector work with business, has so far been voluntary. On the public
sector side, concerns relate mainly to methods for selecting partners in
order to ensure open access and fair competition. Thus they typically
address methods for selection of partners, guidelines, mechanisms
to ensure competition and avoid conflict of interest, reporting and
transparency, and the overall legal and fiscal regulatory environment.
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Private sector partners are rightly preoccupied with occasional fuzzy
contractual, fiscal and legal environments that increase their risks
within partnerships. Civil society partners, often with the least stable
financial bases, fear for the lack of clarity about resource stability and
recourse when difficulties arise.

Both the demonstrated success and the hopes for increased use
and influence of multi-stakeholder partnerships are reasons to develop
specific analytical tools for planning, implementing and evaluating
them. Structurally, legally and functionally, MSPEs are complex. Trust,
often referred to as important for a successful partnership, cannot wholly
replace objective tools and criteria for how it works; management that
depends on the negotiation skills and good will of individual participants
can make partnerships very fragile. When an important partnership
founders, it affects both the direct stakeholders and observers and
potential participants of other partnerships, undermining current and
future action.

One good way to anticipate and minimize the effects of functional
problems is to make an initial investment in information-gathering,
planning, negotiation, and clarification of overall processes. The
development of a specific tool for MSPEs could stimulate the learning
process around these partnerships and provide the framework for
further research and analysis of what works, and why. A framework for
developing a toolkit is proposed in this study, with the broad outlines of
how it could be constructed.

In order for MSPEs to fulfill the hopes of their proponents,
partnerships need to be truly more than the sum of their parts, and to
contribute to enriching educational development activities by a novel
mix of resources, competencies and results. In conclusion, a summary
of the lessons drawn from this literature review is presented, with the
following recommendations:

Principles: Not all situations are suitable for partnerships. Early
agreement about non-negotiable principles and how partners’ objectives
can be mutually reinforcing is essential. Partnerships are opportunities
to advocate for expansion and enhancement of Education for All.

Regulation: Governmental and intergovernmental guidelines and
legal frameworks to support and control the indispensable detailed
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agreements about the ways in which each partner’s needs and duties
will be exercised are essential.

Opportunities: Clear assessment of needs and definition of desired
results, as well as of the relevance of the partnership to the core mandate
of partners, their employees and shareholders should be the first step of
all partnerships.

Costs: Partners should not assume that MSPEs will always reduce
costs; initial agreements about how to cover unforeseen events are
needed.

Benefits: The benefits of partnerships are potentially very great.
These benefits are factors that can be used for negotiation at the
outset between stakeholders, including the end users, and should be
articulated.

Risks: Stakeholders’ commitment to transparent reporting from the
outset as part of on-going monitoring may be painful at the beginning
but will be beneficial to all in the end.

Solutions:

» Develop specific tools for planning and analysis of MSPEs, including
those surrounding costs, transferability, scalability, and impact.

* Include capacity-building for partners and stakeholders as an integral
component of partnerships.

e Develop a strong and well-financed programme of MSPEs based on
a framework of needs and a search for appropriate partners.

*xxk

To innovate is by definition to enter uncertain and sometimes
uncharted territory. To innovate with education is to take responsibility
for the learning experience and the future of individuals. Failure has
direct consequences for people we know or should know. Success
will benefit not only learners and those involved in education but all
the institutions involved. The message of this study is that investment
in planning, regulation, transparency, results and documentation of
partnerships is not wasted. It is a duty and an asset.
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INTRODUCTION

The Expanding Range of Actors

Moves to expand partnerships for development to involve the private
sector, including business, foundations and a wide range of civil society
organizations, have gathered strength in recent years. Classic methods
of conceiving and implementing development goals through the public
sector have encountered some intractable problems, thus increasing
public sector motivations for benefiting from the private sector’s
creative impetus, additional resources and implementation capacity.
As corporate social responsibility becomes more and more important
for the image of business, some businesses are seeking to exercise
this responsibility through partnership arrangements. Such businesses
see partnerships, among other things, as useful for risk management,
image, for cost-sharing of investments in the health and education of
the workforces, and for capitalizing on the complementary skills and
resources of partners so as to open up new opportunities and enable a
better understanding of the operating environment (Altenburg, 2005,
World Economic Forum, 2005b). Some civil society organizations have
concluded that their traditional roles of advocacy, equality, monitoring
and service provision can be enhanced by adopting an ‘insider’
approach and working with partners that may have been adversaries in
other circumstances.

Partnerships bringing together a broad range of stakeholders in order
to expand or improve education are often embraced with optimism for
their potential to accelerate progress and to provide opportunities for win-
win changes in development processes. They range from international,
high-profile alliances promoting development agendas, to national or
local coalitions for advocacy and monitoring, to groups implementing
education programmes and projects directly. Partnerships, both as
concept and reality of development practice, are here to stay. They have
been broadly adopted as part of the development landscape, described
and used by the entire UN system, most development agencies, a large
number of international and local NGOs, and the academic world.

The 1990 World Declaration on Education For All (World Conference
on Education for All, 1990) recognized the difficulty of attaining
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universaleducation, and came outstrongly infavour of new partnerships.*
International conferences on other subjects during the 1990s carried the
same messages (United Nations Environmental Programme, 1992). A
number of global initiatives and institutions have been established in
the last few years to support multi-stakeholder partnerships, including
the UN Global Compact Office, the World Economic Forum’s Global
Education Initiative (GEI), the Global Business Coalition (GBC),
the G-8 DotForce, the Institute for Public-Private Partnerships, the
Partnering Initiative and others. Regional initiatives and institutions
in the developing world also are active, most but not all supported
principally with funds from development agencies. Almost every big
development institution has developed policy materials on partnering
with private sector institutions (not-for-profit as well as for-profit).

The trend is not without critics, however, who have pointed to an
enthusiasm that sometimes relies on inadequate factual evidence about
what works and question how the very different nature and objectives
of the public sector, business and civil society can merge to meet goals
of equality, provision of public goods, and poverty reduction (Utting
and Zammit, 2006).

What are these new partnerships and what do they do? ‘Partnership’,
associated with other terms such as ‘multi-stakeholder’ and
‘public-private’, can be used to mean a pure contractual arrangement,
a loose agreement among different parties to work together, a highly
structured and governed set-up, or can merely be a term indicating an
attitude of reciprocity in development programmes between donors and
recipients. Partnerships have been created for advocacy, for pooling of
resources, for exchange of expertise, or for developing new ways to
construct or provide infrastructure and services.

In the development context the broad term ‘partnership’ came into
general use mainly as a way of describing relations between donors
and recipients, to convey and create a notion of reciprocity that was

1. ARTICLE VIl - STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS National, regional, and local educational authorities have a
unique obligation to provide basic education for all, but they cannot be expected to supply every human, financial or
organizational requirement for this task. New and revitalized partnerships at all levels will be necessary: partnerships
among all sub-sectors and forms of education, recognizing the special role of teachers and that of administrators and
other educational personnel; partnerships between education and other government departments, including planning,
finance, labour, communications, and other social sectors; partnerships between government and non-governmental
organizations, the private sector, local communities, religious groups, and families.
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felt to be inadequate in previous relations. ‘Public-private partnerships’
(PPPs) has been used to refer to all development relationships that
include non-governmental actors, both private sector and non-profit
civil society organizations. PPP is generally understood, though, to
mean joint government (including intergovernmental organizations)
and for-profit economic sector initiatives. The newer term,
multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs), has been introduced to cover
partnerships that bring together a wide range of public, private and civil
society stakeholders. A particular project or activity will involve both
the “partners’ — that is, those who are the actors — and the *stakeholders’
— that is, those who are affected by a particular course of action or set
of actions. In education, the needs that private actors can and do help
meet are many and varied. Multi-stakeholder partnerships for education
(MSPEs) have been created to innovate delivery of education in both
institutional and non-institutional settings (World Economic Forum,
2005a, Zadek, 2002), to design purpose-built technologies intended to
expand learning opportunities for poor children (Negroponte, 2007) and
to prepare young people for the labour market (International Business
Forum, 2007),? to give just a few examples. They are seen, including
by UNESCO and the World Economic Forum, as having enhanced
potential for success because they cover a large range of stakeholders
and are thus likely to reflect the interest and needs of the broadest
spectrum of them.

Still, the empirical evidence and analysis concerning the functioning
and effect of these partnerships is not extensive. The bulk of the extant
literature about theory and experience of partnerships in the social
sector concerns the health sector. Education as a topic on its own is
not prominent, although the existing literature on partnerships around
themes as diverse as the environment, labour, infrastructure, farming
or extractive industries contains tantalizing references to education
as a component of these efforts. Even the topic of HIV and AIDS
prevention, though at the intersection of education (prevention and
human rights) and health (treatment and care) apparently gets relatively
little attention as a partnership activity for education. Treatment and

2. Purely contractual arrangements, such as the provision of private education or the privatization of particular services
by government contract with non-governmental bodies (firms or civil society) are sometimes described as partnerships,
but they will not be included in this analysis, which defines partnerships as joint undertakings.
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care have been the object of a wide range of initiatives, not least of
which is the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria
(GFATM). The case studies commissioned by PfE, and a database that
is being built, advance and enhance the existing knowledge on MSPEs;
this work should undoubtedly continue.

Purpose and Limitations of this Review

The purpose of this study is primarily to review the literature on
partnerships in which the private sector is involved, as they can and
do apply to progress towards the Education for All (EFA) goals, and to
highlight the policy lessons one can draw from it. It is intended to be
one of the building blocks of the UNESCO and the World Economic
Forum Partnerships for Education initiative (PfE).® PfE was founded
precisely to promote new MSPEs that will harness and help deliver
effective private sector contributions to EFA, and to document and
disseminate information about good practice. PfE is committed to

 ldentifying, testing and applying principles and models for successful
educational partnerships involving the private sector, civil society,
international organizations, donors and governments;

* Promoting the value of MSPEs and the specific benefits of private
sector involvement in these partnerships;

» Enhancing the capacities of key stakeholders to establish their own
effective MSPE models and to implement such models;

e Contributing to a greater global understanding and coordination of
MSPE initiatives.

Using available evidence, PfE will continue to enrich an analytical
base by documenting past and current good practice. It will also
propose frameworks that can be used for assessing needs, in setting
objectives, making agreements and implementing and evaluating
MSPE programmes (Cassidy, 2007).

The focus of PfE is to bring public and private stakeholders together
in joint initiatives, especially including both the for-profit private sector
and civil society. The World Economic Forum has rich experience in

3. In 2007, the World Economic Forum Global Education Initiative (GEI) and UNESCO launched a new initiative
‘Partnerships for Education’ (PfE), with the aim of creating a global coalition to advance multi-stakeholder partnerships
in education (MSPEs) that advance progress towards the objectives of UNESCO’s Education for All (EFA).
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this area, notably through its Global Education Initiative (GEI). While
UNESCO has stepped up its co-operation with the private sector in
recent years, it also has a long-standing relationship with not-for-profit
civil society organizations and is the principal actor or an active
participant in a number of multi-stakeholder partnerships bringing
together donors, governments, multilateral organizations, regional
organizations, business and civil society organizations. These have
formed the foundations of the EFA coordination and related mechanisms
such as the EFA-FTI. The past experience of both the Forum and of
UNESCO will be brought to bear on developing ways of co-operation
through MSPEs that capitalize on complementary capacities, networks
and resources.

The literature reviewed by the author includes papers and case
studies provided by the Technical Advisory Group for this element
of the PfE initiative, by UNESCO staff, and by experts consulted
during the review period. The study itself has gone through several
consultations and revisions based on inputs and comments from people
acknowledged above. Its narrative and conclusions are therefore based
on published reviews and summaries, rather than on field studies or
in-depth examination of specific cases. Its conclusions attempt to be
analytical and synthetic, raising general issues of principles, planning,
policy, execution and evaluation. There is in this approach an inevitable
loss of detail and perhaps an incomplete grasp of the complex and subtle
features of individual partnerships and their educational results on the
ground. The case studies commissioned by PfE to complement this
review are intended to illustrate in greater detail some of the features of
recent multi-stakeholder partnerships and to add the depth of specific
experience (see Box 14).

Inthisareawhere definitions are shifting and the notion of partnership
is often largely defined by the user of the term, it is important to be
clear about what this study does not cover. It does not include corporate
social responsibility activities or the activities of corporate foundations
when these are carried out alone. While the influence of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) and of foundations on education is considerable
and welcome, this is not the subject here. The review does not cover
private education or educational activities carried out under contract
with the public sector by business or by civil society organizations.
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Lahoratories or Models?

Partnerships bringing together the public sector, business and civil
society are unique endeavours, different from public sector provision,
from classic contractual arrangements and from philanthropy. They
are viewed as additional mechanisms that can provide new and unique
expertise, synergy, resources and response to needs. The literature
on education partnerships is growing, but the empirical evidence
about of their functioning and results is still in need of considerable
enrichment.

What is the added value of multi-stakeholder partnerships in
educational quality, expansion and equity in the developing world?
There are almost as many positions on this question as there are
partnerships. Partnerships, including MSPEs, are viewed by some as the
ideal way to bypass failed, corrupt or simply ineffective governments.
Many participants are committed to what they perceive as real and
proven capacity to innovate, provide alternative experience and
models, democratize participation in decision-making and complement
public sector resources. For those who favour allowing market forces
to play as great a role as possible, including in the provision of public
services, MSPEs are a way to make competition and choice more
important features of education. The overall volume of resource flows
from the United States, for example, to the developing world has tilted
heavily towards private sources (USAID, 2007), with the hope of many
proponents of partnerships that this trend — so far not strongly visible in
education — will spill over into education. Hopes are also high that the
private sector can be coaxed into substantially increasing the resources
(materials, infrastructure, funding and expertise) it contributes for key
actions. With moves to coordinate and harmonize aid processes, it is
only logical to bring the private sector to the table from the outset so
that its views and actions can contribute to achieving agreed-upon
development goals.

