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PRELIMINARY REMARKS


The working paper on the reference framework of good practices shows the view of the
Collective Leadership Institute on the current practice of good partnering and therefore
highlights its own expertise, that of other partners in PEP and that of additional experts
who are not yet part of the PEP initiative. We are aware that there is much more
knowledge out there that has not yet been reflected. The suggestion is to use the set of
practices as described in this paper a stepping-stone towards developing the quality and
subsequently effectiveness of partnering. It can also be seen a way of ordering existing and
future knowledge. A first attempt to do so is shown in the section on deep dives. The deep
dives integrated into this paper are suggestions for systematizing existing knowledge and
reflect the view of the Collective Leadership Institute.



The framework suggested has been peer-reviewed by the PEP partners and slightly
adjusted on the basis of the input. However, an agreement on the framework terms has not
yet been reached among the partners. The proposal for the website prototype shows a
framework in a slightly different format and wording. Using such a framework for
organising the knowledge is consensual, the detailed wording is still work in progress. A
thorough conceptual discussion is pending.



In addition to this the framework for organising knowledge and good practices for
partnering in SDG implementation needs to be discussed with and anchored in a wider
group of stakeholders - among practitioners, researchers, funders and politicians. It also
needs to be tested regarding its validity, applicability and usefulness. Its purpose is to help
practitioners move faster towards effective partnering and offer a structure for research. It
can potentially function as a reference for building a global alliance around good
partnering practices. Creating such an alliance, building a step-by-step engagement
between relevant stakeholders (practitioners, researchers, politicians, funders and
implementers) in the field of partnering is seen by the Collective leadership Institute as an
important route to the impact of PEP. We recommend that the reference framework – or an
adjusted and agreed version - should be illustrated by practice examples as a next step.



The Collective Leadership Institute is convinced that a system’s view of life is essentials for
creating the shift in thinking and acting required for the SDGs to achieve the desired
impact. The framework is therefore based on such a conceptual background.
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Collective Leadership Institute, March 2016
www.collectiveleadership.com
The views expressed in this working paper are those of
the authors

3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Implementing the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) fundamentally requires
collaborative self-organisation and collective
as well as transformative leadership in
complex change. Practitioners, however,
know that partnering and collaboration has
many internal and external challenges. The
question arises: What is the fundamental set
of good practices needed to make
collaboration deliver at the speed and scale
the SDG implementation needs?
The necessary step-change in the quality and
effectiveness
of
multi-stakeholder
collaboration and partnering will require the
widespread adoption of good practices. This
conceptual paper therefore focuses on these
crosscutting and systemic fundamental set of
factors as cornerstone for the effectiveness of
partnering that needs to increase in
partnering
and
multi-stakeholder
collaboration. It provides a framework for
promoting effective partnering by looking at
common principles, leadership approaches,
typologies, success factors and criteria for
differentiation. By gathering these, PEP can
offer a common language around partnering
processes that will make a qualified platform
exchange possible.
Taking the reference framework sufficiently
into account will most likely increase success
– not only for the individual collaboration
effort, but also for the larger transformative
change envisaged. The fundamental factors
drive quality collaboration. They function as
a network of elements that support each
other in creating a collaboration pattern that
works – for the actors involved and for the
issue. This conceptual work proposes two
sets of fundamental factors:

1) Four background conditions, which refer
to the collaborative capacity of people,
organisations
and
the
institutional
environment in which, partnering takes
place.
2) Five quality ingredients for the actual
partnering that can be fully influenced by
partners, if they are aware of their
importance.
This set of nine factors however cannot be
seen as a list of individual building blocks
but rather a systemic pattern that guides
effective partnering in SDG implementation
on different levels.
The working paper is based on recent
literature that focuses on the quality of
partnering, a systemic approach, various
practitioner
handbooks
and
publicly
available information from knowledge
institutions in the area of partnering. A
reference to the literature and the knowledge
institutions is made throughout. Interviews
with PEP partners and results from
exchanges around the PEP platform,
especially the Den Haag Co-Design
Workshop in January 2016 are also basis for
the work on the reference framework for
effective partnering.
More work is needed to substantiate the
framework,
incorporate
feedback
by
knowledge institutions and open it up to the
scrutiny of the partnering community at
large. Furthermore the paper starts to dive
deeper into the underlying assumptions,
concepts and approaches of partnering but in
this scope of work could only scratch the
surface. Phase 2 of PEP should provide the
opportunity to unleash the potential of the
framework.
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1. A CALL TO ACTION: SCALING COLLABORATION SKILLS
In July 2012, invited by Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, a 27 member High-level Panel composed
of eminent persons from around the world began to work on their consultative advice for a
global development framework beyond 20151. The report, published in May 2013, emphasized
"the central importance of a new spirit to guide a global partnership for a people-centred and
planet-sensitive agenda, based on the principle of our common humanity”2. In order to reach the
transformation, the report suggested forging a spirit of solidarity, cooperation, and mutual
accountability. Subsequently, in a broad intergovernmental agreement and as a result of
extensive consultative processes the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), officially known as
„Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development“, were agreed in
September 2015 by the UN. Also identified as networked targets3 with close interdependency the
17 goals with their 169 targets are expected to function as a plan of action for world development,
with voluntary achievement commitments for public sector, private sector and civil society in all
countries.
Addressing the sustainability challenges clearly requires different actors in all sectors to work
together in a more fruitful and constructive way. No single actor has all the solutions, but each
actor may essentially contribute a parcel of knowledge, a puzzle piece that counts. Partnering
and multi-stakeholder collaboration between business, NGOs, government, the UN and
communities will be essential to achieve the goals and they will be needed at a scale and quality
that goes far beyond the current levels of collaboration capacity. 4 The Promoting Effective
Partnering Facility (PEP), supported by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the framework
of the Global Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation5 has therefore committed to
building clarity and orientation around collaborative approaches and drive innovative and
effective practice.6
SDG implementation fundamentally requires collaborative self-organisation and collective as
well as transformative leadership in complex change.
What is needed is:


Awareness of when and how collaboration can contribute to specific SDGs;



In-depth knowledge of the cross-cutting fundamentals;



Core competencies and SDG-specific approaches needed for effective collaboration;



Understanding of the influence of local conditions on partnering and the need for contextspecific responses,



1

An integrated systematic, multi-actor approach to driving the partnering agenda for

United Nations (2014a)
United Nations (2014b), p. 8
3
Le Blanc (2015)
4
OECD (2015)
5
http://www.pepfacility.org
6
Founding Statement „Promoting Effective Partnering Facility“
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implementing the SDGs and the 2030 Agenda


A joint understanding of evaluating the effectiveness of multi-stakeholder partnering for
SDG implementation

Practitioners, however, know that partnering and collaboration has many internal and external
challenges. The question arises:
What is the fundamental set of good practices needed to make collaboration deliver at the
speed and scale the SDG implementation needs?
As more and more partnering endeavours emerge – from global alliances, network platforms,
strategic initiatives, development partnerships and local cross-sector collaboration on issues of
common concern additional questions emerge, such as:
How can practitioners, initiators, leaders, brokers and coordinators of such multi-stakeholder
collaboration drive the fundamental factors of the framework as essential quality principles
for effective partnering across all forms and types so that the likelihood of transforming
dysfunctional economic, social and environmental systems increases?
This conceptual paper therefore focuses on these cross-cutting and systemic set of fundamental
factors as cornerstone for the effectiveness of partnering that needs to increase in partnering and
multi-stakeholder collaboration. Its content is based on recent literature that focuses on the
quality of partnering, various practitioner handbooks and publicly available information from
knowledge institutions in the area of partnering. References to the literature and the knowledge
institutions will be made throughout.

2. WHY DO WE NEED A REFERENCE FRAMEWORK?
To achieve the necessary step-change in the quality and effectiveness of multi-stakeholder
collaboration and partnering will require the widespread adoption of such good practices. Many
support organisations have developed handbooks, guides and tool books to help partnering
processes succeed 7 . A number of organizations run capacity development programmes for
successful partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration. 8 There is also a growing body of
research on what makes cross-sector partnerships effective. 9 While there may be different
effective ways to collaborate, it seems important to develop a framework that allows for
integrating current approaches and helping actors to navigate the complex conditions that make
partnering approaches for SDG implementation work. A common understanding of principles
and approaches for getting collaboration to work, will contribute to improving effectiveness of
existing and developing new of well-functioning, impactful partnering efforts.

7

e.g.: Handbooks have, e.g. been developed by institutions like: the Collective Leadership Institute, The
Partnering Initiative, The Partnership Brokers Association, The Wageningen Centre for Development
Innovation, among others .
8
These are e.g.: The Partnership Brokers Association, The Collective Leadership Institute, the Partnering
Initiative
9
Beisheim (2012), OECD (2015)
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The growing complexity of partnering
The last 10 years have seen an enormous advancement in the complexity of multi-actor
collaboration initiatives to address pressing societal or environmental issues. They range from
global alliances, global action networks 10 , platforms, regional, national or local initiatives,
development partnerships or local cross-sector projects.11 The purpose of these initiatives range
from standard development in sustainable production to providing of public goods like water to
improving natural resource management or improving social service delivery, among many
others. They exist as long-term initiatives or short-term target-oriented partnering, and take place
within countries or in transnational arrangement. There is an increasing discourse over their
effectiveness12 and their role as new forms of governance.13 Not only are the forms of partnering
increasing in complexity (from time-bound local implementation partnerships to strategic impact
alliances to sector-wide transformation approaches that aspire to have systemic impact), but also
the number of formal multi-stakeholder collaboration is growing exponentially high.14
With the ambition of scaling the overall impact of collaboration efforts the need arises to see the
growing number of collaboration settings in relation to each other and to the overall goal that
they aspire to achieve. This means that the reference framework for effective partnering and
multi-stakeholder collaboration needs to look beyond the effectiveness of the particular
partnership as such, and also consider its embeddedness in the context of other similar,
competing or complementary activities. A system’s perspective is paramount.
THE CHALLENGES

THE WAY FORWARD



Growing number of partnering efforts



Growing complexity of multi-actor-settings



Seeing partnering efforts in the context of complementary
initiatives as part of large-scale transformative change



Taking a systemic approach to promoting effectiveness of
partnering

Only people can make it happen
Across all partnering efforts there is one element constant: it is people who make them work or
fail. Partnering is a way of invigorating the human competencies for constructive co-creation.
Success and impact is essentially built on the capacity of a collective of actors to drive
transformative change.15 Ideally, it enables human systems to become more resilient and vital.
But often, this call for collaboration across institutions can be a substantial requirement to realize.

10

Waddell (2010)
Kuenkel, et al (2011)
12
Bäckstrand (2006), Beisheim (2012), OECD (2006)
13
Beisheim (2011), Biermann (2007)
14
SustainAbility (2016)
15
Kuenkel (2016)
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The process of getting into partnering is often slow, with many different levels of understanding
around partnering, high transaction costs and a tendency to duplicate already existing solutions
in needless or inefficient efforts. Effective collaboration often takes time for trust building, for
understanding each other’s interests and culture of action and decision-making, as well as time
for arriving at solutions that can be owned by all partners. It may take more time than the
urgency of the issues seems to allow. Yet, one of the most obvious lessons learnt is that successful
collaboration rests on the conscious and careful management of process. It is all about creating a
collaborative field of actors interacting with each other in a way that makes the overall pattern of
collaboration work.
THE CHALLENGES

THE WAY FORWARD



Still prevailing silo-mentality



Partnering requires new competencies for collaboration



Making collaboration patterns that work more known to all
actors



Integrating existing knowledge and experiences into an
easily understandable framework



2.1

Enabling more actors to lead complex change

LEADING COMPLEX CHANGE

Collaboration for the SDGs means leading complex change collectively across institutions, with
little or no discretionary power, but tremendous differences in societal and economic power and
the capacity to influence. No matter if the challenges relate to energy, climate, economic
activities, the financial system or food security - the SDGs are all interconnected and
interdependent16 and cannot be understood or addressed in isolation. Hence, they need to be
addressed with a systemic approach to solutions generation that e.g. incorporate shifts in
perspective from the parts to the whole, foster networked collective action, revisit the focus of
measurements, raise issues of qualitative growth, re-focus on process and relationships and find
ways of dealing more effectively with complexity and uncertainty.

16

Le Blanc (2015)
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Table 1: The shift in leading complex change in collaboration for SDG implementation17
FROM:

TO:

Leading change is seen as the capacity of the

Leading change becomes the capacity of a collective

individual only
Silo-approach and competitive thinking

Collaboration and co-opetition becomes the norm.

dominates
Leadership is seen as taking place in a hierarchical

Leadership takes place in non-hierarchical and co-

context only.

operation contexts.

Leadership is seen as the delivery of goals

Leadership is understood as the joint delivery of

through enlisting followers.

agreed upon common goals in a climate of collective
responsibility.

The common good is not necessarily the focus of

Leadership is seen and enacted as a contribution to

leadership tasks.

the common good.

Leadership positions are clearly distinguished

Depending on expertise and experience leadership

from followership.

and followership is interchangeable.

Leadership development focuses on growing

Leadership development takes into account the

individual leaders.

success factors for collective action.

Dialogue and co-operation are side-issues or

The capacity of a leadership collective to ensure

add-ons.

outcome-oriented

dialogue

and

future-oriented

collective action becomes a decisive success factor.

This also requires a major shift in the approach of leading change. Collective leadership - in this
context - is capacity of a collective, composed of strong individuals representing different
organisations or institutions, equipped with collaborative capacity, and with a strong intention to
making their joint contribution to a world in transition count.18 No matter what the task is managing scarce water resources, adapting to climate change, securing access to adequate
nutrition, or creating responsible value chains - the challenges of sustainability require new forms
of collaborative inventiveness and, above all, people who are willing to implement change jointly
at all levels of society.
The task is to lead complex change collectively on a broad scale across institutions. This requires
further developing the human capacity for outcome-oriented dialogue, effective partnering and
future-oriented collective action across institutional or national boundaries. Isolated islands of
success need to get connected with each other and sector- and institutional specific activities need
to be complemented by system’s approaches. Individuals need to find their role in seeing
leadership anew as contribution to collaborative co-creation and the common good. Table 1
above shows this required shift in thinking.

17
18

Kuenkel, P. & Schaefer, K. (2013)
Kuenkel, (2015), Senge et al. (2015)
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THE CHALLENGE



Still underexplored knowledge about how to lead
collectively in complex multi-actor settings

THE WAY FORWARD



Shifting the old leadership paradigm towards re-defining
success as the capacity of a collective
Connecting the leadership discourse to navigating complex
change in multi-actor settings



2.2

COLLABORATING FOR SYSTEM’S TRANSFORMATION

The dilemma is obvious: on the one hand the SDGs are on the agenda of every nation, every
organization, and many citizens today; they can potentially fuel a global movement towards
collaboration for the common good. On the other hand it has become clear that the existing forms
of organizing across institutional boundaries may not be sufficient to address the vast complexity
and interconnectedness of the challenges.19
Fig.1: The growth of cells resembles
partnering

more

than

organisational

structures
Most

of

successful

the

SDG

be

addressed

organizational
interventions

challenges

structures,
as

well

as

by

cannot
known

top-down
conventional

planning and control . A major shift in the
20

approach of organising change is needed.
Yet at the same time the predominant
thinking and ways of operating of most
institutions driving change around the SDGs still follow a more mechanistic logic, with a focus
on linear, predictable, measurable outcomes in a relatively certain environment. The entire
institutional world and its logic of planning and implementation are built on the dominant view
of life as a machine-like feature – and so are approaches to organizational structuring, leadership
practice and reward systems. Yet, effective partnering requires a genuine collaborative mind-set
and the understanding of how this differs from the competitive approach to leading change.
In addition, the operational procedures that keep the current more mechanistic view of life and
development in place (from rules and regulations, to measurements, disciplinary procedures,
incentive systems and organizational structures) are not necessarily transferrable to partnering

19
20

SustainAbility (2016)
Liening (2013)
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efforts. Partnering requires structures, roles and responsibilities, agreed procedures and formal
agreements, too. But success often hinges on the delicate balance between emergent relational
processes and sufficiently contained structures. Partnering is probably the closed resemblance to
looking at change process through the lens of a system’s view of life with various small but
nested and interconnected collaborative ecosystems that are embedded in a larger intentional
system for transformation.
The SDGs are testimony to a gradual shift in viewing the world as an interacting and
interconnected whole that cannot be shifted towards sustainability without an approach that
takes the complexity to heart. Small patterns of collaboration that work have the potential to
grow into large patterns of collaboration that become effective and finally contribute to
transformational shifts.
THE CHALLENGE