Critics point to the potential weakening of governmental and
intergovernmental action as the private sector becomes more closely
involved in conceiving and implementing development objectives.
Those who feel that education is a public good, and that public goods
must be provided under the responsibility and control of governments
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feel that the inclusion of the private sector needs to be closely monitored
and regulated. The voluntary nature of current regulatory mechanisms,
and the difficulty of monitoring — let alone enforcing — private sector
compliance with even these, is worrisome in this context. There is
also concern that the perceived disadvantages of strong reliance on
partnerships will not be offset by the volume of additional funding and
other resources generated from them, and in consequence they will not
make a significant difference in meeting the EFA challenge. So far,
public-private partnerships in education (again, leaving aside private
education) have not yet generated enough additional funds in terms
of percentage of overall spending to be highly significant in monetary
terms. There is the possibility that market influences may shift priorities,
possibly resulting in much greater inequality, but without significantly
expanding overall access and funding (Bull and McNeill, 2006) .

Partnerships can be successful as mechanisms for co-operation,
enriching and building the capacity of the institutions involved. Indeed,
the learning that takes place in cross-sectoral partnerships is often pointed
out as a positive outcome that is somewhat intangible in the short term
but can bring long-term benefits far beyond the immediate stakeholder
group (Hurrell et al., 2006, Tomlinson and Macpherson, 2007a).
Success in contributing toward achieving the EFA goals, though, has to
be measured primarily in terms of influence on educational expansion
and results for the learners, the education personnel, and the system. The
public sector actors, moreover, have particular responsibilities because
they are signatories to international human rights instruments with
commitments and ensuing responsibilities to ensure the commitments
are met. This means they must take responsibility for ensuring EFA
through either direct delivery and/or through maintaining strong
regulator frameworks to guide and monitor other providers. While
these responsibilities can make the establishment of partnerships seem
bureaucratic in particular settings, discharging them correctly while
fostering partnerships with business and civil society will be one of the
true tests of overall success.
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From Inputs to Impact

There are six broad themes that are essential for successful
outcomes of MSPEs. These could benefit from greater attention in case
descriptions and in programme execution:

The first one concerns needs. Most partnerships are developed
around a notion of supply: the will of a party or several parties to
contribute to the provision or enhancement of education in a way
that they judge positive. When there is a definition of needs it is often
based more on the perceived collective wisdom and knowledge of
the principal initiators than on detailed assessments or consultations
with the end users. Comprehensive needs analysis taking into account
overall, national educational processes and goals is less widespread than
might be expected: descriptions of needs analysis tend to be relatively
succinct. One danger here is that partnerships can contribute to partially
undoing the painstaking work of getting donors and countries to agree
on harmonizing aid flows in such a way as to contribute to agreed-upon
national goals. Thus the good they do in specific ways may be offset
by the fragmentation they can bring to national and international
development efforts.

The second relates to ownership,* which is complementary to but not
the same as needs. Both identification of needs and ownership require
intimate understanding of the context, and desire on the part of the
stakeholders (those devising the intervention and those on the receiving
end) to participate. While the need for ownership is in principle obvious,
it can be impossible to achieve when the stakeholders who will be on
the receiving end or who will be essential for implementation from the
outset are not involved in conception and planning (Hurrell et al., 2006,
Jargensen, 2006, Tomlinson and Macpherson, 2007a).

The third relates to organization of interventions with a conscious
focus on impact.® The literature is almost unanimous in noting that the
evidence about the effects of partnerships in general is relatively slim,

4. The term ownership has become a stock term in development jargon. A good definition is the following: ‘ownership’
refers to relations among stakeholders in development, particularly their respective capacity, power or influence to
set and take responsibility for a development agenda, and to muster and sustain support for that. (Tomlinson, K.;
Macpherson, 1., 2007b)

5. Impact in this paper is used to mean effects of a programme or initiative on the target group. Thus, the impact of a
programme to build schools would be not the existence of the schools but changes in attendance or learning of children
in the communities where they are built that can be attributed to the building programme.
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and this most certainly applies to education (German Development
Institute (DIE), 2003, Jagrgensen, 2006). Describing the effects of
various changes on learners is notoriously difficult in education, and
ascribing agency (that is, the factor responsible) even more so. On the
other hand, limiting descriptions to process or outputs carries risks
when one wishes to learn lessons from an initiative, and every attempt
must be made to address these issues in case studies, data collection,
and in the very formulation of partnerships. Although it may be a
long time until it becomes realistic to assume that impact assessments
will be carried out at the outset of major educational change, the long
time-frames and long-term influence of decisions should make such
assessments not only a good idea but also cost-effective over time.

The fourth relates to issues around regulation and accountability.
Although the United Nations’ Global Compact® has recently
strengthened regulatory guidelines for partnerships and partners,
general regulation concerning partnerships is voluntary and relatively
weak. Observers continue to note that partnerships in which the
UN is involved can lack sufficient clarity for stakeholders to judge
their relative merits and their effects on the provision of education
(Martens, 2007, Utting and Zammit, 2006). Regulatory issues vis a
vis governments concerning the functioning of the private sector, or
partnerships for the advancement of education can also be frustrating
and have been described by business actors as putting a brake on
private sector investment in developing education. While waiting for
the larger debate on these issues to advance, the best tool for enabling
stakeholders to weigh in is transparency about how partnerships are
formed and about their management, financial structures, processes
and results. Partnerships mostly take place outside the day-to-day
functioning and regulatory mechanisms of large institutions, and
information about them is very frequently descriptive. In consequence,
both praise and criticism can be more ideological and self-interested
than founded in fact. Built-in accountability and transparency are
excellent ways to ensure that debates take place in the realm of facts,
and that future actions can build on what is known about successes and
failures.

6. The Global Compact, established by the United Nations in 1999, is a framework for involving businesses in sustainable
development. It has some 2900 business members, and requires them to commit to “aligning their operations and
strategies with ten universally accepted principles in the areas of human rights, labour, the environment and anti-
corruption.” Its principles and guidelines apply to the whole of the UN system.
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The fifth feature of this list of themes relates to sustainability.
Sustainability is the key to lasting impact on teachers, learners, or the
education system, either through its long-term local effects or because
its methods and/or means can be sufficiently tested to be replicated
with confidence in the outcomes. Sustainability, in this sense, can mean
providing the innovative impetus for improvements elsewhere in the
educational system, which implies the potential for going to scale.” The
principal contribution of MSPEs will certainly not be in significantly
increasing overall resources available for education in the near future:®
consequently, it is crucial that MSPEs be exemplary by their capacity
to experiment, innovate, and show the way for broader change that
is feasible and sustainable. Sustainability of MSPEs themselves is
a complementary and additional issue: continued engagement of
individual partners, as well as the health of the partnerships themselves,
require considerable energy and resources, as several studies reviewed
have pointed out.

Sixth, monitoring and evaluation should be an integral part
of the partnering process, conceived and planned along with the
assessment of needs. Measuring progress, ensuring that corrective
action is taken when things go off course, increasing the capacity of
participants when needed, and assessing outcomes all depend on the
conception of a thorough, effective and feasible monitoring process
(Wagner et al., 2005). Monitoring and evaluation is a field in itself,
not primarily a subject of this review. However, the literature reviewed
pointed to some of the potential and actual weaknesses of evaluation
processes that need to be kept in mind: focus on impact rather than
inputs (German Development Institute (DIE), 2003), conceiving the
evaluation process from the outset, and balancing thoroughness with
feasibility. Successful evaluations will be useful for all stakeholders
as they revert to their constituencies (taxpayers, shareholders, donors)
to describe their undertakings. Box 13 lists some sources of evaluation
techniques and experience, both for programmes and for partnerships
themselves.

7. The question of ‘going to scale’ is contentious, as one commentator pointed out. Some feel that it puts forward the idea
of a monolothic education system where one size fits all, ignoring differences and stifling creativity. On the other hand,
in the EFA context among others, significantly changing the access and quality of education systems requires solutions
that can be scalable, i.e. broadened out to include significant numbers and have system-wide impacts. It is the latter
sense that is meant here.

8. See the section on ‘Expectations of Partners’.
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A Working Definition

Multi-stakeholder partnerships for advancing EFA goals can be
defined as the pooling and managing of resources, as well as the
mobilization of competencies and commitments by public, business
and civil society partners to contribute to expansion and quality
of education. They are founded on the principles of international
rights, ethical principles and organizational agreements underlying
education sector development and management; consultation with
other stakeholders; and on shared decision-making, risk, benefit
and accountability.

The definition proposed above focuses on the purpose and principles
of partnerships as viewed by their outcomes, not by the goals or
interests of individual partners. It also includes a number of references
to context, which are important when one is working in the provision
of public goods. One of the key purposes of meaningful partnerships
has to be improved educational outcomes, and the mutual interest of
the partners a built-in by-product. The following paragraphs provide
some clarification of the terms used and a description of the various
actors involved. Box 1 provides some comparison with a few selected
definitions of partnership. The next section will provide context about
the purpose of entering into partnerships for education.

Partnership, in the original business sense, is an arrangement
whereby partners pool their competencies and commitments, manage
a venture jointly and share equally in risk, benefit and losses. While
the notion of equality is present in the shared results, it is not specified
that partners need to contribute equally or in the same way to the
establishment of the venture. They share equally in the governance.

Partnership for development is defined in more diverse ways. This
is not the place to elaborate on the various definitions of development,
but here it is assumed that it refers to a combination of economic growth,
good governance, access to basic needs, care for public goods, and
expansion of individual choice. In the context of education, the various
definitions of development are detailed in the EFA commitments and
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reinforced by the other international agreements signalled in Box 3. As
for “partnerships’, there is not an agreed-upon legal status for them,
and they can be informal or regulated. Some of the literature makes
a distinction, that has operational usefulness, between networks and
partnerships (Lowndes and Skeltcher, 1998). The levels at which
partners contribute to and share in effort, risks and benefits can vary.
The term “partnerships’ can be used to describe the relationship between
donors and recipients of aid, or relationships including these and other
actors. Contractual arrangements such as those involving outsourcing of
services to the education sector or provision of education are sometimes
described as ‘partnerships’, although as already mentioned, we do not
include such contractual arrangements in our definition.

Box 1.  Some existing definitions of partnership

A voluntary alliance between various equal actors from different sectors whereby they
agree to work together to reach a common goal or fulfil a specific need that involves
shared risks, responsibilities, means and competencies. (World Economic Forum,

2005a)

Multistakeholder ICT partnerships: alliances between parties drawn from
government, business and civil society that strategically aggregate the resources and
competencies of each to resolve the key challenges of ICT as an enabler of sustainable
development, and which are founded on principles of shared risk, cost and mutual
benefit. (Global Knowledge Partnerships, 2007)

The basic concept of partnerships is simple and straightforward - to identify
common ground between the private and the public sectors and to combine the skills
and expertise of the private sector with the public sector’s legitimacy and knowledge of
development issues. Partnerships focus on the many areas where private sector actors
and public institutions can engage in win-win relationships, such as health, education
and community development. (The United Nations Global Compact, 2007)

Defining the Protagonists

Given the wide variety of actors and possible ‘partnerships’ it is
necessary to set out some widely accepted definitions for the actors
involved.
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The public sector is defined by the OECD and many other economic
authorities as comprising the general government sector plus all public
corporations including the central bank.

The private sector is defined as everything that is not the public sector,
comprising private corporations, households and non-profit institutions
serving households (NPISHS). Since this binary division does not fully
reveal the diversity of non-public actors, a further separation is often
made between for-profit private corporations (business community)
and not-for-profit groupings, also referred to as civil society. It is
important to note that there are in most countries significant fiscal
differences between for-profit and not-for-profit institutions. These
have consequences on their functioning, on the ways in which they can
and wish to participate in partnerships, and on the objectives they will
set for their own benefits in them.

Stakeholders are all those interested or affected (positively or
negatively) by an action (Gerrard et al., 2006). The way in which they
are affected can be very direct (learners) or more remote and long-term
(donors, philanthropists, taxpayers in various countries), giving some
ambiguity to the word in the context of partnership. In a globalized
world, however, there is nothing surprising in the notion that a local
action may affect a stakeholder on the other side of the planet.

Partners are stakeholders directly involved in creating, financing
and managing an action. Whereas legal partners share risk and benefit
equally, development partnerships are not always based on equality
either of contribution, risk, benefit or losses. The initiating partners
may not be the ones to bear the opportunity costs, the longer-term
maintenance costs, or the displacement costs of a particular project.®
So, a partnership for the creation of public good, as opposed to a
partnership aimed at financial gain, can be very different in the way the
composing elements are distributed (Gerrard et al., 2006).

Donors are organizations that make a financial or other resource
(human and material) contribution to an activity, in this paper, education.

9. Afailed partnership whereby, for example, computers are donated to a school or school system and have either no
measurable impact on learning or, worse, divert resources for training and maintenance only to have the project
flounder has unequal distribution of contribution, risk and benefit. The donating agent(s) bear some of the cost, but
equally can often claim benefit in terms of image even if impact is limited.
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Most of the mentions of ‘donors’ made here refer to development
assistance organizations, bilateral and multilateral.

Diversity of Organizational Modes, Unity of Principles

Partnerships in education are involved in the provision of a public
good (see Box 2), so that contributing to equality and equity® should
be the overall mobilizing principles whenever the public sector is part
of the partnership. So-called win-win situations, whereby benefits are
available for all parties, must truly be win-win in the ethical sense, using
ethical principlest as the explicit foundations of the operational ones.
These are, at the minimum, respect for the fundamental agreements of
the international community concerning human rights, democracy, and
respect for the environment.

Overarching all these, transparency is the guarantee of accountability
and respect for basic principles. Transparency*? is often not sufficiently
embedded in multi-partner situations: as budgets for these are often
marginal to both public and private partners, financial oversight can
be relatively succinct or absent from institutional reporting systems.
The natural complexities of MSPEs, which bring together different
institutions, with different systems of management, responsibility and
accountability, can quite logically push partners to give more attention
to streamlining the partnership’s functioning than to ensuring its
transparency. Approaches to spending, monitoring and reporting can be
casual. Opportunities for corruption are certainly present. (Hallak and
Poisson, 2007, Utstein Group, 2007) The consequences of economizing
on transparency can be criticism and resistance on the part of some
partners, other stakeholders, and outside observers. The results of the
effort can suffer.

10. Broadly speaking, equality and equity are complementary terms, the notion of ‘equity” being the one of recognizing
that not all situations and individuals are the same, and that these differences require diversified approaches and
responses to need. See for example Sherman, J.D. and Poirier, J.M., 2007.