Management and decision-making procedures partly
inappropriate for partnering

THE WAY FORWARD



Acknowledging that partnering requires more attention to
process, trust-building and relationship management
Understanding better the complex systemic dynamic of
partnering



2.3

CREATING A SUPPORTIVE FIELD FOR PARTNERING

Not every partnering process that fails, does so, because of the internal condition and the
relationship management between the collaborating actors. They fail, because the environment is
not conducive for collaboration, the different organisations are half-heartedly engaging in
partnering or the political environment pays lip service to multi-stakeholder collaboration. Some
organisations start partnering without having analysed their internal legal or structural
impediments towards true partnering. If they then enter into collaboration, they create a
dangerous friction between the partnering aspiration and their own capability for working on
challenges across organisations.
In other cases, most often, when the partnering process is on the route to success, the visible
success suddenly may have repercussions on the participating organisations that can lead to
unwanted changes or difficult to manage impacts. The hierarchy of the particular organisation
may suddenly decide to withdraw from the partnership and instruct the representative to
disengage. The organisational fit and readiness must be seen as an important background
condition for success.
In addition, organisations that want to partner, may operate in a political environment where
ignorance towards the potential of cross-sector collaboration may still prevail. In that way, the
enabling environment has a crucial influence on the partnering success. Evenly important are

13
support structures that help to promote collaboration on issues of common concern, either
through capacity development measures 21 that help actors understand the essential for good
partnering processes or the backbone support22 either through partnering brokers or support
organisations that become convenors and supports of multi-stakeholder collaboration.
THE CHALLENGES




Still not conducive environment for partnering
Institutions unfit for collaboration

THE WAY FORWARD



Building an enabling environment for cross-institutional
and cross-sector partnering
Growing organisations that support partnering



2.4

DRIVING EFFECTIVENESS

An analysis of partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration shows that in a sample of 330
partnerships only for 24 % the outcomes “matched with the self-reported functions”23. Although
this analysis may not entirely be representative, it hints to the challenges of making crossinstitutional collaboration work so that it can deliver on its promise. Both research and
practitioners have identified success factors for good partnering 24 . This is an important step
ahead as the management requirements for partnering processes become more visible. Yet, the
understanding what these success factors mean in practice across the different forms and levels
of complexity of partnering has still not sufficiently been explored. In addition, practitioners are
aware that adding the building blocks and ensuring the success factors helps, but they do not
necessarily guarantee successful partnering processes. Most often, brokers, coordinators or
initiators of collaboration manage processes intuitively while other actors have a limited
understanding of the high importance of good process management in partnering.
Like any other designed change processes, collaboration between multiple actors rests on trust, a
sense of ownership, the clarity of goals and the visibility of outcomes that reward for the time
invested. Because of its cross-institutional and cross-sector nature, however, change in partnering
processes is more complex and less contained than organisational change processes. The
structures that arise like governance models, inclusivity and rules of participation, agreements,
plans or communication strategies need to be arrived at in consensual agreements that are
inevitably more time consuming. Partnering is not only complex, it is essentially democratic in
the sense that all partners have – in principle - an equal say in the process, because the outcome
depends on the engagement of all. Hence, success in partnering is to a large extent dependent on
well-managed processes that take these typical features into account:

21

For a list of knowledge institutions offering capacity building for partnering and multi-stakeholder
collaboration, see Annex 1
22
Kania & Kramer (2011)
23
ICSC (2014), p.9
24
For more details see section 3.2.2.2
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The diversity of actors (in knowledge, power, experiences, world-view, thinking, etc.)
with (often) conflicting interests. The collaborative space is a cauldron where diversity
meets – from culture to life-style to decision-making procedures. Scepticism is as present
as inspiration. Uncertainty, unpredictability and divergence of interests are the daily
bread of partnering.



The ambitious common goals often only emerge over time or even change. They must be
seen as a joined understanding of goal corridor25 with negotiable guide boards, only
vaguely clear in the beginning while the pathway towards it is fairly unknown. In
partnering around SDG implementation, the road towards the goal is – despite plans –
constantly under construction with a need for iteration through consensus building.



Results of partnering are dependent on the self-organized and collectively monitored
action of the partners without any of them having any discretionary power over the
other. Any approaches to monitoring and evaluation must be built on a jointly agreed
approach.



Partnering is a laboratory and a collective learning journey where iterations become the
norm as plans need to be adjusted many times.



The issue challenges are often multi-dimensional. The complicated tasks can be dealt
with by obtaining expertise while the complex aspects require prototyping, testing and
re-evaluating in a spirit of harvesting collective intelligence. The chaotic unpredictable
elements require both patience and agility.26

These features apply to complex and simpler partnerships, to sector transformation processes as
much as to global initiatives – albeit in different occurrences. Hence, the effectiveness of
partnering is a determined by a multi-faceted set of elements that are not just additive, but
recursive in the way they influence each other. The reference framework for effective partnering
can be seen as this mutually dependent set of quality elements that require attention, if
partnering efforts – across all forms and scales – should become successful. Key actors driving
the partnering effort can influence them. The quality with which these elements are advanced has
an impact on the transformative capacity – and hence the effectiveness - of the partnering
endeavour. Results will improve and impact becomes more likely.
THE CHALLENGES



Not sufficiently wide-spread knowledge about
fundamental set of factors for effective partnering

THE WAY FORWARD




Building knowledge and capacity at scale
Anchoring the reference framework as quality elements

25

the

This means that goals in partnering may be broad or vague in the beginning and will only become clearer
in the course of the process.
26
This refers to the ideas captured in the Cynefin framework, developed by David Snowden; Snowden
(2007)
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among key partnering actors as well as funders
Enhancing research on evaluating the influence of the set
of factors on effectiveness

Based on the review of the existing approaches to promoting the effectiveness of partnering, the
following section suggests the key quality fundamentals that require attention when initiating
and managing partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration.

3. THE FUNDAMENTAL SET OF FACTORS FOR EFFECTIVE PARTNERING
Taking the fundamental set of factors sufficiently into account will most likely increase success –
not only for the individual collaboration effort, but also for the larger transformative change
envisaged. The factors drive quality collaboration. They function as a network of elements that
support each other in creating a collaboration pattern that works – for the actors involved and for
the issue. There are two sets of factors.
1. Background conditions refer to the collaborative capacity of people, organisations and the
institutional environment in which partnering takes place. They can partly be influenced, e.g.
through capacity building, and are partly simply conditions that need to be observed and
enhanced through policy change, learning exchange around partnering experience and
sometimes simple exposure of people to successful partnering examples. These enabling
background conditions are:
a. Collaborative mind-set: the capability and skills to collaborate
b. Systemic approach: contextualizing the initiatives in the field of transformative
change around SDGs
c. Organisational fit and fitness: the organisational readiness to partner and the right
match of organisations
d. Backbone support27: The adequate utilization of and resource allocation for process
support.

27

The term backbone support goes back to the Collective Impact approach first published by Kania &
Kramer (2011) and refers to independent, funded staff dedicated to the stakeholder management.
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2. Quality ingredients can be fully influenced by partners, if they are aware of their
importance. Whether they receive sufficient attention, is first and foremost a matter of
knowledge about partnering challenges and how best to navigate them. The more the actors
involved understand the role of these enabling quality ingredients, the higher the likelihood
that they contribute their part to creating functional collaboration patterns that deliver
results. These ingredients are composed of five mutually supportive factors.
a. Leadership: the collective capacity of partners to jointly drive the change
b. Process:

the competence to facilitate and manage complex multi-actors settings

towards outcome
c. Content: the level of expertise, experience and innovation with regard to the issue to
be addressed
d. Context: the appropriateness of connecting impact strategies with complementary
initiatives and adjusting approach to the local conditions
e. Form: the choice of partnering form fitting purpose
Table 2: Understanding the fundamental set of factors – an overview
Enabling background conditions
COLLABORATIVE
MIND-SET

 Willingness and capability to seek collaborative solutions;
 Investment in understanding of approaches to cross-sector
collaboration;
 Capability of actors to cope with differences in organisational culture
and procedures

SYSTEMIC APPROACH

 Ability to contextualize partnering effort in a larger transformative
change system;
 Willingness to align with complementary activities to create meta-level
collaboration;
 Adequateness of stakeholder inclusion

ORGANISATIONAL
FIT AND FITNESS

 Appropriateness of legal and procedural conditions of participating
organisations;
 Openness towards recursive impact of partnering on organisations;
 Appropriate balance of power between partners;
 Appropriate match of partners

BACKBONE SUPPORT

 Resource allocation for external brokering support
 Resource allocation for partnering capacity building of involved actors;
 Utilization of backbone organizations

Enabling quality ingredients
LEADERSHIP

 Capacity of the collective of key actors to jointly drive the
transformative change.
 Establishment of mechanisms for collective sense-making and collective
co-creation

PROCESS







High quality process management (see process management)
Process monitoring of success factors
Attention to appropriate internal and external communication
Appropriate balance between planning and emergence
Establishment of collective learning and innovation mechanisms
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CONTENT






CONTEXT

 Attention to local and situational specificities;
 Integration of multi-level transformative change
 Reference to and coordination with other activities

FORM

 Appropriateness of level, form, scope and complexity for issue to be
addressed;
 Utilization of multiple forms to address issue
 Knowledge exchange between forms of partnering

Reference to SDGs and adequacy of issue approach;
Openness towards innovative approaches
Issue-specific knowledge and competence building
Commitment to excellence

Fig. 2: The fundamental set of factors for effective partnering in SDG implementation:

THE SET OF FACTORS FOR EFFECTIVE PARTNERING
COLLABORATIVE
MINDSET

BACKBONE
SUPPORT

PEOPLE

ORGANISATIONS

LEADERSHIP

CONTEXT

CONTENT

PROCESS

FORM

SYSTEMIC
APPROACH

ORGANISATIONAL
FIT AND FITNESS

ENABLERS OF TRANSFORMATIONAL QUALITY FOR RESULTS AND IMPACT

The following sections give guidance how to promote or maintain each factors in its contribution
to the overall effectiveness. There is never only one way to ensure quality. The text will therefore
reference to selected existing knowledge and experience. Albeit approaches may be different they
can all help give adequate attention to the reference framework. Table 2 shows the description of
the set of factors in more detail.

18

3.1

BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

The implementation of the 17 SDGs as networked and interdependent targets for collaborative
action require many different forms of partnering at all levels of the global society. However,
most organisations that commit to implementing SDG related issues operate in a more
competitive way that are not always conducive to addressing the challenges ahead. Actors within
these organisations are often trained to compete and emphasize the interests of their own
organisation over the actual global and jointly agreed implementation goal. Building skills for a
collaborative mindset is a prerequisite for institutions that intend to partner.
Because of the complexity of the issues to be addressed around the SDGs partnering efforts take
sometimes place in isolation or ignorance of each other. Taking a systemic approach and
searching for the adequate contribution within the multiplicity of actors and approaches is
paramount. Collaboration can only become successful in nested collaborative change systems
that are in conscious relation with each other.
Organisations often have internal procedures that make partnering difficult. The readiness for
partnering should be assessed and can be improved. At the same time it is important that
partnering organisations are a good match, so that they can become strong partners. Both aspects
– the organisational fit and the fitness to partner - need to be sufficiently considered before and
during the partnering endeavour.
The rising discussion on collective impact has advanced the awareness of the role of backbone
support for collaboration. These can mean to make use of dedicated organisations that have the
expertise to accompany the collaboration effort from preparing to delivering. But evenly
important are skilled individual external and internal brokers that are intentionally funded to
help partnering efforts success.
3.1.1 COLLABORATIVE MINDSET

 Willingness and capability to seek collaborative solutions;
 Investment in understanding of approaches to cross-sector
collaboration;
 Capability of actors to cope with differences in
organisational culture and procedures
The willingness to seek collaborative solutions and to implement change jointly at all levels of the
global society is a mind-set shift that will grow only gradually and to some extent as a result of
the successful practice of collaboration. But actors who seek to address the challenges in
collaborative efforts cannot wait for the global mind-shift to take root. They need to find ways of
helping people to acquire new competences - or to reviving existing ones – so that the
transformative change can be brought about collectively on a broad scale. The capability for
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process facilitation of those managing, initiating or brokering partnerships is as important as
the content of the partnering effort.28 For partnering to become successful, it is paramount to
increase the skills of collaborating actors to deal with differences in power, expertise,
competence, organisational culture and decision-making procedures. A collaborative mind-set
can be enhanced in various ways. The following table shows the action possibilities.

Table 3: How to enhance a COLLABORATIVE MINDSET
Fundamental factor
COLLABORATIVE
MIND-SET


Promoting effectiveness
Provide conceptual
information and
capacity building
for partnering

 Increase the knowledge base of partnering
challenges and potentials before starting and
throughout (see also quality ingredients)

Enhance practice
exposure

 Enhance experience and personnel exchange
between sectors;
 Organise field visits to implementation sites

Foster trustbuilding measures

 Attend to relationship issues, work in an
appreciative way
 Acknowledge differences in culture and
perspective (see also quality ingredients:
process)

Ensure joint
celebration of
success

 Make sure that early results of partnering are
visible to all involved (see also quality
ingredients: process)

Plan de-risking
measures

 Analyse risks of engaging in partnering before
the start;
 Create safe spaces to re-evaluate risk

3.1.2 SYSTEMIC APPROACH

 Ability to contextualize partnering effort in a larger
transformative change system;
 Willingness to align with complementary activities to
create meta-level collaboration;

28

See deep dive section 4.4.3 on partnership brokers
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 Adequateness of stakeholder inclusion
Partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration needs to be seen as a way of re-creating, cocreating and invigorating new forms of organizing patterns for human interaction that work for
the common good, for the issue in context, and for the partnering organisations. Taking a
systemic approach to partnering means to take the larger context into account and always
contextualize the partnering as contribution within a transformative field (around a content issue
or in a geographic area) of change towards SDG implementation. 29 It means planning and
evaluating the individual multi-stakeholder initiative in its contribution and co-evolution with
various other transformative activities as part of a larger system of transformative change. This
would mean e.g. for partnering around energy efficiency to look at other similar or
complementary initiatives, or for initiatives around water to ensure the connection to or
integration with other activities in the field.30 Meta-collaboration – as intentional aligned action of
various initiatives is a way of increasing impact. Although this sounds self-evident, it is not.
There is an enormous fragmentation of efforts31, if not competition. Initiatives operate in similar
fields, often duplicating efforts or only addressing narrow solutions. Taking a systemic approach
to strengthening the effectiveness of partnering suggests ensuring that the partnering endeavour
is designed as contribution and co-evolution with other transformative activities32 in a process of
continuous iterative learning. This includes a thorough analysis of the stakeholders that need to
be included in a partnering process to achieve the envisaged outcomes.
Partnering can be seen as the temporary creation of – sometimes simple, sometimes complex –
collaboration ecosystems that are nested in larger change systems geared to achieve
transformation (of an issue for the common good, a challenges, a sector, etc.). 33 The term
collaboration ecosystem refers to the internal organising pattern of partnering efforts as issuebased systems of (cross-sector and cross-institutional) actors aiming to collectively change the
status quo (usually a common good) for the better. Ideally, the envisaged change benefits all
actors involved and functions a contextualised contribution to SDG implementation. The
systemic approach is both a skill and a strategy and can be addressed by actions listed in the table
below.

29

see also Waddell (2015)
see deep dive in section 4.7
31
ICSC (2014); SustainAbility (2016)
32
This is resembled in the collective impact approach (Kania&Kramer, 2011), but also the concept of
societal change systems (Waddell, 2015)
33
Kuenkel, 2016
30
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Table 4: How to enhance the SYSTEMIC APPROACH
Fundamental
factors

Promoting effectiveness

SYSTEMIC
APPROACH

Contextualizing activities
and staying aware of
complementary activities

 Conduct thorough context analysis on relevance of
partnering effort in the transformative change
system during preparation phase and reassess
regularly during implementation
 Organize exchange with complementary activities

Utilizing networks for
change

 Become part of relevant issue-based change
networks and exchange platforms

Seeking metacollaboration and
harmonization

 Collaborate with complementary initiatives for
increased impact and foster goal alignment,
coordinated implementation and joint impact
evaluation.