11.  Notably those in UN conventions and agreements.

12. Transparency is the extent to which stakeholders (school principals, school councils, parents, pupils and the local
community) can understand the basis on which educational resources (financial, material and human resources) are
allocated to their individual establishment and how they are used. In other words, transparency in education can be
evaluated on the basis of the visibility, predictability and understandability of flows of resources within the system.
Transparency thus requires clear information that is easy to understand. (Hallak, J. and Poisson, M., 2007)
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Both the literature reviewed and the comments received from
reviewers of the draft of this paper pointed to two important practical
aspects of organizational modes of partnerships: differing power bases
of the partners, and the learning processes involved. While both on
paper and in intention, partners can come together for a common
objective, leaving their institutional culture at the door, things are
rarely so simple: “For a partnership to work well there needs to be open
acknowledgement of the differences in power that different partners
wield. Partnerships may be undermined by governments which can’t
take criticism, or where questions of aims and policy directions are
dominated by government, corporate bodies, donors or mega-NGOs,
while local ‘partners’ are relegated to carrying out specific doable tasks”
(Oxfam, 2005). Learning is also an essential ingredient in successful
partnerships and a positive outcome: the capacity to look at difficulties
and problems, solve them together, and progress together.

Box 2.  What are public goods?

Public goods are recognized as having benefits that cannot easily be confined to a single
‘buyer’ (or set of ‘buyers’). Yet once they are provided, many can enjoy them for free.
Without a mechanism for collective action, these goods can be underproduced ... take
education, which benefits the person being educated. To calculate the benefits, we take
the income a person earns over a lifetime with education, and subtract that which she
would get without an education. But that figure does not tell the whole story. What about
the numerous employers the person will have over a lifetime, and the savings realized
because these employers do not have to train her in-house? What about the benefits
that literacy brings to all the companies that rely on the written word to advertise? The
benefits to those who issue public warnings, put out signs or seek to implement laws? If
one were to put a figure on all these benefits, they would dwarf the amount that accrues
strictly to the educated person. This difference between the public and the private
benefits is called an externality. And because of its substantial externalities, education is
a public good. (Kaul et al., 1999)

It can be helpful to keep in mind the great variety of organizational
modes that correspond to the notion of partnership. A distinction
needs to be made, for example, between partnerships organized for
the purpose of finding resources, coordinating efforts, elaborating
principles and guidelines, and generally serving to gather and
disseminate knowledge (such as the Global Compact, the Global
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Business Coalition, UNAIDS or the Global Fund) on the one hand, and
partnerships formed for implementation, or operational partnerships,
on the other. The former have developed with frequency in the last few
years, attracting considerable resources and wielding influence in new
areas of need and policy. They have become the subject of a distinct
literature and analytical tools (DAC High Level Meeting, 2001) (Jones
and Shakil, 2003, Utting and Zammit, 2006). These global partnerships
have some shared characteristics with operational partnerships. But
global partnerships, in contrast to operational partnerships, generally
have highly formalized governance systems that, although sometimes
criticized, provide opportunity for debate on purpose and method as
well as oversight. Operational partnerships can be highly structured or
relatively informal, and can fly under the radar of the existing regulatory
mechanisms that govern business or international agencies. Increasingly,
bilateral and multilateral donors are emphasizing multi-stakeholder
partnerships that include business in their calls for proposals.

The preceding remarks, while founded on the examined literature,
may give the impression that there is a clear body of thought about what
constitutes development partnerships. This is far from the truth. The
very nature of partnerships in this development area is collaborative,
informal and adaptive to circumstances. One partnership seldom
resembles another. Most descriptions give a better idea of the aims and
characteristics of the relationship than of the nature of the process or
the desired outcomes.

Who Brings What to a Partnership?

Table 1 encapsulates some of the principal comparative advantages
and disadvantages of different types of partners as expressed in the
literature. It also attempts to capture some of the principal motivations
each type of partner has to enter into a partnership. Later sections will
elaborate on some of these characteristics, and examine what overall
mix is needed to hope for successful outcomes as well as benefits for
the partners.

International Institute for Educational Planning http://www.unesco.org/iiep


http://www.unesco.org/iiep

Defining Partnerships

Table 1. Some perceived MSPE partner characteristics

Public sector Business Civil society
e Equality and equity * [fficiency, productivity ¢ Meeting stakeholder needs

& e Sector-wide delivery e Innovation and research * Local networks and
g e Long-term engagement capacity experience
5 * Regulatory ability o Targeted action o Targeted fundraising
2 e Excellent human resource * Effective and economical ¢ Rooted in constituency
g base distribution ability e Situation-specific actions
g e Accountable to public e Results-oriented  Watchdog role
S * Responsible for delivery of ¢ Cost-effectiveness

education as a human right

» o ° Resistantto change * Internal time-frame * Represents special interests

§ g o Uniformity of provision ¢ No profitabilityinlast ¢ Fragmented objectives and

S 5« Limited budget flexibility mile’ action

g_‘é  Notresponsible forthe e Occasional amateurism
public good

= * Expanding action e Shareholder and e Legitimacy

g o * Enablingenvironment for employee satisfaction ¢ Reinforced focus on specific

g = growth * Economic growth needs

E E * Different expertise * Education for * New resources

E g Additional resources employability e Greater impact

E * Image and branding

e Risk management
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AND DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIPS

EFA: An International Agenda

Education for All (EFA) has been an ambition of the international
development community since universal primary schooling was
declared a priority by UNESCO regional conferences of ministers
in Asia (1960) and Africa (1961) nearly fifty years ago. Enrollment
increases have been steady, at times spectacular, but population growth
has masked progress, keeping out-of-school numbers dramatically
high. Since the 1990 World Conference on Education for All organized
by UNDP, UNESCO, UNICEF, and the World Bank at Jomtien,
Thailand, Education for All has been the highest education priority
for governments all over the world, for international co-operation at
the bilateral and multilateral level, and for an increasing number of
dedicated, powerful and active non-governmental organizations. At the
2000 World Education Forum in Dakar, Senegal, partners (strengthened
by UNFPA as an additional convener) renewed and reinforced the
1990 commitments (see Box 4) with a number of monitoring, resource
mobilization and collaboration mechanisms. Box 3 gives an illustrative
list of the instruments, mechanisms and frameworks underpinning
commitments to EFA and the partnerships that can support it.

Progress is being made, but there still remain at least 72 million
children out of school. There are also huge and hard-to-count numbers of
children who leave school without the minimum skills basic education
should provide, because their schooling is of poor quality, because they
leave too early, or because they attend too irregularly to benefit. So they
will probably become adults without minimal literacy skills, joining the
774 million adults already in this situation, a figure that all agree is a
low estimate (EFA Global Monitoring Report, 2008).

EFAismore thananambition to ensure schooling for all young people
of primary school age. It is the ambition to guarantee the fundamental
role education has to play in personal and social development and
social cohesion by promoting learning throughout life, and quality of
education at all levels (Delors, 1996). EFA is meant to include people
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of all ages and all levels of education, beginning with basic education
for all, but extending to education throughout life.*3

In Jomtien (1990) participants already acknowledged the need to
expand and strengthen broader partnerships than those bringing together
donors and recipient governments: “New and revitalized partnerships at
all levels will be necessary: partnerships ... including planning, finance,
labour, communications and other social sectors, partnerships between
government and non-governmental organizations, the private sector,
local communities, religious groups, and families (Article 7) (World
Conference on Education for All, 1990).

The EFA effort has been the lynchpin of recognition that education
development cannot take place in a piecemeal fashion, that it must work
across the sector and in collaboration with other sectors. Economic
growth, sustainable development, good governance, and stable societies
all lean on and progress with robust educational systems and an active,
educated citizenry.

Gradually, most development actors have recognized that scattered
interventions will at best provide temporary solutions to micro-level
problems. Sector analysis and sector-wide approaches (SWApS),
poverty reduction strategy papers (PRSPs) aligned with educational
goals, national education plans, coordination of donor efforts, and
collaboration across ministries have all been accepted as essential
if progress towards major development goals is to be accelerated.
Concurrently, acknowledgement in the discourse has been universal,
accompanied by some success onthe ground, of the need for stakeholders
to share expertise and resources in order to enhance rather than drain
capacities of developing country governments. The real burdens and
inefficiencies generated by requiring recipient countries to negotiate
with and report to dozens of bilateral and multilateral aid agencies, not
to mention foundations, international NGOs, and private sector donors
have been understood to be counterproductive.

‘Partnerships’, whereby recipients and donors are meant to speak
to each other as equals across the table, have been exemplified by

13.  Capturing the principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, additional key instruments include: UNESCO’s
Convention against Discrimination in Education, 1960; International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights, 1966; and Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989.
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organizations such as the Association for Development of Education
in Africa (ADEA), which began life as a donors’ forum and evolved
to include recipient ministries of education as equals. Worldwide
multi-stakeholder partnerships, such as the EFA coordination
mechanisms (e.g. Working Group on EFA and High-Level Group
on EFA) led by UNESCO and its counterpart financing mechanism,
the EFA-Fast Track Initiative include donors, governments and civil
society organizations. Recently, the High-Level Group broadened its
membership to include the World Economic Forum, an important step
towards including the business in these mechanisms.

Box 3.  Intergovernmental agreements bearing on EFA
and MSPEs (see Bibliography for links)

* International instruments
Dakar Framework for Action
Millennium Development Goals
The United Nations Convention Against Corruption
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights

* Mechanisms and processes
EFA Global Action Plan (March 2007)
Education for All International Coordination
EFA-Fast Track Initiative
The Paris Declaration
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
UN Delivering as One Process
* Global frameworks for MSPEs
Global Business Coalition
IFC Edinvest
The Global Compact
World Economic Forum Global Education Initiative

What do these coordination multi-stakeholder partnerships do?
What is their weight? What has changed?

The EFA partnership is an elaborate one that has developed a rich and
multi-layered canvas of collaboration to monitor progress, set policies
and standards, mobilize resources, and work continually to keep the
attention of partners — from parliaments to funders to practitioners — on
the goals of quality universal education. The partnership is described
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in many documents (Fast Track Initiative website, 2007, UNESCO
Education for All website). The partnership as a whole has certainly
been influential in the increase of disbursements to basic education
from 2002 to 2004 (latest years analyzed), from US$2.2 to 5.3 billion
overall and from US$0.6 to 1.3 billion for the low-income countries
(Fast Track Initiative, 2007). The EFA-Fast Track Initiative itself has
provided guidelines and technical support to a number of countries
for the preparation of comprehensive education sector plans. Donors
had committed to a total of US$570 million for its Catalytic Fund by
2006 and pledged to commit a further US$360 million by the end of
2007. By the end of June 2007, US$130 million had been disbursed to
eighteen countries.

Box 4.  Education for All: Meeting our collective commitments

Text adopted by the World Education Forum
Dakar, Senegal, 26-28 April 2000 (excer pts)

We hereby collectively commit ourselves to the attainment of the following goals:

(i) expanding and improving comprehensive early childhood care and education,
especially for the most vulnerable and disadvantaged children;

(i) ensuring that by 2015 all children, particularly girls, children in difficult
circumstances and those belonging to ethnic minorities, have access to and
complete free and compulsory primary education of good quality;

(iif) ensuring that the learning needs of all young people and adults are met through
equitable access to appropriate learning and life skills programmes;

(iv) achieving a 50 per cent improvement in levels of adult literacy by 2015, especially
for women, and equitable access to basic and continuing education for all adults;

(v) eliminating gender disparities in primary and secondary education by 2005, and
achieving gender equality in education by 2015, with a focus on ensuring girls’ full
and equal access to and achievement in basic education of good quality;

(vi) improving all aspects of the quality of education and ensuring excellence of all so
that recognized and measurable learning outcomes are achieved by all, especially
in literacy, numeracy and essential life skills.

... Implementation of the preceding goals and strategies will require national,
regional and international mechanisms to be galvanized immediately. To be most
effective these mechanisms will be participatory and, wherever possible, build on what
already exists. They will include representatives of all stakeholders and partners and

they will operate in transparent and accountable ways.
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Donor Harmonization and Development Assistance Partnerships

During the last ten years, through partnerships designed to coordinate
and harmonize development assistance, donors have made considerable
progress in adhering to common goals and in harmonizing their policies
and practice, including in education. In addition to the EFA partnership,
high-level forums in Rome (2003), Marrakech (2004) and Paris (2005)
have adopted increasingly strong and specific statements about the
harmonization of aid (World Bank, 2003; OECD, 2005) which reflect
the purposes of the Monterrey Consensus (2002). Four features of these
developments are of particular interest to MSPES:

e Aprogramme approach to development assistance/co-operation is
increasingly taking precedence over a project approach;

* An emphasis on country-level ownership means that conditionality
of aid is shifting to commonly agreed benchmarks;

e There is an increased effort and commitment, led by the Nordic
bilateral agencies, towards joint funding by donors through ‘basket’
approaches, sector-wide approaches (SWAps), and direct budget
support;

» Finally, as a complement to harmonization, there is greater
emphasis on impact and expenditure tracking, notably through
medium-term expenditure frameworks (MTEF).*

The necessary consequences of these agreements are that donors
and technical assistance institutions need to ensure that business and
civil society partners are protagonists in efforts to ensure synergies and
avoid fragmentation and duplication of efforts. This trend should have
a significant impact on the way MSPEs are conceived and managed
(Martens, 2007). The OECD reports that the trend towards the adoption
of SWAp-type arrangements is visibly encouraging private-sector
development, including in health and education, and one can therefore
be cautiously optimistic about the involvement of private as well as
public actors in aid harmonization efforts (Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) Working Party on Aid Effectiveness, 2007). Most
recently, the Ministerial Round Table on Education and Economic

14. Both SWAp and MTEF are mechanisms that are designed to facilitate coordination, transparency, and longer-term
stability of aid flows (Riddell, A., 2007). They can effectively support MSPES, on the condition that the MSPEs are in
contact and work closely with these sector-wide instruments.
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Development (UNESCO, Paris, 19-20 October 2007) reinforced
commitment for building stronger local, national and international
co-operation between governments, intergovernmental organizations,
educational institutions, international organizations, the private sector
and business community, civil society organizations and families
(UNESCO, 2007b).

In addition, the United Nations system is currently undertaking
a reform process to ensure the continued relevance, coherence and
effectiveness of the system and its contribution to the attainment of
national and internationally agreed development goals including EFA.
The UN’s common country programming process also contributes
to effectiveness by helping UN Country Teams (UNCT) work
collaboratively, in order to increase the impact of agency interventions
at country level. The United Nations Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF), which is a strategic programme framework for
the UNCT to respond to national priorities, facilitates this process. The
UN ‘Delivering as One’ process will be more and more relevant in the
long run, as the number of *One UN’ countries is increasing.

Civil Society and Business

The private sector has always played a significant role in education
supply (Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Working Party
on Aid Effectiveness, 2007). This role varies, according to national
legislation, the nature of the national economy, and the history
and culture of attitudes towards private education. Overall, private
education tends to play a larger role in developing countries than in
OECD countries (UNESCO & OECD, 2002). Generally speaking,
the relative importance of private provision is greater at higher levels
of education everywhere. However, there are notable and positive
examples of private provision of basic education meeting specific
needs: inadequate public provision, lack of attention to special needs
(notably girls” education), displaced and conflict-affected populations,
pre-primary education and vocational and technical education.

With the expansion of demand and the difficulty of many developing
country governments to meet demand exclusively with their own
resources, private actors have provided expedient and often valuable
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alternatives. This is not the place to explore the many issues of quality,
diversity, equality, and public finance related to private education. As
already stated, the provision of private education is not considered
a partnership, according to our definition of the term. However, the
development and expansion of multi-stakeholder partnerships for
education in recent years has benefited from the existence of an active
and experienced for-profit private sector with competencies and
networks that can enrich MSPEs.

In spite of our effort to distinguish between our definition of
partnerships and straightforward contractual arrangements between the
public sector and the private sector, the boundary is not always clear.
Many private sector initiatives are carried out by foundations set up
by companies. Bilateral and multilateral donors often use the private
sector for delivery and implementation of development assistance.
Whether or not the private sector actually participates in risk and makes
a significant financial contribution in such arrangements is something
that has to be examined case by case.

In recent years, a number of factors have come together to lead
development assistance institutions to seek the collaboration of private
sector actors and institutions. Global civil society institutions have
gathered force with globalization, attempting to ensure the participation
of citizens everywhere in the world as a counterbalance and a
complement to intergovernmental action on transnational questions,
including governmental issues and the social sector (rights, health,
education). Similarly, corporations have found that their local activities
are influenced by global image, action and resources. This has made
them increasingly willing to take longer-range views of the bottom line
with the result that they may act in areas not directly or immediately
profitable but that can provide benefits over time. The business
community has, in addition, realized that its employees are enthusiastic
about corporate social involvement; thus, the commitments of thousands
of employees all over the world can generate the creation of local civil
society organizations and a wide network of local partners. Bringing
together image, employee satisfaction and loyalty and a longer-term
view of what constitutes a good basis for growth, corporations can
contribute to sustainable growth and poverty reduction while pursuing
their core interests.
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There is general agreement that achieving the EFA and Millenium
Development Goals requires broadening the palette of actors. There is a
need to look realistically, on the basis of experience, at what MSPES can
bring to the EFA effort. UNESCO and the World Economic Forum are
each committed to partnerships that bring together both the providers
and the users of educational services: the notion of multi-stakeholder
partnerships is more than just a slogan, it isa commitment to embedding
educational developmentin the multiple realities in which any expansion
and quality improvement will have to take place.

The United Nationsasawhole isengaged in adeepening commitment
to multi-stakeholder partnerships, through its traditional engagement
with civil society on the one hand and new mechanisms to collaborate
with the business sector on the other. Some 20 UN agencies, as well
as six out of 22 OECD DAC countries have partnership programmes
(public-private, or multi-stakeholder) (Binder et al., 2007).

The private for-profit sector (including both large transnational
corporations based in OECD countries and local private sector
companies), because of opportunities for market penetration and
enhanced image — but also to some extent under pressure from civil
society organizations or governments for funding and technical expertise
— has started to develop programmes in education with local partners as
well as mobilizing its employees to support these programmes.

The involvement in multi-stakeholder partnerships by businesses in
the ‘South’ is, however, very limited so far.

Civil society groups, diverse in their constituencies and origins, are
also diverse in their attitudes to collaboration with the business sector.
Many international NGOs participate in global multi-stakeholder
partnerships such as UNAIDS, the Global Fund for AIDS Tuberculosis
and Malaria,*® or the Global Compact (see Box 5), and have entered
into operational multi-stakeholder partnerships at national or regional

15.  The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria “was created to dramatically increase resources to fight
three of the world’s most devastating diseases, and to direct those resources to areas of greatest need.” It has succeeded
in leveraging impressive sums, mostly additional. Actual commitments are US$1.5 billion world-wide. Its recent donor
conference was spectacularly successful, raising total pledges to US$4.8 billion.
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levels. The Global Compact lists an impressive number of international
and local NGOs as partners, including International Save the Children
Alliance and OXFAM, although no international education NGOs and
somewhat unsurprisingly no teacher organizations. Critics claim that
the acceptance by major international NGOs of these partnerships has
the effect of dampening their critical perspective about the risks of
legitimizing transnational corporate interests, without a great deal in
return (Martens, 2007).

Some Views from the Stakeholders

Responsibility: “We know that business, trade and investment are
essential pillars for prosperity and peace. But in many areas, business
is too often linked with serious dilemmas — for example, exploitative
practices, corruption, income inequality, and barriers that discourage
innovation and entrepreneurship. Responsible business practices can in
many ways build trust and social capital, contributing to broad-based
development and sustainable markets” (The United Nations Global
Compact, 2007).

Commonality: “The basic concept of partnerships is simple and
straightforward — to identify common ground between the private
and the public sectors and to combine the skills and expertise of the
private sector with the public sector’s legitimacy and knowledge of
development issues. Partnerships focus on the many areas where
private sector actors and public institutions can engage in win-win
relationships, such as health, education and community development”
(The United Nations Global Compact, 2007).

Scrutiny: “Society is exercising greater scrutiny and concern about
corporate practices related to sustainable development. Itis shifting from
focusing on direct impacts to addressing the wider influence businesses
have on the public policy environment and the way businesses behave
in this environment” (Beloe et al., 2007).

Complexity: “Coalitions do not travel the road to social change
alone, and the other vehicles on the same path can help and hinder their
progress. Funders, governments, INGOs and other networks engage with
coalitions in particular ways. If managed with care, these relationships
can be mutually beneficial and help everyone progress further along
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the road, negotiating the road blocks and straying livestock or other
hazards that inevitably affect any bus journey, and helping the coalition
to find and stay on well-paved roads” (Tomlinson and Macpherson,
2007a).

Creativity: “The PPP instrument has provided fresh impetus
and ideas to German development co-operation. It has generated
innovative initiatives that can serve as models for bilateral development
co-operation, it has intensified the dialogue with the private sector on
developmentissues, and mobilized additional resources for development
tasks, even if it is not possible to state their volume precisely. Thus,
PPP complements Germany’s set of development instruments in a
meaningful way, even though it cannot serve as a substitute for policy
advice, institution-building or similar activities” (German Development
Institute (DIE), 2003).

Opportunity: “... partnerships to undertake development-related
tasks in countries of the South (such as ‘providing cheap medicines
to save lives’) also provide opportunities for corporate image
enhancement, vehicles for market penetration by providing already
powerful enterprises with preferential access to developing country
markets, and other means of increasing competitive advantage and
policy influence, for example, through privileged access to developing
country governments” (Zammit, 2003).

Asymmetry: “Partnerships are often viewed in a too harmonious
perspective. Potential conflicts of interest and asymmetric power
relations are often not recognized as complicating factors that may
hamper the achievement of development objectives” (Jgrgensen,
2006).

This selection of quotes gives a fairly representative sample of the
hopes, observations, cautions and worries generated by partnerships for
development. Reviewing the literature makes it clear that enthusiasm
is strong, and that implementation runs into many practical difficulties
that prevent clear conclusions about impact and even about models.
Like all complex undertakings, there are many surprises along the way;,
and assumptions that difficulties can be simply or smoothly solved are
generally incorrect.
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The assumption on the participants’ side is that these on the whole
relatively informal partnerships open a new space for collaboration
and that partnerships are greater than the sum of their parts. Thus, the
reasoning goes, all parties can develop shared objectives, contribute
from their special competencies or assets, and create a result that benefits
recipients of a project and each other. While this is undoubtedly true
in certain circumstances, there has probably been excessive optimism
in the past about the ease with which appropriate conditions can be
created for a nexus of success.

What brings partners together? Frequently, the initiative comes
from a donor, who injects seed money into pilot or demonstration
projects, thereby stimulating co-operation between a broad number
of stakeholders involved in particular project. It seems that most
partnerships arise from a programme or project idea rather than a
clearly identified need (Ahmed, 2000). The private sector normally
contributes technological and organizational competence as well as
access to markets and its own specific dynamism, whereas development
agencies bring in complementary expertise in other fields, e.g. with
regard to organizing stakeholder dialogue, facilitating government
contacts, or enhancing the efficiency of relevant public institutions
(Altenburg, 2005).

Businesses often cannot, or will not, engage in partnerships without
a substantial financial incentive from the public sector to do so. The
actual financial inputs of the private for-profit sector into development
activities are small in absolute terms. Hopes are that their wider
resource contributions can be much larger in terms of disseminating
good practices and encouraging local initiatives that can generate
funding. The assumption that MSPEs generate financial resources from
the private sector that would not be forthcoming otherwise needs to be
carefully examined, and both inputs and expectations made explicit at
the outset of a partnership. Although much of the literature promoting
multi-stakeholder partnerships claims that there are converging interests
among the partners, this assumption also needs to be clarified jointly
at the outset. Indeed, converging interests may not be necessary for a
partnership to be successful (Zadek et al., 2002).
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Box 5.  The United Nations Global Compact

The Global Compact asks companies to embrace, support and enact, within their sphere
of influence, a set of core values in the areas of human rights, labour standards, the
environment, and anti-corruption:

* Human Rights
Principle 1: Businesses should support and respect the protection of internationally
proclaimed human rights; and
Principle 2: make sure that they are not complicit in human rights abuses.

e Labour Standards
Principle 3: Businesses should uphold the freedom of association and the effective
recognition of the right to collective bargaining;
Principle 4: the elimination of all forms of forced and compulsory labour;
Principle 5: the effective abolition of child labour; and
Principle 6: the elimination of discrimination in respect of employment and
occupation.

e Environment
Principle 7: Businesses should support a precautionary approach to environmental
challenges;
Principle 8: undertake initiatives to promote greater environmental responsibility;
and
Principle 9: encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally friendly
technologies.

e Anti-Corruption
Principle 10: Businesses should work against corruption in all its forms, including
extortion and bribery.

Expectations of Partners

Governments, donors, business and civil society organizations have
different aims, constituencies and ways of working. While obvious,
these are not always adequately discussed and acknowledged in
developing co-operation arrangements. Each body has demands and
requirements for working with partners that are legitimate for its own
functioning, but that may collide with equally legitimate demands and
requirements of its partners. Government has the primary responsibility
for the public good: universality, equity and quality of education. If
it renounces this responsibility this represents both a moral failure
and a risk of political (and electoral) failure. The private sector has
legal and image responsibilities for the public good, but its primary
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responsibilitiesare for profitand the ingredientsthat go into profit: image,
branding, efficiency and effectiveness. Civil society organizations vary
enormously in their primary goals and objectives: however, they are
responsible to their constituency and funding base — which is often
closer to communities and end users than either the public or private
sectors’. There are, fortunately, many overlapping objectives that
include economic growth, broad access to public services, relevance
of education, effective institutions and governance, and an educated
citizenry, among others (see Box 6).

The expectations of public and civil society sectors for partnerships
involving the private sector have often been based on the hope that
substantial additional resources for education could be mobilized
through public-private partnerships or MSPEs. In fact, private sector
contribution to the social sector is small in relative terms, and there is
little evidence that this will change substantially in the future. Reliable
figures on overall business spending on development (or on education
in developing countries specifically) do not exist; available information
shows that as measured by overall development assistance it is very
small as a percentage of overall spending (German Development
Institute (DIE), 2003).2* For example, in spite of high hopes that
the creation of the Global Fund for AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria
(GFATM) would leverage considerable private sector contributions,
and in spite of recent impressive pledges, spending so far is only at
about 5% of the overall investments (OECD Development Assistance
Committee, 2006). While the OECD Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) statistics include data on private flows of investment
at market terms (foreign direct investment) and on private grants from
non-governmental organizations, it does not even collect information
about business grants or spending on the type of partnerships covered
in this study (OECD Development Assistance Committee, 2006).

In consequence, hoping that MSPEs will make a major contribution
to expanding resources available for education risks obscuring the
very real potential of MSPEs to build coalitions, stimulate innovation
and research, and contribute to creativity and diversity, as listed and
outlined later.

16.  Voluntary contributions from the private sector to UNESCO’s budget ... in 2006 ... amount to less than 1%
of total allocations. UNESCO Executive Board document 176 EX/INF.9, para. 10.
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Spending by not-for-profit civil society organizations (foundations,
NGOs, religious organizations) on education is quite significant,
although even here calculations vary and an overall picture is hard
to establish. Indicators from bilateral donors and DAC point to
significantly higher spending by civil society than the for-profit sector
on development in general, which is hardly surprising.

The private sector invests in not-for-profit partnerships when
these contribute to its core business in some way. When fiscal and
regulatory policies are favourable, corporations establish foundations
and other not-for-profit mechanisms that can be several steps removed
from their direct profit-making interests and may have a wider range
of partnerships and spending activities than businesses themselves.
When a corporation enters directly into a not-for-profit partnership, it
is necessarily looking for more or less long-term added value for its
business, such as image promotion geared towards both local and global
customers, risk and expectations management, market development
(both direct development of market potential as well as relationships
with potential customers) and workforce quality as related to training,
community relations, or entrepreneurship. The literature reveals that a
perception that partnerships have been entered into by business purely
for financial gain tend to result in bad functionning or failure. So, the
ethical and moral commitment, generally on the part of individuals, is
an important underlying feature, if not the only reason for successful
partnerships.