Driving system-wide
change approaches

 Assess scaling potentials by connecting partnering
effort larger scale system-wide change approaches

3.1.3 ORGANISATIONAL FIT AND FITNESS

 Appropriateness of legal and procedural conditions of
participating organisations;
 Openness towards recursive impact of partnering on
organisations;
 Appropriate balance of power between partners;
 Appropriate match of partners
Organisational readiness for partnering is a vital condition or effectiveness. There are two
essential aspects to it:
1. The ability of each organisation to operate in partnering and multi-stakeholder
collaboration beyond the organisational boundaries: this is the fitness to partner. It includes a
clear strategic direction allowing representatives of the organisation to drive partnering. It
also implies that the organisation has scrutinized and possibly adjusted the internal legal and
formal procedures, so that administration does not hamper collaboration. In addition to that,
that organisation fosters a collaborative mind-set (see section 3.1.1) and invests in skills
building around partnering competencies (see deep dives section 3.1.1.1 and section 3.1.1.3).
2. The right match between organisations – and organisational fitness – the readiness and
capability to partner – play an important role in advancing the effectiveness of partnering.
The table below summarizes the strategic action points to enhance this factor. 34

34

See also Van Tulder & Pfisterer (2013)
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Table 5: How to enhance ORGANISATIONAL FIT AND FITNESS
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

ORGANISATIONAL
FIT AND FITNESS

Review and revise
internal procedures by
partnering organisations

 Conduct readiness assessment for partnering
 Drive internal processes to sufficiently adjust
procedures

Strengthen the capacity
and the mandate of
internal brokers

 Dedicate sufficient staff resources to the partnering
endeavour of stakeholder collaboration initiative
 Ensure that assigned staff is familiar with the
reference framework for effective partnering

Support mechanisms to
feedback partnering
approach and progress
into organisations

 Ensure that management of partnering
organisations is regularly informed about progress
 Foster high-level exchange between partnering
organisations

Assess the optimal fit for
the partnering set-up

 Conduct stakeholder analysis in preparation phase
and re-assess during implementation phase
 Assess via stakeholder analysis the best fit of
partners
 Conduct informal preparatory conversations before
entering into partnering

Strengthening
knowledge, competence
and negotiation/
partnering power of
weak stakeholder
institutions

 Ensure weaker stakeholder institutions have
sufficient resources to participate
 Understand the situation and perspective of weaker
stakeholder institutions before entering into
partnering
 Invest into content and partnering capacity
building for weaker stakeholder institutions

3.1.4 BACKBONE SUPPORT

 Resource allocation for external brokering support
 Resource allocation for partnering capacity building of
involved actors;
 Utilization of backbone organizations
The role of backbone support for the effectiveness of partnering has been underestimated so far,
especially by funders who allocate resource to partnering.35 Backbone support can be defined as
the availability and utilization of independent, funded staff resources that provide ongoing
support to the partnering process in the area of guiding vision and strategy and coordinating
alignment of implementation activities. Often, the backbone support is the “glue” in a complex
set of actors with differing interest. It needs to be neutral with regard to the actors involved, and
ideally independently funded or funded by all, but engaged with the joined goal to be achieved.

35

Pattberg &Widerberg (2014); Turner et al. (2012)
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It focuses on managing high quality processes36, establishing shared learning and evaluation
and can also support in mobilizing additional resources.
The backbone support for partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration can vary tremendously
and is dependent on the purpose, form and function of the partnering effort. There are at least
three possible ways for a partnering effort to make use of backbone support:
1. Backbone support as catalyst of partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration: Complex
change initiatives with multiple actors around SDG goals, are often catalysed by backbone
organisations that see the possibility for change, but do not have a particular stake in it, or at
least know that only multiple actors can achieve the envisaged results jointly. These can be
civil society organisations, development agencies, government departments or even
corporations. They do not need to be neutral towards the SDG goal or regarding the content
issue, and they can even be passionate about the purpose. But they need to be neutral with
regard to the different stakeholder institutions that partner together. They can only fulfil their
support and broker role, if they gain and maintain the trust of all stakeholders involved. 37
2. Backbone support as care-taker and process facilitator: Second, partnering efforts with
multiple stakeholder and a wider scope often require professional support for organizing,
coordinating and driving outcome orientation in the function of a secretariat. This may be
important not only at the beginning, but throughout the partnering life cycle. Even less
complex partnering efforts become more effective when they are accompanied by neutral
external brokers, that can be individuals that have a high expertise in process management.38
3. Backbone support as capacity building: Partnering efforts are greatly enhanced, if the
partnering actors develop a common language and a common understanding of the
framework for effective partnering, the requirements for high quality process management,
and generally learn to see the differences between the different organisations not as threat,
but as potential. Integrated capacity building39 for partnering that accompanies the actors
particularly in the preparation and building phase of partnering can greatly enhance the
effectiveness of the partnering effort.
The probably most underestimates quality enhancement in partnering is collective reflection on
the process, impact and quality of the partnering effort. Backbone support, no matter if in the
form of organisations, brokers or capacity building can help make this happen. The resource
allocation for backbone support is generally an underestimated factor for success and is closely

36

see section 4.6.1 on quality process
For more information about different types of backbone organisations, see Hanleybrown et al. (2012)
38
The Partnership Brokers Assocation (www.partnershipbrokers.org) has a long-standing history of training
internal and external brokers (website) with more than 2200 Alumni globally, The Collective Leadership
Institute has, since 2005 also trained more than 2000 Alumni globally in managing multi-stakeholder
collaboration (www.collectiveleadership.com). See also deep dive, section 4.1. capacity building for
collaboration
39
See also deep dive on capacity building for collaboration, section 4.1
37
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linked to the lack of attention to high quality process management in partnering 40 . The
following table shows the action points that enhance appropriate utilization of backbone support.
Table 6: How to make use of BACKBONE SUPPORT
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

BACKBONE
SUPPORT

Utilize and cooperate
with backbone support
organisations

 Allocate resources for support organisations
 Sufficiently mandate support organisations

Utilization of neutral
external brokers

 Allocate resources for brokers, process facilitators
and strategic advisors
 Ensure that the allocation of resources for brokers
guarantees neutrality

Allocation of resources
for partnering capacity
building

 Conduct capacity building for key actors in the
preparation and building phase
 Involve high level actors (partly) in capacity
building

Guided reflection and
exchange of lessons
learned

 Establish mechanisms for collective reflection
between key actors
 Establish exchange of experience between
brokers(backbone supporters

3.2 QUALITY INGREDIENTS

While the background condition can only be partly – however must be - influenced by the actors
engaged in the partnering effort, the quality ingredients are fully under the influence of the
collaborating actors. Whether they receive sufficient attention, is first and foremost a matter of
knowledge about partnering challenges and how best to navigate them. The more the actors
involved understand the role of these enabling quality ingredients, the higher the likelihood that
they contribute their part to creating functional collaboration patterns that delivers results. These
ingredients are composed of five factors.
The first is the ability of key actors in the partnering effort to lead the envisaged change
collectively. This hints to the most important factor for success or failure in partnering and multistakeholder collaboration – it is all about people. The way they make sense together and the way
they co-create collectively determines outcomes. Change around SDG goals requires collective
energy and drive to bring forth the future in a more sustainable way. Transformation challenges
that can only be successfully addressed with a major shift in the way actors consciously lead
change. It is the capacity of a collective of actors, each in their own expertise and competence that
counts in making partnering effective.