If the principal value of MSPEs to EFA is not a major expansion
in resources, then what can one expect and what needs will MSPEs
best meet? Potential partner benefits are excellently summarized in
Box 6 below. While these expectations are typical, and intentions are
good, hard evidence of the overall impact of interventions is scattered
and difficult to present in a way that allows for broad conclusions.
Many presentations, like the one in Box 6, derive principally from
logic and hypothesis, and can give the impression that difficulties are
minimal. Those that are drawn from experience generally also stress
the complexity and resource requirements that must go into every stage
of the partnership in order to ensure its success.
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Box 6. A vision of potential partner benefits of M SPEs

Achieving social and environmental objectives.

This is a clear objective of governments and civil society organizations, and in some
instances one of business, not least because of its emerging relevance to their financial
interests.

Increased access to resources.

Accessing financial, technical and managerial resources, which can help to address
both common and partner-specific aims.

Better access to information and risk management.

This can help both private and public institutions improve service delivery, and
enable them to better manage risk and implement conflict prevention measures.

Building social capital.

Enhancing the quality of key relationships, particularly between partnering
organizations and the constituencies they represent or seek to serve.

Growing human capital.

Creating new opportunities for training, placements, mentoring, exchanges,
incentive programmes, awareness raising, volunteering and leadership development.

Improved operational efficiency.

Achieving reduced risks and costs, increased process efficiency and better service
delivery.

Organizational innovation.

Helping partnering organizations develop new ways of operating to meet complex
challenges and opportunities.

More effective products and services.

Governments and NGOs as well as businesses often provide services. Partnerships
can create openings for the more effective design and delivery of such products and
services.

Enhanced reputation and credibility.

Building better relations with key stakeholder groups that will benefit directly or
indirectly from the partnership.

(Zadekeet al., 2002: 3).

Opportunities

What are the benefits of multi-stakeholder partnerships? Practitioners
point to benefits both for the stakeholders — in this case, learners,
education personnel, communities — and for the partners themselves.
54
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For the end user, these can include innovation and response to specific
needs, increased resources, broader choice, greater involvement in
design and decision-making, and enhanced relevance of education to
the economic and social context (Adam et al., 2007). Interestingly
enough, the knotty problem of sustainability is seen very differently
in different settings. Sustainability of MSPEs is pointed out by many
observers as difficult to achieve, with partners dropping out or losing
interest as the focus of their institution or staff changes. On the
other hand, where governments are weak or the top officials change
frequently, partnerships can be more stable in their support to particular
projects and provide sustained effort for projects that is absent from
government. The sustainability of educational outcomes is the principal
objective, but successful partnerships provide a model and a compass
for improving these outcomes.

For partners, there is a range of positive outcomes, not all present
in all partnerships by any means, but included in many descriptions
of experience on the ground, among which are: enhancement and
complementarity of capacity, leveraging of resources, better ownership,
legitimacy, good community relations, and sharing of risks. A longer
and appealing list is the one in Box 6.

Global multi-stakeholder partnerships can, their proponents claim,
enhance development activities and international co-operation in three
key areas: governance, participation, and implementation and financing
(Martens, 2007). Taking these three areas and applying them also to
partnerships involved in direct programme implementation gives us a
useful thematic lens through which to view the added value of MSPEs,
for the end users and for the partners.

Governance, inthe larger sense of how policies and decision-making
are carried out by an institution or set of institutions, is at the core of why
MSPEs should be taken seriously. The idea that all sectors of society
— public, private, civil society — should be involved in governance has
taken firm hold in most multilateral institutions as well as in national
settings. The notion that all key actors should participate in decision-
making processes and therefore share in responsibility for results, good
or bad, is a powerful one.
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Bringing a broad palette of stakeholders together to provide inputs
into policies and governance of educational systems is a logical and
appealing idea. Business has much to contribute to improving the
relevance and quality of education, for example. Civil society groups
have a long history of standing up for equality of opportunity, on the
one hand, and defending the rights of particular groups, on the other.
These commitments and inputs can strengthen education at the system
level, and be put to good use for practical implementation.

Participation is the key to success of any innovation or reform.
Here too, MSPEs can ensure representation of all the main actors in
innovation and change. The broader goals of improving education can
be enriched by providing better links between different actors at the
governance level and in implementation. Mutual learning from broad
participation both internationally and at programme/project level is
often signaled as a real benefit of MSPEs.

Increased financing is a major goal of any partnership. The aim to
mobilize resources that would otherwise not have been available often
underlies the motivations for creating MSPEs. It is not uncommon
for each of the partners to assume that most of this added value will
come from the others. The public sector and civil society organizations
can imagine business as a potential rich uncle, bankrolling worthy but
needy endeavours. Businesses, of course, put their activity, including
CSR activities, in the framework of profitability and can be reluctant
to participate financially without some specific incentives on the part
of the public sector. Indeed, in most partnerships that include donors,
the business and civil society are very significantly underwritten by the
donors.

Time frames for all these goals have to be realistic. “... Partnerships
require large up-front investments in terms of time and resources
spent on communication and institutional design. The benefits from
multi-stakeholder partnerships tend to accrue only in the medium to long
term” (Steets, 2005). Variations of this observation are widespread in
the literature, and they need to be taken seriously. Attempts to collapse
the timeframe of educational change unduly through bypassing the
preparatory phases, whether in pilot or large-scale projects, inevitably
lead to delays, frustration, and ultimately to disappointing outcomes.
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Finding the Right Nexus for Collaboration

If one looks at Box 6, as well as the column entitled ‘Comparative
Advantage’on Table 1, one can venture a few hypotheses about probable
areas of collaboration that bring together the comparative advantages
of for-profit and civil society organizations, complementing the public
sector and its responsibility for public goods. These are based on
descriptions from current partnership websites and papers, and on the
numerous listings of specific competencies the private sector brings to
education.

Making education relevant for the economy: There are many
ways that public, private and civil society organizations can team
up here. The capacity of the private sector to train its employees has
been demonstrated; civil society organizations have the networks and
the ability to reach out to communities so that identifying needs and
devising programmes to meet them locally can be fruitful. There are
many examples of such programmes. The challenge is to make them
broad enough to make a difference system- or at least community-wide.
This is especially important in the EFA context, notably in terms of
ensuring that the learning needs of all young people and adults are
met through equitable access to appropriate learning and life skills
programmes (EFA Goal 3).

Innovation: Whether itisinthe production of new teaching materials,
the design of schools and furniture, or the use of technology to expand
or deepen the educational experience, the private sector has much to
contribute. In the realm of communications technologies, the challenge
is to ensure stakeholder participation to make sure that the learning
and teaching goals are clearly defined first, and the technology sought
that will meet those goals. Incentives by donors and other partners to
encourage private sector investment in the development of products
and knowledge needed in poor countries but that are not immediately
profitable have been successful in some areas (Holden and Brown, no
date, probably 2002, Negroponte, 2007); more attention could be paid
to this possibility in the area of education.

Programmes targeted to specific groups: Reaching young people
who are out of school is a major challenge in the developing world.
Civil society groups have often succeeded in devising appropriate
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mixes of youth-friendly services that can meet the various social, health
and economic needs of young people who have never been to school or
who left prematurely. Associating business with such programmes has
been successful. Similarly, special needs groups can benefit from the
innovation, technology and research of the private sector as tools that
can facilitate integrations and learning (see the case example in Box 8).
Social marketing, using the marketing expertise of the private sector,
is another area that lends itself to MSPEs. Reaching the EFA goals will
require targeted approaches to reach excluded learners of all ages.

Technology and financial and management techniques:
Technologies for education in resource-poor situations hold out a hope
for shortening the development cycle. The private sector takes an interest
in this area and has been prominent in innovation. Further, few people
would question the experience that business can bring to effective
and efficient management techniques. A number of partnerships have
contributed to evaluation, systems reviews and project inspections.
TECH/NA! described in Box 7 is a very promising MSPE, fitting
nearly all the criteria for needs assessment, good governance, and
accountability set out in this study.

Improving the learning environment: The private sector is
generally involved in creating and maintaining the basic infrastructure
of education systems through contracts for buildings, materials,
energy, communications and so on. It also supports improved learning
environments through philanthropy that ranges from providing IT for
schools to distribution and supplies to scholarships. Building on existing
experience and expertise through multi-stakeholder partnerships should
hold out the possibility of “significant private sector competency being
applied effectively to high need areas in the education system” (World
Economic Forum, 2006).
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Box 7. TECH/NA! Aay&@

Established in 2005, Namibia’s Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) in
Education Initiative, TECH/NA!, is part of a sector-wide approach - a key component
of Namibia’s overall education plan, the Education and Training Sector Improvement
Programme (ETSIP). TECH/NA! is a comprehensive strategy for the integration of ICTs
across the entire education sector. The 55 partners include Strategic Partners (defined as
dedicated facilitators for the development of the TECH/NA! Policy and Implementation
Plan) and Implementation Partners.

TECH/NA!'s main goals are to equip, educate and empower educational institutions
with hardware, software, connectivity, curriculum, content and technical support, to
educate administrators, staff, teachers and learners in ICT literacy and ICT integration,
and to empower communities.

The preliminary cost estimate of Phase 1 of the Namibian ICTs in Education
Initiative is approximately N$209,903,000 (approximately US$30.8 million) over the
next three years (2007-2009). Support for this initiative has come from many local
and international partners both in terms of in-kind contributions as well as financial
support. The Government of Namibia has already committed nearly N$20million in
the financial year 2006/2007. In addition to the funding provided by the government,
various development partners, NGOs, civil society organizations, and public and private
partners are providing financial and in-kind contributions.

The most striking and tangible result of the MSPE was the full integration of the
TECH/NA! Implementation Plan into the national Education Plan, ETSIP. TECH/NA! is a
key component of the sector-wide strategy to achieve ETSIP’s goals.

GeSCI continues to view Namibia’s TECH/NA! initiative as its flagship project and
actively invites stakeholders to share their experiences internationally. GeSCI will also
continue to gage Namibia’s progress as it moves through implementation and engages in
monitoring and evaluation, sharing its experiences with ministries of education in other
partner countries. Peer-to-peer knowledge sharing is a core function of capacity building
and one which reaps fruitful rewards for all parties involved. While a successful initiative
cannot necessarily be replicated in any given environment (taking into account cultural,
social, political and environmental contexts), the processes the initiative engages in to
achieve its objectives can be shared with peers, across sectors in-country, and among
peers in all environments who are striving to achieve similar objectives.

Source: Niamh Brannigan, GeSCl (The Global e-Schools and Communities Initiative).

The preceding list, only an indicative one, is intended to help tease
out ways in which the know-how of each of three types of partners —
public, private and civil society — can come together to meet groups of
needs. It is also intended to point out that any successful partnership
must begin with a hard look at unmet needs, and the available
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competencies, before devising programmes. Again, the point should be
made that such programmes should be designed to complement rather
than overlap with, distort, or bypass broad sector plans developed in
the context of EFA.

Box 8.  Explor@: Creative and Entrepreneurial EXperiences ke
for Youth

In Costa Rica, the Omar Dengo Foundation (ODF), Wal-Mart, the Ministry of Public

Education, the Ministry of Justice and Microsoft have joined their efforts to offer children

and youth at social risk a set of non-formal learning experiences aimed at developing

their creativity, productivity and healthy recreation. The partnership that they have set
up is aimed at providing an innovative educational service to underprivileged children
and youth. Spanning a four-year period (2006-2010), the project is intended to benefit
approximately 20,000 children and youth all over the country.

Between 2006 and 2007, Explor@ has achieved the following:

* Launch of two ‘Dulce Ayuda’ (Sweet Aid) campaigns to support Explor@ in 2006 and
2007.

¢ 216 organizations affiliated (non-profit organizations, universities, the Youth
Council, the Children’s Office, and others).

* 45 training courses given to facilitators all over the country.

900 facilitators trained for the execution of this program and located throughout
the country.

* Building of computer lab and classrooms for training facilitators and teachers at
ODF’s facilities.

* By December 2007, more than 5,000 children and youths will have benefited from
the implementation of the project.

* Young participants are getting from the process a renewed vision of their own
abilities, making them feel that they can support community projects, and a
sensation of empowerment that allows them to assume a more participatory role
wherever they go.

* Valuable experience in partnering for ODF and the other organizations involved.

Key partnership outcomes are that:

All partners are committed;

 They share the challenge;

¢ They feel they own the project;

» They establish direct, clear, and assertive communication among each other;

* They have common objectives and goals;

 Each partner organization has a leader;

* Strengths and weaknesses of the partners are complementary.

Source: Eduardo Monge, Omar Dengo Foundation, Global Knowledge Partnership.
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IV. IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES

The Regulatory Context

In countries where the governance and legal systems are both strong
and stable, multi-stakeholder partnerships can profit from the existing
regulatory framework. In many developing countries the basic legal
system is not strong enough to cover multi-stakeholder partnerships
and the absence of adequate regulatory mechanisms can be frustrating
for all partners. Private partners feel hampered by the lack of favorable
fiscal measures for investment or contributions to education, and
public partners can find that lack of transparency at the outset or during
projects can be a liability.

Objectives for multi-stakeholder partnerships for education need to
be realistic in context and positive in their overall impact on education
systems. At a time when donor coordination, priority-setting by recipient
governments, and basket funding are agreed-upon ideal norms to which
the public sector has adhered, it is important that MSPE expansion
should contribute to rather than distort government priorities. Leaving
aside private schools, their principal contribution will certainly not,
in the immediate future, be a substantial increase of overall resources
viewed on a national or international scale. Restating this obvious fact
is not intended to distract from the real potential but rather to introduce
realism and encourage focus on the innovative power of partnerships.
Their biggest promise is in expanded quality and diversity, for example
in contributing to diversity of provision and material, in innovation,
in added value for specific target populations, in specific services that
the public sector cannot provide. To give only one example here, the
excellent programme ‘Learning for Living’ that reaches some 900 primary
schools and over one million pupils all over South Africa, financed by
Business Trust and managed by an NGO named READ together with the
South African Departments of Education received between US$15 and
US$20 million (Bertsch et al., 2005). This is an impressive figure on its
own, but is approximately 0.06 per cent of the South African budget for
education.

Assembling a variety of stakeholders is a complex undertaking.
Often, in education, there is a technology component with one or several
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leading technology companies contributing equipment (hardware and
software), expertise or both. Partnerships can range from simple to
complex, bringing together a few partners for a short time, or a broad
palette of business, governments and not-for-profit organizations
working in several countries. Partners contribute diverse expertise and
varying levels of involvement. What brings them together? Frequently,
the initiative comes from a donor, who injects seed money into pilot
or demonstration projects, thereby stimulating co-operation between a
broad number of stakeholders involved in particular project. It seems
that most partnerships arise from a programme or project idea rather
than a clearly identified need (Ahmed, 2000). The private sector
normally contributes technological and organizational competence
as well as access to markets and its own specific dynamism, whereas
development agencies bring in complementary expertise in other
fields, e.g. with regard to organizing stakeholder dialogue, facilitating
government contacts, or enhancing the efficiency of relevant public
institutions (Altenburg, 2005).

Regulation so far has been on the whole voluntary. The Global
Compact lays out a number of integrity measures (see Box 5), which
include requirements for reporting by participating businesses, and a
structure for receiving and dealing with complaints. There is no legal
mechanism for enforcing these. The Global Compact website lists
inactive and non-communicating companies (those who do not comply
with the reporting requirements) but does not provide further information
about respect for integrity measures. The information about individual
companies on the website is self-reported by the companies, and the
Global Compact office does not take responsibility for its accuracy.

Box 9.  Norms and standards (see Bibliography for links)

Global Compact Ten Principles

Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business
Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights

The International Labour Organization’s Declaration on Fundamental Principles and
Rights at Work

The Rio Declaration on Environment and Development

The United Nations Convention Against Corruption

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights
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There is considerable attention in the literature to issues concerning
regulation. On the public sector side, the concerns relate mainly
to methods for selecting partners to ensure open access and fair
competition. These can be grouped into the following categories:

1. Selection of partners by UN and/or bilateral funding agencies.
The United Nations and its specialized agencies have developed
highly structured ways of working with civil society organizations.
UNESCO, for example, has criteria for official relations with
NGOs requiring an NGO to exist for two years before entering
into ‘operational’ relations, then defining joint areas of interest
and submitting a number of documents before achieving the status
of ‘official relations’. These relations are spelled out in official
guidelines, monitored, reviewed and adjusted according to need
and to the responsiveness of the NGOs. Other agencies have similar
systems. No such system exists for private sector relations. There
are several disadvantages resulting from the absence of such a
system (Zammit, 2003). First, there is no structured mechanism for
oversight (by governing bodies or by outside complaint) of these
relationships, and while the UN (UNESCO included) does due
diligence to make agreements that correspond to its constitution
and ethical commitments, these depend on good will, good faith,
and trust. Second, the absence of formal procedures leaves open the
possibility of market distortions and conflict of interest resulting from
the choice of one private sector partnership rather than another.

2. Guidelines: who establishes, and who enforces? At present,
partnerships for development are almost entirely self-regulated. The
Global Compact has in recent years, partly in response to pressure
from UN Member States and other groups, tightened up its procedures
and developed specific guidelines. These are used, although not
obligatorily, by most of the UN system. Still, self-regulation by
the private sector has not been without its difficulties and critics in
other areas (environment, labour practices and so on), and it would
be very naive indeed to consider that the slightly less problematic
area of education can escape regulatory problems without structured
oversight. The role and responsibility of the public sector also needs
to be clear, for the benefit of the end users and also for the other
partners (Ahmed, 2000).
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3. Competition and conflict of interest. The choice of partnerships
of the kind this paper discusses is for the moment a self-selecting
process. Willing partners get together and agree on what is to be
undertaken. It is up to them to establish the formal foundations for
the working of the partnership. There is no established mechanism
for selecting one company rather than another, and it is easy to see
how at quite low cost a company — in the area of ICT, for example —
could obtain a strong competitive advantage in the education market
by participating in a small-scale demonstration project.

Box 10. What are the preconditions of partnership?

Business Partners for Development’s focus projects have shown that partnership success
depends on a series of preconditions that need to be developed if they do not already
exist.

These are:

Activities that, if delivered through tri-sector partnerships, will produce added value
for all partners;

* Activities that require sets of skills or resources from across business, government,
and civil society;

 Evidence that alternative mechanisms would be less effective than working through
a tri-sector partnership model;

* Partners that understand that some modification and compromise is necessary to
create a sustainable partnership;

* Potential partners with the capacity to negotiate;

At least one internal champion to drive the partnership-building process forward
within each of the organizations;

* An existing operational or planning process into which partnership building can
integrate

Source: Business Partners for Development, 2002.

4. Reporting and transparency: The lack of accessible hard data on
existing partnerships is striking. Often, cases are described in an
overly abbreviated manner, budget figures are rounded and self-
described as approximate, timelines are vague, and the relationship
between objectives and outcomes has to be inferred. In some cases,
but not all, global figures about the level of contribution of different
partners are given. Similarly, breakdown of expenditure, accounting
and the nature of agreements are often difficult if not impossible
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to locate and examine. This is an issue for transparency at the
international level: it is even more an issue for the stakeholders,
who can be unaware of financial commitments made instead of
or in addition to existing plans and programmes. Of all the issues
surrounding partnerships, including MSPEs, this is perhaps the
one that is the key to progress: transparent decision-making and
reporting from the outset and throughout a partnership will not
eliminate problems, but it can facilitate correction, accountability,
and a collective agreement about progress towards the desired
results.

Reporting about the workings of a partnership is important for
outcomes. It is also important for each of the partners. Projects
or programmes that are undertaken without sufficient background
knowledge of similar work could benefit from a register of
partnerships that is complete and up to date (Farrell et al., 2007).
Better reporting about partnerships could stimulate competition
and additional offers. Indeed, the New Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD) project evaluated by Farrell et al. points
out that access to more information for civil society groups in each
country where the demonstration project was implemented could
have resulted in benefits for all concerned.

. Legal, fiscal and contractual regulations are viewed by partners
as an important issue. Businesses feel that the fiscal and regulatory
climate in many developing countries is not favourable for
multi-stakeholder partnerships, with too many risks involved if
other partners do not live up to their agreements. The literature on
partnerships in other areas reports some reluctance on the part of
the corporate sector to be too specific about aspects of partnership
because of possible damage to competitivity. Informal partnerships
make it easy for some stakeholders to withdraw when difficulties
arise, leaving the remaining partners to deal with the consequences.
The potential for complications grows with the number of partners.
While each situation is different, clearly there is room — and need —
for the creation of authoritative guidelines that can be agreed upon
and used when problems arise. It seems evident that the UN, the
World Bank and other intergovernmental organizations need to
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continue work enabling them to serve, singly and collectively, as
honest brokers.

Keys to Impact

Partnerships are created for a purpose, and the outcome is ultimately
the test of a successful partnership. Still, the literature makes it clear
that partnerships, perhaps especially MSPEs, are also in themselves
developmental processes that involve mutual learning, building on
both success and disappointments, and identification of ways forward.
Partnerships are, on the whole, conceived with an assumption of trust
and shared objectives. This can be a way to avoid delays, move quickly
and focus on results. But it can prove to be problematic when the
inevitable difficulties arise, even when — and one supposes generally
— all partners are in good faith. Several analyses point to the fact that
early assumptions about what will constitute a partnership and how it
will evolve can make solving problems complex for lack of precision
about the roles and responsibilities of each (McKinsey and Company,
2005). There is no magic bullet. Two main methods for anticipating such
difficulties are available: detailed planning, and explicit agreements
about how to stay the course and solve problems. These two ingredients
are often absent in contemporary partnerships, with general good will
attempting to serve as a substitute for clarity about problem-solving.
The Partnering Initiative, for example, recommends making explicit
for each partner the context and assumptions of a partnership, as well
as detailed resource mapping (Tennyson, 2003). Using the themes
suggested in the first section, we examine here some typical challenges
to MSPEs and comment on the ways they can be addressed.

Needs assessment

The initiation of projects is often based on a definition of needs that
comes largely from outside the implementation context. In addition
to an on-the-ground familiarity with the end users or recipients of
a particular action, needs assessment should involve an overview
of previous actions that can inform the MSPE (Farrell et al., 2007).
The partnership being initiated needs to benefit from a review of
national plans and programmes, as already emphasized, as well as to
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commit to working with and through other players in the particular
area (see Box 7). Partnership initiators must have the humility to
accept that the history and experience embedded in communities,
schools and educational institutions will not be entirely rewritten by
the good will of a new configuration of players. A needs assessment
is essential — and constitutes a potentially critically important learning
process for partners and stakeholders alike (Hurrell et al., 2006) — to
strengthen what already exists and ensure the value of an undertaking.
The preceding may seem blindingly obvious, yet it is a step that is
very often abbreviated in practice. While, in some instances, the lack
of a needs assessment will do no grave harm, it may still hamper the
achievement of optimum results. Needs assessment could provide the
fundamental institution- and community-building support that come
with more careful planning.

Needs assessment is important for another set of reasons: pilot
projects almost always cost more in relative terms than system-
wide reform. Indeed, the ability to use more resources in a particular
setting to test new ideas, provide laboratories for experimentation and
develop poles of excellence is essential (see Box 11 that exemplifies
the response to a very specific need and that has generated what the
partners feel is a scalable project). Nevertheless, when the public
sector is involved in pilot experiments, it is important that they do not
displace major resources or distort agreed-upon national priorities.
This can happen indirectly and even inadvertently, when the cost of
sustaining a pilot reverts to the public sector after the other partners
have completed their commitments. It can happen directly, when public
sector human resources are essential for implementation of large-scale
projects, and these costs are not factored into the MSPE. Taking for
example a widely known and in many ways model MSPE, the One
Laptop per Child project (OLPC): it has assembled an impressive
array of contributors, has been able to sponsor R&D in an area where
companies initially did not want to invest, and has field-tested and
made agreements with a number of developing countries for purchase
of the laptops (Negroponte, 2007). Still, the original assumptions about
needs were based almost exclusively on thinking and research that
took place in the United States, and the originators of the project are
somewhat dismissive about the potentially high displacement costs of
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a US$188 laptop for children in countries where the current annual
expenditure per learner is nowhere near that amount.

Box 11. Sustainable community development: );@
Partners in Learning

Microsoft and South Africa

Lonmin is one of South Africa’s largest platinum producers. Operating in the
Marikana region of the Northwest Province - about an hour from Johannesburg - the
company draws its labour pool from 29 local schools. As mining has become increasingly
sophisticated, workers need high levels of digital literacy to be effective. The local school
system was unable to provide ICT skills to its students. Lonmin partnered with Microsoft
Partners in Learning to gain a framework for giving students the ICT skills they needed.

The partners created 25 computer labs within six months. These reached
15,000 students through 500 teachers, using local resources for sustainable community
development. The model gained can be used throughout the country.

During the process, Microsoft and Lonmin Community Development Trust also
addressed the need for IT infrastructure. Microsoft provided software, while Lonmin
Community Development Trust equipped 25 computer labs with 25 to 30 refurbished
PCs per lab. In addition, a local Microsoft partner was brought in for implementation.
This partner is also a black South African empowerment partner, thus contributing even
more to community development.

The South African Department of Education has also become involved, a move
that has raised the project’s visibility throughout the country and encouraged other
companies and districts to adopt a similar approach.

All stakeholders are benefiting from the partnership between Lonmin and Microsoft.
Students are gaining valuable skills that enhance their employment viability and earning
power. Teachers are getting the resources they need to improve the quality of teaching
and learning, using ICT programs. And Lonmin is getting a trained workforce. Ultimately,
this program will reach all students in the Marikana region, all of whom will graduate
with competent levels of digital literacy. To put it in perspective, consider the following:
this program will reach 15,000 students through 500 teachers.

Source: Reza Bardien, Microsoft South Africa; General inquiries: pilwapm@microsoft.com

The preconditions outlined in Box 10 highlight the careful thought
and planning needed to go into a partnership. These imply, but do not
clearly state an additional and essential condition for impact, which
is the link between any MSPE programme and national education
sector plans for EFA. This cannot be stated strongly enough: while
innovation, pilot projects, and responses to special needs are excellent
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results of MSPEs in many cases, international governmental and
non-governmental organizations need to ensure that they explicitly fit
in with and recognize national sector plans. An important role for an
initiative such as PfE will be to keep research, debate and collection of
evidence about needs high on the international agenda.

Ownership and accountability

Ownership (in the sense of having commitment to and recognizing
some responsibility for a particular course of action) and accountability
go together. One cannot demand accountability from people or groups
whoare notidentified asorwhodo notidentify themselvesas participants.
Furthermore, a real understanding on the part of individuals and their
institutions of who is accountable to whom and when is essential for
problem-solving. Accountability is a complex issue that needs to be
addressed at the outset. On the one hand, the observation that “accurate
and timely information is critical for effective planning and management
of service delivery, for performance monitoring and accountability
and involving citizens in PPPs, but is generally lacking” (Department
for International Development and Aga Khan Development Network,
2003) is echoed in quite a few studies of partnerships. On the other
hand, accountability can have varied meaning in an environment of
multiple partners each with its own institutional culture. An appropriate
balance needs to be found that allows for the partnership to be directly
accountable for its actions and for each participant in the partnership to
satisfy its constituency in terms of accountability.
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Diagram 1. Layers of accountability for partnerships

to legal and fiscal authorities

to partner organisations

to donors / indirect partners

to partner’ accountability holders
to external stakeholders

Source: Steets, 2005.

This is not easy, and at the minimum requires each participating
organization to delegate to the partnership a representative who has
the confidence and authority to make decisions, accept changes in
previously agreed policy, and manage the partner relationship so as
not to hamper its functioning. “Partners demand control over their
representatives and the structures they set up, as well as respect for their
interests and positions ... control can hinder the partnership’s ability to
operate and to find effective solutions” (Steets, 2005).

Ownership, ultimately, must be felt by all the groups in the above
diagram except the legal and fiscal authorities. Any of the four groups
identified can slow or halt progress if they do not ‘own’ the commitment
to the partnership’s goals. While individuals are often crucial in driving
partnerships, the individuals concerned must have the confidence and
support of their institutions in times of difficulty. External stakeholders
include, of course, the participants and/or beneficiaries of programmes:
learners, teaching personnel, communities. Hostility or even indifference
can create great implementation problems.