40

See deep dive section 4.6.1 on quality process management
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The second is the competence for process, an often-underestimated contribution to the
effectiveness of partnering. Process here relates to the life span of the partnering endeavour from
the idea generation to preparation to building, implementing and eventually replicating, scaling
or institutionalizing. The process needs to be consciously managed and – while taking into
account the specifity of content and context – be responsive to the typical features of cross-sector
partnering as mentioned above. Partnering processes can greatly benefit from the guidance of
process models41 and a common understanding of success factors.
The third is the adequacy of content with regard to the implementation of the SDG. This is of
particular importance, as in most partnering efforts the focus is not on the partnering process, but
on the content. The latter creates the cohesion between the diverse actor – it is the concern about
changing an issue-focused status quo, such as improving water resource management,
combatting health issues or adapting to climate change. The actors in partnering are usually
experts in a content issue. Hence the relevance of the partnering effort is derived from the
content. It is important that – in the complexity of the partnering effort – the content-focus does
not get lost. But it is evenly important that the strong focus on the issue is balanced with
knowledge and competence in partnering management.
The fourth is context, because it constitutes an important aspect in making collaboration work.
Context, of course, is influenced also by the background conditions, and taking a systemic
approach also greatly enhances the quality ingredient of context. However, it is evenly important
for every partnering endeavour to look into what a specific context – be it cultural, national or
institutional - requires and adapt the approach accordingly. Evenly important is to ensure the
connection and possible integration of approaches at different levels of transformative change
(e.g. from global to local, or between different societal levels within one country).
The fifth is the form of the partnering effort. There are uncounted varieties of partnering settings.
Finding orientation in the jungle of typologies, forms, scopes and structures can be a daunting
task. The most helpful underlying rule is that the chosen form of partnering should not only
follow purpose and function, but should be decided after the actors have had a deeper
understanding of the different possible forms. This enhances the effectiveness, as it creates better
matches between form and function, which, in turn, helps to clarify what can be expected from a
partnering effort and what cannot be expected.
The following section shows more in detail, how to attend to these four quality ingredients.

41

See deep dive section 4.6.1 on quality process management
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3.2.1 LEADERSHIP

 Capacity of the collective of key actors to jointly drive the
transformative change.
 Establishment of mechanisms for collective sense-making
and collective co-creation
Turning the challenges of complexity, interdependency and urgency that are inherent features of
SDG implementation, into opportunities is a leadership challenge. Shifting the way people cocreate, learn faster together, collaborate more efficiently is the pathway to enhancing collective
action for innovative solutions and more sustainable human behaviour. Partnering is about
navigating complex human interaction collaboratively and implementing more outcome-oriented
and constructive co-creation on a day-to-day basis. Enhancing the rate at which people (as
human interaction systems) are able to co-construct futures with a positive impact for all is a
cornerstone for SDG implementation. Leadership as the capacity of a collective is not a new
invention - it has always existed in the history of humankind. But with the daunting challenge of
the global implementation of the SDGs, the way people create future together moves from a
neglected backstage competency to the front stage. The world today, with all its potentials and
threats needs the deliberate building of these competencies at scale so that individual,
organizational, societal, and complex global change can take place with a systems view of life
and the respective responsibility that is derived from it. Leadership in partnering refers to the
ability of a collective of actors to establish ways of both collective sense-making and collective cocreation that catalyze and drive change for the common good.42 The following table shows the
action points that enhance the leadership as the capacity of a collective to drive change.
Table 7: How to enhance the LEADERSHIP capacity of a collective of actors
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

LEADERSHIP

Ensure that the vision
and contribution to a
larger goals is always
present

 Regularly review purpose and contribution to a
larger goal
 Cultivate solution orientation and work with the
strength of partners
 Jointly monitor progress

Drive reliable formal
process and foster
connections

 Stick to agreements and jointly agreed plans,
 Foster joined action
 Drive impact in networks

Integrate innovative
approaches

 Bring in relevant expertise
 Invite and foster innovative approaches and
cultivate space for creativity
 Turn crises into opportunities

42

Senge et al (2015), Kuenkel (2015, 2016)
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Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness
Foster mutual
understanding

 Expose people to each other’s approaches and
perspectives
 Work in appreciative ways
 Balance forma and informal encounter

Cultivate dialogue

 Foster genuine conversations
 Leverage diversity
 Establish iterative learning mechanisms

Stay connected to the
larger context

 Assess and review embeddedness in larger context
 Foster mutually supportive networks
 Assess and review relevance of contribution

3.2.2 PROCESS


High quality process management



Process monitoring of success factors



Attention to appropriate internal and external communication



Appropriate balance between planning and emergence



Establishment of collective learning and innovation
mechanisms

Collaboration patterns in partnering work well, if the diverse stakeholders bring in concerns,
interests and expertise, and learn from one another about their respective thematic knowledge
and geographic context. Ideally, they identify key challenges and articulate goals together and,
drawing on their complementary roles, strengths and agility, they realise their shared vision.
Many partnering efforts fail, because people are not able to overcome mistrust, bear differences
in decision-making procedures, world-views and value systems, or are not able to transcend
conflicts into new avenues of progress.
Hence, process competence is much more than setting up the right procedures and driving
agreements, plans and results. As partnering effectiveness hinges on the difference and
complementarity of actors, it cannot be managed like organisational effectiveness. An oftenunderestimated contribution to the effectiveness of partnering is the quality of a process
management between emergent dynamic and planned change that takes the complex features of
partnering into account. Process here relates to the life span of the partnering endeavour from the
idea generation to preparation to building, implementing and evaluating to eventually
replicating, scaling or institutionalizing. Partnering processes can greatly benefit from the
guidance of process models (the deep dive in section 3.2.2.1 shows the most prominently available
models for managing process) and a common understanding of success factors (the deep dive in
section 3.2.2.2 shows a summary integration of the currently most mentioned success factors). The
following table summarizes how to promote the factor process.
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Table 8: Promoting the effectiveness of process
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

PROCESS

High quality process
management (see
process management)

 Design enabling and reliable process architectures
(see success factors and process management)
 Enable and structured dialogue between different
perspectives
 Stick to agreed upon plans

Process monitoring of
success factors

 Build knowledge of all key stakeholder around
reference framework and success factors
 Review success factors regularly with key actors

Attention to appropriate
internal and external
communication

 Ensure transparent and regular communication
 Agree with involved actors on rules of
communication with key actors (i.e. communication
with not involved stakeholders and media)

Appropriate balance
between planning and
emergence






Establishment of
collective learning and
innovation mechanisms

 Provide space for collective learning, result review
and impact evaluation
 Expose actors to innovative approaches
 Bring in content expertise and benchmark
comparable initiatives or approaches

Stick to agreed upon plans
Establish mechanisms for joint plan revision
Attend to relationship management
Establish strong core group with backbone support

3.2.3 CONTENT



Relevance for SDGs and adequacy of issue approach



Issue specific knowledge and competence building



Openness towards innovative approaches



Commitment to excellence

The focus of partnering for SDG implementation is not the partnering process as such, but the
issue challenge. Partnering takes place around content issues – challenges to be addressed,
problems to be overcome and innovations to be developed. This creates the cohesion between
diverse actors. Collaborating around issues of common concern is not only a complementary
approach to pooling resources, but also a new way of driving change. Entering in the complex
field of partnering is only worth the effort, if the change envisaged cannot be implemented by
one actor alone or by applying existing silo-strategies. It is an attempt to go beyond existing ways
of problem solving. Yet partnering cannot succeed, if it is seen as a substitute for a lack of
resources, knowledge or competence. Being on top of the knowledge in the content area, is a
prerequisite for success.
Hence, building knowledge and competence, not only for collaboration skills, but also in the
content issue, it of utmost importance for promoting the effectiveness of partnering. This may
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mean to bring in expert knowledge, do research around certain content issues, benchmark
good practices or expose partners and stakeholders involved to the latest development and
knowledge trend in the issue. A commitment to excellence implies that actors are aware what
others do in the same field to avoid reinventing the wheel. It also implies openness to try out new
and innovative approaches. Table 16 shows the possibilities of ensuring effectiveness by
attending to content issues.
Table 9: Promoting the effectiveness of content
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

CONTENT

Relevance for SDGs and
adequacy of issue
approach

 Show contribution to SDGs
 Connect to issue based exchange and action
networks

Issue specific knowledge
and competence
building

 Create issue-focused learning and innovation
mechanisms
 Bring in relevant research and practice expertise

Openness towards
innovative approaches

 Enhance creativity by integrating arts and culture
 Foster cross-issue exchange between experts

Commitment to
excellence

 Benchmark of similar and complementary activities
 Drive continuous improvement of approach

3.2.4 CONTEXT

 Attention to local specificities
 Integration of multi-level transformative change
 Reference to and coordination with other activities
Partnering needs to fit the context, both in the sense of appropriately connecting with other
approaches at different levels of transformative change (e.g. from global to local, or between
different societal levels within one country) and adjusting the approach to the cultural, national
or institutional specifities. Context plays an important role in the way partnering should be
approached. This can refer to the readiness for a partnering approach, to the speed or slowness
with which collaboration can be built and to the level of inclusivity of stakeholders. In certain
contexts it might be advisable to partner between civil society oganisations and business only, in
others a cross-sector partnering might need to be preceded by a government-internal alignment
process between different departments, before collaboration with non-governmental stakeholder
is advisable. Some partnering efforts may require starting at transnational or national level, for
others the route towards impact are small steps in local implementation projects first.
Understanding the context is an important prerequisite for making partnering work. A situational
analysis, a stakeholder analysis, actor mapping or conflict analysis are important not only in the
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preparatory phase of collaboration, but throughout the partnering endeavour. Table 17 shows
ways of taking the context into account.
Table 10: Promoting effectiveness through attention to context
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