Accountability, then, has to be part of governance, but accountability
is a knotty part of multi-stakeholder partnerships (Newell et al., 2006).
In global partnerships, such as UNAIDS, the Global Compact, and
the Global Fund, (and within the UN, in the case of ILO) where civil
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society and business are included in decision-making mechanisms,
accountability is fairly straightforward, although of course not perfect
by any means. In a multi-stakeholder partnership such as the NEPAD
e-Schools Demonstration Project, that spans 16 national governments,
five of the world’s largest ICT corporations, numerous regional
and national supporting companies, and a lead agency (NEPAD)
accountable to the heads of all national governments on the African
continent, a detailed picture of who is accountable to whom is difficult
to determine: “Obviously the responsibility for the protracted and
uneven implementation of the Demo [Demonstration Project] cannot
be assigned to any one of the major project partners” (Farrell et al.,
2007). If no harm has been done, then one can presumably just chalk up
the “protracted and uneven implementation” to experience and move
on. But at a minimum, financial resources have been wasted, and in
many cases opportunities foregone, human resources distracted from
other essential tasks, learning experience thwarted, and so on.

Ownership and accountability are essential for a final reason, which
is the need for all to understand and share in the transaction costs.
Many studies point to the high transaction costs of multistakeholder
partnerships. This is not necessarily pointed out as a negative
feature, but one that needs to be factored in to planning — both for
direct costs and human resources. The public report on the NEPAD
e-Schools Demonstration Project points out that “complex project(s)
require significant fiscal and human resources” and that not planning
adequately for how the resources would be raised and provided to the
project created problems with leadership, project management, and the
time frame for the overall project (Farrell et al., 2007).

Another view, not directly linked to transaction costs, is nevertheless
cautionary for complex partnerships and the additional resource
management tasks associated with them: “Analyzing the impact of
money onacoalition is key to understanding its dynamics... international
funding can distort a coalition’s agenda, lead to dependency, and distort
its core purpose from that of working together for social change to that
of grant management (Tomlinson and Macpherson, 2007a). That is, if
the management and the mobilizing of resources for the partnership
itself are left out of the original plan, this creates strains and distractions
later on.
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Unforeseen costs as the partnership progresses are generally related
to managing the partnership itself, upkeep, running costs, repairs and
other overheads, and to finding ways to continue once the original
commitment of partners comes to an end. When MSPEs design and
implement programmes that are independent of national plans, this will
naturally be an issue.

Focus on outcomes

A partnership may have limited reach but it should not have limited
ambitions in terms of impact. The dimensions of a project can be small
but the results should be ambitious for those it reaches. That implies
going beyond a body count — how many students went through a
particular programme, for example — to attempting to assess how a
difference was made. A typical example is the introduction of ICTs into
classrooms. The availability of ICTs is generally viewed as positive,
and so it probably should be. But the complexity and relatively costly
assemblage of a partnership as well as the need to know how exactly
the ICTs enhance learning should serve to ensure that the technology
actually adds value and not only cost. A focus on outcomes also means
that the principals take care to think about the potential displacement of
energies from other efforts, or the deadweight effect of using subsidized
technologies when simpler solutions could do the job.

High transaction costs, possible displacement effects and deadweight
are all possible pitfalls of partnerships. These need not be fatal, or even
damaging, if partners are clear about the outcomes and if the processes
are transparent. Hence, the focus on outcomes is linked intimately with
monitoring and evaluation. There is a rich literature on monitoring
and evaluation, and many tools are available. Each actor and group
of actors will have to decide which to use. The recommendation here
is to choose a tool that is realistic in the circumstances, to adopt it at
inception, use it throughout, and share its information and results with
stakeholders even when inconvenient.

Lastly, related to outcomes, and of course revealed by successful
evaluation, is the purpose and result of smaller-scale programmes. What
has been learned? What applications does the learning have? Can the
experience be replicated and under what conditions? What applicability
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does it have to the education system as a whole? These questions
inevitably arise when, as with PfE, the ultimate aim is contribution
to the achievement of EFA goals. Not every intervention needs to be
scalable, but examination of its function in this regard is important;
an intervention that is inherently unscalable (high unit costs, features
restricted to a particular situation) needs description and justification
that takes this fact into account.

For partners, the results of an evaluation will teach them a great
deal about the processes in which they have participated, providing
organizational learning and experiences. Assessment tools such as
those listed in Box 13 can be very helpful.

Sustaining the effort: sustaining partnerships, sustaining
programmes

Partnerships take a lot of effort from all those involved. In particular
they often take a considerable investment of time to build the quality
working relationships that underpin effective collaboration. The risk
here is that sometimes this can lead to a focus on the partnership for its
own sake rather than for its capacity to deliver a useful programme of
work. Partnering is a mechanism for sustainable social, environmental
and/or economic development — it is not an end in itself (Tennyson,
2003).

It has already been pointed out that MSPEs have significant
potential to provide innovation, diversity, and a ‘laboratory” function
for education in developing countries (see Box 12). It has also been
pointed out that partnerships typically have high transaction costs:
bringing together the partners, ensuring coordination and circulation
of information, consultation, management of complex and diverse
institutional requirements, financial reporting, liaison with stakeholders
outside the partnership, and so on. These high transaction costs often
come as somewhat of a surprise as programmes evolve, and could
well be one important obstacle to sustaining partnerships — and in
consequence the programmes they support.

Back to the focus on needs and outcomes, the decision-making
process about setting up a partnership needs to include plans about what
happens once the programme or project has come to an end, and what
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measures need to be taken to sustain the partnership itself until that time.
These are two separate but obviously mutually dependent processes that
reinforce or weaken each other.

Box 12. The Jordan Education Initiative ks

The Jordan Education Initiative (JEI) commenced in June 2003 as a public private
partnership involving the Government of Jordan, the international private sector, local
private sector, NGOs and donors under the auspices of the World Economic Forum’s
Global Education Initiative (GEI). It involved 45 partners and spending of approximately
$22m either though financial contributions or in kind payments. It ran until November
20006 in this format, and has now been established as a non-profit organization with an
all Jordanian staff (http://www.jei.org.jo). The initiative was focused around improving
education in 100 Discovery Schools, developing the technology industry and providing
effective life long learning for Jordanian citizens.

The goals set for JEI were to achieve educational reform in order to develop a
knowledge economy, stimulate economic growth and provide future employment
opportunities. The Jordan Education Initiative aimed to do this by:

 Improving the delivery of education to Jordanian citizens through public-private
partnerships;

* Enhancing the quality of education through the effective use of technology;

*  Building the capacity of the local technology industry;

 Creating a global education program model for replication in other countries.

JEI developed e-curricula for key subjects: mathematics, science, ICT, Arabic, civics
and English, each sponsored by a private sector partner. Local companies were used
for software development, ensuring local ownership and accountability, and also
facilitating the transfer of knowledge and capacity to Jordan. These companies in turn
employed Jordanian teachers to help create the e-curricula. Building the capacity of the
local ICT industry ensures the development of future innovative learning solutions and
thus the sustainability of the reform. To ensure some uniformity of experience and that
the e-curricula met the ideals for curriculum development, Cisco funded expertise to
create a set of curriculum guidelines and standards.

Cisco initiated and funded the first of the e-curricula - ‘Mathematics Online’ - and
the Cisco Learning Institute (CLI) developed the content with Rubicon, a Jordanian IT
company. CLI's experience from the Cisco Networking Academy played an important
role in the creation of Mathematics Online. Approximately 30 Jordanian teachers and
supervisors, who were assigned by the Jordanian Ministry of Education to work on
the development of the mathematics e-curriculum, received training and support from
Cisco education specialists, Cisco Learning Institute and Rubicon. In September 2004,
Mathematics Online was deployed across the Discovery Schools in grades 1 to 12.
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Overall five main success factors can be identified from the JEI experience:

» Experience of dealing with large corporations through the development of
Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships and in educational reform;

 TheMinistriesof Educationand ICThave gained expertise around theimplementation
of technology based learning solutions influenced strongly by the JEI partners;

 There has been an acceleration in the deployment of internet connectivity and
computers in schools;

 The JEI has helped the Ministry of Education to gain a greater understanding of the
importance of linking the training programmes available to teachers and staffed by
Jordanians with proper funding support;

e The e-curricula have drawn attention to the blending of traditional learning
resources and have exposed teachers to new ways of teaching and have raised
awareness of the potential of using ICT to enhance learning and to improve the
quality of the learning experience.

Source: Michelle Selinger, Cisco Systems

The JEI was the first of a series of education initiatives under the umbrella of the World Economic Forum’s

Globa Education Initiative. For more information see: http://www.weforum.org/en/initiatives'gel and an
evaluation report by McKinsey and Company http://www.weforum.org/pdf/JEI/JEI report. pdf
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V.

DECISION-MAKING: PRINCIPLES AND TOOLS

A Look at Existing Tools

Processes for decision-making, management and evaluation do not

need to be invented for each partnership. A virtue of advocacy and
enthusiasm for partnership in recent years has been the development of
a number of tools that can help the processes along and enable mutual
exchange and learning. Although so far detailed tools for education
partnerships in particular do not exist, other existing tools can be very
helpful, especially for planning and examining process issues. Some
of the guidelines, analytical tools and institutions available to support
various stages of partnership are described here.

The Global Compact, with UNDP and the UN Institute for Training
and Research (UNITAR) has developed an assessment tool for
partnerships that includes elements of qualitative evaluation (Boston
Consulting Group, 2007). It is on a CD-ROM (available free of
charge) and is designed to be used by all partners at the outset, and
then again during or at the end of a partnership. It has been tested and
subsequently revised in eight settings. Following the observation that
there are no shortcuts, the CD-ROM takes time to go through and does
not allow for skipping sections or use in an abbreviated fashion.

Box 13. Partnership tools (see Bibliography for links)

Guidelines on Co-operation between the United Nations and the Business Community
The Partnering Initiative Toolbook Collection (partnering, brokering, case study)
Enhancing Partnership Value: A Tool for Assessing Sustainability and Impact

Global Hand

Public-Private Partnerships for Development: A Handbook for Business

EdInvest

Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs: Indicative
Principles and Standards

Institute for Public-Private Partnerships, Inc. (IP3)

The Partnering Initiative, based in the UK, was set up by the Prince of
Wales International Business Leaders Forum (IBLF) in association
with The University of Cambridge Programme for Industry, and
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has abundant research and case material available. It offers three
toolbooks for brokering, for partnering, and for case studies. These
three tools are quite comprehensive: they offer pragmatic, realistic
and non-prescriptive guidance for how partnerships can best be
developed and managed.

e In addition to the Partnering Initiative toolbook, there is an
‘assessment form’ to help find the ‘right fit” on the Partner Initiative
website. Another ‘matching’ service is Global Hand that matches
needs with possible partners for very specific programmes. The latter
is a somewhat different enterprise from the types of partnerships
envisaged and described for our purposes, but nevertheless provides
a closely monitored method of bringing need and offer together.

In the field of education, there are several guides that are also
included in the Box 13. The handbook for business, prepared by USAID,
is precisely that: both an advocacy document and a guidance note for
businesses explaining the why and how of partnering, specifically
for education. The Global Knowledge Partnership, the only global
multi-stakeholder partnership institution to be based in the developing
world, focuses on technologies, including technologies for education.
The International Finance Corporation hosts Edinvest, intended to
encourage and guide public-private partnerships: it is, however,
devoted primarily to “the expansion of the non-public or private sector
education industry”, and is not directly related to the concerns of this
paper. There is a Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regiona
Partnership Programs: Indicative Principles and Standards prepared by
the World Bank Independent Evaluation Group for the OECD that is a
comprehensive guide to evaluation; it is directed mainly to partnerships
that provide goods, so that although it makes interesting and thoughtful
reading for practitioners of education partnerships, it is not directly
applicable. Finally, 1P3 offers a wide variety of training courses in
different locations and online for people with a “professional interest
in economic development and the role that public-private partnerships,
effective regulatory reform, and competitive utility management can
play in promoting economic growth”.

A number of very useful tools available for educational planning
in general can also provide frameworks for MSPEs, for example the
UNESCO National Education Support Strategy (UNESS) (UNESCO,
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2007a), UNESCO Handbook for Decentralized Education Planning
(Bahr, 2005), the processes foreseen by the EFA-Fast Track Initiative
(EFA-FTI Secretariat, 2006), and broader development processes such
as those listed in Box 3.

Towards a Decision Support Toolkit

Both the demonstrated success and the hopes for increased use
and influence of multi-stakeholder partnerships are reasons to develop
specific analytical tools for planning, implementing and evaluating
them. Structurally, legally and functionally, MSPEs are complex.
Participants refer frequently to the way in which trust, or lack of it,
influences the functioning of partnerships (Adam et al., 2007, Bertsch
et al., 2005). Trust is understandably important when the legal and
regulatory frameworks are far from adequate to cover all eventualities,
and when the complexities of different institutional backgrounds and
cultures need to be put to work for a common goal. But trust cannot
wholly replace objective tools and criteria for functioning; management
that depends on the negotiation skills and good will of individual
participants can make partnerships very fragile. When an important
partnership founders, it affects both the direct stakeholders and
observers and potential participants of other partnerships, undermining
current and future action.

It is proposed here that the best way to anticipate and minimize
the effects of problems is to make an initial investment in information
gathering, planning, negotiation, and clarification of overall processes.
Balancing what some participants see as overly bureaucratic methods
with the tools that can help solve problems, reassure investors, monitor
results and assist in adaptation to changes along the way is not a simple
task. While proposing recipes for success would be an error, one can use
decision-making tools that can clarify choices and serve as reminders
of elements of information and decision that need to be part of every
stage of the process.

From the outset, this review proposes that the central organizing
features of a successful partnership should be needs-based, transparent,
coherent with existing international agreements and national
development plans, and focused on outcomes. No single approach will
meet local needs, and so the modalities of each partnership must be
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worked out in concert with as many stakeholders as possible. Many
observers, looking at their experiences of partnership, propose such
checklists as tools for policy and planning dialogue. The development
of a specific tool for education MSPs could stimulate the learning
process around these partnerships and provide the framework for
further research and analysis of what works, and why.

A paper commissioned by GEI to examine the functioning of the
existing GEI projects (Cassidy & Paksima, forthcoming) proposes a
model that gives requirements for effective partnerships based on a
thorough analysis of these projects, on the authors’ extensive experience,
and on interviews with many of the stakeholders. The framework that
follows is gratefully borrowed, with some adaptations, from their in-
depth examination of three specific cases and the model derived fromit.
This author is grateful to them for agreeing to let their work be used in
this way. It is presented here as a checklist specific to education against
which decisions need to be made, rather than a set of requirements.

This framework could form the basis for developing a more
detailed toolkit to be tested, refined and used for management and
benchmarking.

Background and environment

Partners will need to meet at the outset and look together at their
individual and collective values and goals. Some principles will be
non-negotiable, and some can remain particular to each partner without
compromising the overall incentive and value framework. A needs
assessment and review of the organizational climate will be part of the
preparatory review.

1. Values, goals and development objectives: shared and not shared

Non-negotiable values include commitment to the following:

« EFAand alignment of objectives with national economic and
education plans

« International agreements, notably on education, rights and
sustainable development

« Impact on educational quality and equality

* Transparency
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2. Needs and context

 Political climate

e Economic climate

» Legal and regulatory systems

» Education sector plans (including PRSPs, FTI, EFA plans) and
financing relationships with donor financing, gaps and

» Needs and feasibility assessment

Planning and partners

The need for adequate planning and consultation with partners
cannot be stressed enough. Transaction costs will be higher than for
interventions undertaken by a single organization, so that agreement
about this fundamental fact can only come about through examination
of what it will take to undertake a complex innovation. Ownership by
stakeholders will in many cases have to substitute for bureaucratic
assignment of responsibility: establishing this ownership and ensuring
that all the ‘owners’ are actually committed is a necessary part of the
process.

3. Planning

« Available data and research

» Stakeholder consultation

« Resource requirements for intervention

« Resource requirements for partnership management and for
reporting

« Detailed financing schedule

» Detailed implementation schedule

« Written agreements

« Risks and obstacles: establishment and assessment

4. Partners and governance

« ldentification of partners, delegation of responsibility, accountability
systems

. Explicit engagement of partners and formalized partner agreements

« Governance and decision-making structures
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Implementation and outcomes

Discussion about who does what will not eliminate difficulties
along the way; making implementation methods and plans as explicit
as possible should help solve unforeseen problems. Many partnerships
encounter difficulties when institutions and people outside the
partnership are called upon to cooperate and misunderstandings arise
about roles, responsibilities and inputs. Early reflection on additional
actors can be helpful. Institutional accountability can be complicated.
Communication at several levels — institutional, with delegated
representatives, with local stakeholders — can be a useful feature.

5. Management and implementation

e Clarify management and coordination structures
o ldentify staff and establish contingency plans for change
e Training and capacity-building needs

6. Non-partner stakeholders

e Support from institutions and their representatives (principals/head
teachers, community leaders, employers)

Context and acceptance of innovation

Emphasis on student learning

Possible obstacles

Engagement of the community

~

Communications

Strategic and operational communications plan

Identification of vertical and horizontal communication channels
Schedule of staff meetings

Rhythm and level of partner communications

External communications: reports, publications, press

8. Monitoring and evaluation

e Performance indicators in relation to objectives

¢ ldentification and resourcing of information system

o Assessment of displacement costs, costs relative to national
expenditures, scalability, sustainability, long-term impact
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Outcomes and sustainability

Outcomes assessment and reporting

Review with non-partners stakeholders

Review of partnership functioning

Comparison of outcomes with surrounding environment:
sustainability, impact, scalability

Assessment and report(s)

Sharing what partners have learned

Recognition in public sector, in communities.
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On the basis of an analysis of the literature on public-private and multi-
stakeholder partnerships, this review has examined what lies behind
their development. It places them in the context of trends in development
assistance relationships in education, and more specifically in the context
of EFA. It examines some of the expectations of different partners,
and some of the general evidence about the financial contribution of
partnerships to education development. It proposes some key areas for
collaboration, some conditions for enhancing the success and impact of
partnerships, and a possible toolkit or checklist for partners to use in
developing and managing new initiatives. In order for MSPEs to fulfill
the hopes of their proponents, they need to be truly greater than the sum
of their parts, and to contribute to enriching educational development
activities with their own characteristics. A summary of the lessons
drawn can be laid out as follows:

Principles

Multi-stakeholder partnerships for education bring together
stakeholders from vastly different origins and with fundamentally
different operating principles. Sometimes these can be reconciled and
provide synergy for creative outcomes that are beneficial for all parties
involved. Sometimes this is impossible: it is essential to recognize that
the institutional commitments and objectives of different parties can on
occasion collide irreconcilably.

For the UN, non-negotiable principles are those outlined in
intergovernmental conventions and agreements and the notion of
education as a public good. For the governmental public sector, it
is responsibility to its constitution and the electorate that cannot be
changed. For civil society organizations, the fundamentals are the right
to speak up and speak out, to advocate and militate for their constituency.
For business, they are the duties to shareholders and the recognition
that their primary aim is profit. For all partners, multi-stakeholder
partnerships should be an opportunity to broaden the awareness of needs
to improve education quality and to build a consensus and commitment
to change where it is needed.
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* Recommendation: Not all situations are suitable for partnerships.
Early agreement about how objectives of partners can be mutually
reinforcing is essential.

* Recommendation: The creation of partnerships is a valuable
opportunity to advocate for improving educational quality and
should be maximized.

Regulation

Regulation of partnerships between the public and private sectors
is so far largely voluntary and compliance cannot be enforced. Public
sector partners need to take care that basic principles of competition,
transparency and accountability as well as adherence to commitments
are respected. Private sector partners are rightly preoccupied with
occasional fuzzy contractual, fiscal and legal environments that increase
the risks for partnerships. Civil society partners, often with the least
stable financial base, fear for the lack of clarity about resource stability
and recourse when difficulties arise. Needs and outcomes need to take
precedence over inputs. This means fitting partnerships into overall
development assistance trends as well as developing programmes in
concert with those stakeholders closest to the end users.

* Recommendation: In the absence of regulation, official guidelines
and detailed agreements about the ways in which each partner’s
needs and duties will be exercised are indispensable. Standardization
of processes, contract norms, evaluations, risk assessment and
terminology will enhance accountability and transparency, and
reduce transaction costs.

Opportunities

Opportunities are present for partners as for the end users. Although
many observers rightly detail the learning advantages for partners, it
is crucial to keep attention focused on the overall benefit for the end
users. Consultations with stakeholders, involvement of the principal
recipients, and focus on outcomes have to be integral to MSPEs.

« Recommendation: Clear assessment of needs and definition of
desired results as well as the relevance of the partnership to the core
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mandate of partners, their employees and shareholders should be
the first step of all partnerships.

Costs

Typically, MSPEs have high transaction costs, resulting from the
need to manage the partnership. Costs of implementation can, however,
be lower when there are no intermediaries other than partners. By all
accounts, transaction costs are generally underestimated: participants
assume that volunteerism and good will cover unforeseen costs, and that
as the project moves along, problems will be solved. This is sometimes
the case. When it is not, this can be a major obstacle to timely progress,
or even progress at all.

e Recommendation: Partners should not assume that MSPEs will
reduce costs; initial agreements about how to cover costs generated
by unforeseen events are necessary.

Benefits

The benefits of partnerships, real or anticipated, include broader
choice, greater involvementindesign and decision-making and enhanced
relevance of education to the economic and social context. For partners,
there is a range of positive outcomes, not all present in all partnerships
by any means, but included in many descriptions of experience on
the ground, among which are: enhancement and complementarity of
capacity, leveraging of resources, better ownership, legitimacy, good
community relations, and sharing of risks.

» Recommendation: The benefits of partnerships are potentially very
high. These benefits are factors that can be used for negotiation at
the outset between stakeholders, including the end users, and should
be articulated.

Risks

The risks and difficulties of partnerships are often underestimated
at the beginning. Because consequences for any one partner are,
in general, not devastating, each partner can be tempted to assume
that not much will be lost if the experiment does not work. Among
other difficulties, competition between partners, loss of interest in or
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withdrawal from the partnership or failure to meet obligations are real
problems. Partners can have little interest in describing failure, so that
when partnerships produce few or no results, it is rare to find a case
study that gives details.

e Recommendation: Commitment at the outset on the part of
stakeholders to transparent reporting as part of on-going monitoring
may be painful at the beginning but in the end will benefit all those
involved.

Solutions

Given the additional effort required for MSPEs, and given that even
the largest partnerships are not system-wide, they sometimes function
principally as motors for capacity building, creativity and innovation.
This role can be invaluable, and needs to be recognized as both the
virtue and contribution of MSPEs.

» Recommendation: Develop specific tools for planning and analysis
of MSPEs, including those surrounding costs, transferability,
scalability, and impact.

¢ Recommendation: Include capacity building for partners and
stakeholders as an integral component of partnerships.

e Recommendation: Develop a strong and well-financed programme
of pilot MSPEs based on a framework of needs and a search for
appropriate partners.

* % *

This paper has examined the potential and achievements of
partnerships for attaining EFA goals. It has looked at the prospects,
the promise, the hopes, the difficulties, and the results. To innovate
is by definition to enter uncertain and sometimes uncharted territory.
To innovate with education is to take responsibility for the learning
experience and the future of individuals. Failure has direct consequences
for people we know or should know. Success will benefit not only
learners and those involved in education but all the institutions involved.
The message of this paper is that investment in planning, regulation,
transparency, results and documentation of partnerships is not wasted.
It is a duty and an asset.

International Institute for Educational Planning http://www.unesco.org/iiep


http://www.unesco.org/iiep

Ways Forward

Box 14. Multi-Stakeholder Partnershipsfor Education:
PfE Coallection of Case Examples

The World Economic Forum and UNESCO’s Partnerships for Education initiative was
established in 2007 to identify and promote good practices in the implementation of
Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for Education. One of the findings of this review is that
reporting about the successes and failures of these initiatives is inadequate. The lack of
sufficient monitoring and evaluation has been one of the reasons behind considerable
duplication of effort in creating pilot projects, and could explain why many of these have
failed to deliver satisfactorily on the expectations of those involved.

As a contribution to the overall objectives of the PfE initiative, members of the
Technical Advisory Group of Partnerships for Education have provided empirical
examples of existing partnerships that are intended to support and supplement the
conceptual analyses embodied in the review. The TAG members were invited by the PfE
secretariat to choose case studies that they felt reflected the themes of the report in ways
that had particular meaning and importance for them. There is no single way to deliver
effective partnerships, and their implementation must take into consideration the
particular circumstances pertaining in the situations where they are being introduced.
The case studies can be consulted in full at www.unesco.org/iiep, and include the
following:

Africa

* TECH/NA!, by Niamh Brannigan, GeSCI A«

* Negotiating MSPEs in Namibia, by Vanessa E. Shields, Judrez and Associates e

*  Microsoft and South Africa Focus on Sustainable Community Development: Partners
in Learning, by Reza Bardien, Microsoft e

Latin America

 Explor@: Creative and Entrepreneurial Experiences for Youth, by Eduardo Monge,
Omar Dengo Foundation, Global Knowledge Partnership whs

e Virtual Schools: Safe Access to ICT by rural children in Colombia, by Pablo Jaramillo,
Global Knowledge Partnership ke

*  Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships in Education: the Escuela Nueva Program in
Colombia, by Graciela Mann, Daniel Pier and Katharine Yasin, Judrez and
Associates =

 Proyecto Global: Girls and Women’s Education in Guatemala, by Kjell Enge, Judrez
and Associates ke
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Asia and Middle East

* The Fight Against Information Poverty of Filipino Youth: Lessons learned from the
GILAS Project, by Galina Voytsekhovska and Ronald Kim, World Bank Institute s

e The Intel® Teach Program Helps Egyptian Teachers Bring Technology to the
Classroom, by Intel ke

 The Jordan Education Initiative, by Michelle Selinger, Cisco Systems ke

Other

* The Commonwealth Education Fund Experience with Corporate Sector Engagement,
by Sheila Aikman, Oxfam GB e
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I1EP publications and documents

More than 1,200 titles onall aspects of educational planning have been published
by the International Institute for Educational Planning. A comprehensive
catalogue is available in the following subject categories:

Educational planning and global issues
General studies - global/developmental issues

Administration and management of education
Decentralization - participation - distance education - school mapping - teachers
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Costs and financing - employment - international co-operation
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Different levels of formal education
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Alternative strategies for education
Lifelong education - non-formal education - disadvantaged groups - gender education

The Catalogue may be obtained on request from:
IIEP, Communication and Publications Unit
information@iiep.unesco.org
Titles of new publications and abstracts may be consulted
at the following website: www.unesco.org/iiepN
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The International Institute for Educational Planning

The International Institute for Educational Planning (I1EP) is an international centre for advanced
training and research in the field of educational planning. It was established by UNESCO in 1963
and is financed by UNESCO and by voluntary contributions from Member States. In recent years
the following Member States have provided voluntary contributions to the Institute: Denmark,
Finland, Germany, Iceland, India, Ireland, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland.

The Institute’s aim is to contribute to the development of education throughout the world,
by expanding both knowledge and the supply of competent professionals in the field of
educational planning. In this endeavour the Institute co-operates with interested training and
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UNESCO and the World Economic Forum

Global Education Initiative have launched a new

programme, “Partnerships for Education”(PfE).

PfE aims to create a global coalition for multi-

stakeholder partnerships for education, including

the private sector, in order to advance progress towards the
objectives of Education for All (EFA). To this end, PfE will carry out
studies and develop tools and frameworks for the establishment,
implementation and evaluation of multi-stakeholder
partnerships. It will build capacity for implementation at the
country, regional and global levels, through decision support,
sharing of good practice, advocacy, evaluation, and the
mobilization of practitioners, donors, governments and experts.

This study was commissioned to help lay the groundwork for
PfE in complement to a set of case studies and the development
of a database to document good practice. It defines basic
concepts and surveys the hopes, expectations, needs and pitfalls
in partnerships for education. It provides recommendations
for action as well as avenues for reflection. It is intended for
development practitioners at the international and country
levels.
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