CONTEXT

Attention to local and
situational specificities






Integration of multilevel transformative
change

 Connect levels of implementation when
appropriate (local, national, international)
 Ensure local ownership through co-design of
implementation

Reference to and
coordination with other
activities

 Map connections to similar or complementary
initiatives
 Maintain exchange and collaboration with other
initiatives

Conduct context analysis, conflict analysis
Map the system of relevant actors
Analyse potentials and impediments
Co-develop change strategies

3.2.5 FORM

 Appropriateness of level, form, scope and complexity
for issue to be addressed;
 Utilization of multiple forms to address issue
 Knowledge exchange between forms of partnering
Partnering appears in many shapes and forms according to purpose, scope and resources.
Different types of partnering are motivated by diverse factors, have varying governance
requirements and face distinct operational challenges. Partnering shows up many different forms
that suggest a particular purpose – from alliances, coalitions, initiatives, joint ventures, networks
or platforms. But they are also categorized according to the types of partners such as
Business/CSO Partnering, Public-Private Partnerships, Cross-sector Partnerships, and MultiStakeholder Partnerships. Underlying the variety of forms of partnering is an understanding that
partnering is a non-adversarial learning relationship between actors from diverse sectors to
achieve agreed objectives by maximising the effectiveness of each partner’s resources while
recognising the individual expectations and values. The relationship is based on transparency,
exchange, accountability and equity of partners dedicated to sustainable common goals in order
to catalyse viral change and transformation.
The variances of partnering approaches can refer to timeline, number of stakeholders (at least
two), issues (many are related to sustainable development), geographical scope (local, national.
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and/or international), or outputs (e.g. agenda-setting, implementation activities). Beyond that,
in the existing literature we find further descriptions of partnership types that are focused on
success factors for partnering 43 governance and accountability 44 , stakeholder engagement and
dialogue45 social issues 46 function and level of institutionalization47, or implementation48.
The following table shows how promote effectiveness of partnering by considering the
appropriate form.
Table 11: Promoting effectiveness through attention to the appropriate FORM
Fundamental factors

Promoting effectiveness

FORM

Appropriateness of
level, form, scope and
complexity for issue to
be addressed

 Choose form in relation to content and scope
 Work from low complexity to high complexity by
systematically building the system of partnering
actors
 Stay aware of the pitfalls of complexity and apply
high quality process management

Utilization of multiple

 Stay aware of the multiplicity of approaches and
connect partnering endeavours in metacollaboration
 Build intervention systems that take global
partnering into local action and vice versa
 Organize knowledge exchange among small-scale
collective action partnering and integrate into more
complex forms of partnering

forms to address issue

Knowledge exchange
between forms of
partnering

43

 Organize knowledge exchange among small-scale
collective action partnering and integrate into more
complex forms of partnering

Rein and Stott (2009); Beisheim (2011),
Zadek et al. (2006); Radovich et al. (2006), ICSC (2014)
45
Radovich et al. (2006), Hamann et al. (2011),
46
Selsky and Parker (2005),
47
Martens (2007); Beisheim (2012)
48
Hamann et al. (2011)
44
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4.

DEEP DIVES INTO THE REFERENCE FRAMEWORK

4.1

DEEP DIVE COLLABORATIVE MINDSET

4.1.1 CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COLLABORATION
A collaborative mind-set can be strengthened before partnering or during partnering – most
successfully in a mixture between exposure to collaboration, real time advisory helping actors to
drive collaborative strategies and conveying the conceptual underpinning of partnering. The
better the collaboration skills of the key actors of partnering organisations the more likely can
they navigate the complex change. Below are there examples of relevant capacity building that
creates a fertile ground for actors to succeed.
The Collective Leadership Institute offers:


Open courses and tailored courses on Stakeholder Collaboration and Collective
Leadership that equip actors with the essentials of creating collaboration patterns that
work in favour of tangible outcomes and agreed results. Experience has shown that the
attendance of actual partners greatly enhances the quality of the partnering process.
Attending all required courses leads to an Accreditation as stakeholder collaboration
expert.



Integrated capacity development as an accompaniment of collaborating actors
particularly at the outset of a partnering process. It combines strategic advise, actual
backbone support and training in how to navigate complex change in partnering.



More information: www.collectiveleadership.com

The Partnership Brokers Association offers:


Partnership Brokers Training designed to deepen understanding of the changing nature
of the partnership brokering role during a typical partnering cycle; share tools, tips and
techniques for effective brokering and and build key partnership brokering skills.



More information: http://www.partnershipbrokers.org

The Partnering Initiatives offers:


Training and capacity building programmes that build a range of skills essential for
effective partnering. Courses are run both as open courses (Building Effective
Partnerships for Development) and tailored training with the option of a Certificate in
Partnering for those wishing to extend their training.



More information: http://thepartneringinitiative.org
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4.2.

DEEP DIVE SYSTEMIC APPROACH

4.2.1 ACTION NETWORKS
The term action network was coined by Steve Wadell,49 who describes them as meta-networks
that bring together organisations and issue-specific networks to address global issues of common
concern in a global strategy.50 In the context of SDG implementation it is important to see how
individual partnerships and issue-based multi-stakeholder collaboration fit into the larger
context of a transformative societal or global change system. Stakeholder partnering often begins
as a separate initiative, which, if actors decide over time to join forces and combine their
aspirations for impact, grow into global action networks. The may then decide to establish a
central coordinating function and start to interact among the sub-initiatives more frequently.
From this a whole network of partnering endeavours emerges, each with agreed upon joined
goals, but now they grow into a larger network with strong communication and exchange. Figure
2 shows an image of a growing systemic approach of separate partnering (here described as
action networks) to the development of an impact network. More information on the systemic
approach of action networks can be found on: www.networkingaction.org.
Fig. 3: From separate initiatives to impact networks51

49

Waddell (2010)
Waddell(2012)
51
Source of image: www.networkingaction.org
50
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4.3

DEEP DIVE ORGANISATIONAL FIT AND FITNESS

4.3.1 READINESS CHECKS
There are a number of tools, guideline, frameworks and assessments available that help potential
partners and organisations to assess, whether they are ready to partner and collaborate. The
following shows a selection:
The Collective Leadership Institute (www.collectiveleadership.com) has developed a readiness
check that helps assess pre-conditions that are vital for implementing successful multistakeholder collaboration. The tool helps to determine certain aspects that still have to be
developed further to be able to start partnering. It guides joint reflection on the readiness for
collaboration and what needs to be done to create the appropriate conditions.


The readiness check can be found under:
http://www.stakeholderdialogues.net/learning/toolbox/

The Partnering Initiative (www.thepartneringinitiative.org) has developed a Fit for Partnering
Framework that allows organisations to reflect on their organisational readiness for partnering:


For

more

information,

partnering-framework/

see:
and

http://thepartneringinitiative.org/tpi-tools/the-fit-forhttp://thepartneringinitiative.org/news-and-views/tpi-

blog/new-fit-for-partnering-assessment-understanding-your-institutional-readiness-topartner/

4.4

DEEP DIVE BACKBONE SUPPORT

4.4.1 PARTNERSHIP BROKERS
The Partnership Brokers Association (www.partnershipbrokers.org) has built the professional
field of brokers as process managers, facilitators or coordinators of partnering. Brokers initiate,
develop, maintain, review, revise and support multi-stakeholder collaboration through a deep
knowledge and understanding of what it takes to collaborate effectively. Skilled brokering can
make all the difference to the effectiveness of complex networks, non-traditional alliances and
consortia as well as partnerships.
The Partnership Brokers profile and the Partnership Brokers self assessment can be found under:
http://partnershipbrokers.org/w/brokering/roles-and-skills/
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4.4.2 BACKBONE ORGANISATIONS
An important feature of the Collective Impact approach52 is the role of a backbone organisation –
a separate organisation dedicated to coordinating the various dimensions and collaborators
involved in the initiative. Supporting backbone infrastructure is essential to ensuring the
collective impact effort maintains momentum and facilitates impact. A special feature of the
Stanford Social Innovation review was dedicated to “Understanding the Value of Backbone
Organisations”. More can be found under:
http://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_
impact_2#sthash.aJQM8peG.dpuf

4.4.3 SUPPORT INFRASTRUCTURES
The Partnering Initiative has developed a working paper on support infrastructure. The
following is a summary (see PEP report):
While there are good examples of collaboration around the world that are achieving real impact,
achieving the level of scale of collaboration required needs a much more concerted and active
effort to make partnerships happen. A robust and effective ‘partnering support system’ needs to
be in place to build widespread understanding, develop partnering competencies and spread
knowledge, broker and support high quality collaboration, and provide systematic mechanisms
that can engage societal actors and innovate new partnerships.
The working definition of the partnering support system is: the set of actors of all kinds (whether
organisations, initiatives, platforms, individuals etc.) that together makes accessible the necessary
support, catalysis and capacity building at the appropriate level to drive widespread
development of collaborative action.
This work sets out to provide a high level snapshot of the state of partnering support globally. It
attempts to bring together in one place an idea of the variety of initiatives and programmes out
there that, while currently mainly operating independently, could potentially be more effective
with an appropriate level of coordination, exchange and shared standards. The paper also seeks
to identify the major gaps in the support system both to inform the development of PEP and to
help other organisations and initiatives orient themselves with the needs that are out there.
It must be noted that with the resources available, this is not a major research project, but is
necessarily light touch and makes no claim of being comprehensive. Potentially this initial foray
could lead to the development of a living, breathing database helping to make it much easier for

52

Kania&Kramer (2011)
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development actors of all kinds to access support around the world. More information about a
possible visual interface for this database is presented as an appendix to the website prototype.
In the meantime, this exercise has highlighted a number of organisations with whom it will be
useful to have early ‘alignment conversations’, in order to ensure that PEP is not seen as a new
entrant or somehow jumping on the bandwagon, but an entity that draws on a long track record
(through the combined experience of its five initiating partners), which is seeking to usefully fill a
gap.

4.5

DEEP DIVE LEADERSHIP

4.5.1 THE COLLECTIVE LEADERSHIP COMPASS
The Collective Leadership Institute (www.collectiveleadership.com) has developed the Collective
Leadership Compass53 as a principle-based approach that enhances more conscious co-creation at
all levels of a system. Collective Leadership can be defined as is the capacity of a group of leaders
to deliver their contribution to a joint purpose collaboratively, while putting high priority on a
balance between the needs of the individual interest and the requirements of the common good
purpose. At the core of Collective Leadership is the human capacity to make a difference by
building performance and innovation on dialogue and diversity. It invigorates networks of
knowledge sharing, collective action, and mutual support. The following table describes the
dimensions of collective leadership.
Table 11: The six essential dimensions for collective leadership
FUTURE
POSSIBILITIES
ENGAGEMENT

INNOVATION

HUMANITY

COLLECTIVE
INTELLIGENCE
WHOLENESS

53

Kuenkel (2016)

Inspiring and empowering others, staying open-minded, observing trends,
developments and new knowledge, going beyond problem diagnose, sensing and
enacting future possibilities, following-through, taking a stand for sustainability.
Building meaningful stakeholder engagement processes that create trust and cohesion,
invigorating network connections, fostering collective action that leads to tangible
outcomes and enhanced collective impact.
Venturing into the unknown, driving excellence, fostering creativity, acknowledging
diverse expertise, building a climate of trust-based co-creation and developing the
potential to spot innovative solutions to sustainability challenges.
Acknowledging diversity in the world and in humanity, accessing our humanity in
ourselves and in others, creating an atmosphere of mutual respect, cultivating reflection,
attending to inner balance.
Respecting difference, inviting diverse perspectives, experiences and viewpoints for
better solutions, fostering structured dialogue, valuing contributions, ensuring iterative
learning.
Placing our actions in a larger context, opening up to seeing the bigger picture of a
situation, acting in favour of the common-good, continuously improving our
contribution to sustainability, creating networks of mutual support.
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The compass suggests that these six dimensions require attention in planning and managing
collaboration around SDG implementation. Each of them has an impact in its own right, but
when they come together they create a climate of Collective Leadership. For each of the six
dimensions to come to life there are three elements requiring attention. They all contribute to
strengthening the individual capacity for navigating the challenges and help a group of leaders
stay on track in complex multi-actor settings. They strengthen the capacity of a collective to
become more effective in driving the change sustainability requires.
Fig. 4: The Collective Leadership Compass

The Collective Leadership compass empowers individual leaders to unfold their potential to
contribute to sustainability collectively and create collective impact. The compass can be applied
by individuals, teams, organisations, and collaboration and partnering systems (networks,
initiative, partnerships, platforms etc.). The following table shows its application.
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Table 10: Levels of application of the Collective Leadership Compass
Level

Possible application

Purpose

Individual

Self-assessment, identification of
development areas, personal development
plans, coaching guide

Enhance the persons holistic leadership
capabilities and capability to lead in
conjunction with others, strengthen
individual sustainability leadership

Team

Team-assessment, identification of
improvement areas, team reflection,
dialogue on what matters, action plans,
team coaching guide

Organisation

Organisational assessment, evaluation of
organisational culture, identification of
improvement areas, integration in staff
appraisal, feedback conversations

Enhance team performance, refocus team
on sustainability issues, increase awareness
of the interface between hard and soft skills,
build competencies and elements into
action plans (e.g. relationship building,
creativity, etc.)
Improve organisational culture, align
organisation or department behind
sustainability goals, build competencies
and elements into implementation plans
(e.g. relationship building, creativity, etc.)

Co-operation
system

Evaluation, self-assessment, evaluation of
the quality of co-operation, assessment of
effectiveness, reflection of progress,
identification of improvement areas

Improve co-operation, re-align behind
agreed upon goals, build competencies and
elements into implementation plans (e.g.
relationship building, creativity, etc.)

People who lead collectively venture into the unknown. They take the road less travelled if it
leads to innovation and the testing of new approaches. They are visionaries who keep a sense of
wholeness alive and connect with future possibilities. They find innovative solutions and
consensual agreements through diverse perspectives and respect for difference and inspire others
to engage with an emotionally compelling goal. They are masters of relationship management
and create a context of trust and continuity. They focus on tangible results through consensusbuilding and collective action. They deal with conflicts and crises constructively and know that
they are in fact often pathways to innovation.

4.6

DEEP DIVE PROCESS

4.6.1 QUALITY PROCESS MANAGEMENT
Process management refers to the design of the overall preparation, implementation and review
process of a Stakeholder Dialogue. This can be a sequence of informal and formal communication
events that bring partners and stakeholder together into a structured conversation and are
designed to lead to a desired outcome. Stakeholders often have different opinions and
worldviews, or, at times, standpoints that may even be controversial. The process management
includes designing a process architecture that functions as a guiding structure, almost like a
balustrade that keeps the complex set of actors relatively stable and within a frame of action that
everybody understands. It helps to prevent chaos, but allows enough freedom for the different
forms of communication that partnering requires.
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The more difficulties, conflicts and differences of interest that can be expected among
stakeholders, the more structure and at the same time flexibility the process architecture needs to
provide. It gives all actors the minimum degree of certainty that collaboration in a complex and
uncertain environment requires: for the initiators and conveners as much as for the participating
stakeholders. It helps the actors to develop a sense of cohesion, gives orientation, and safeguards
against unhelpful interventions. Process management includes communication design: internal
and external communication, as well as the actual design of events, meetings and workshops.
If relationship management as key element of process is not emphasized in the first phase of
partnering - e.g. attention to trust-building, mutual understanding, connection with the larger
purpose - difficulties will show up in later stages and manifest as disagreements around
governance mechanisms, plan implementation or monitoring procedures. If the establishment of
structures is too much emphasized in the beginning – e.g. by forging agreements, establishing
steering committee, etc. – at the expense of relationship building, resonance creation and
generally building a collaborative field among different actors, people may come together, but
lack the necessary cohesion the emerging collaboration eco-system requires.54
If structure is not sufficiently emphasized in a second phase of partnering – e.g. goal clarification
and agreements, roles and responsibilities, etc. - the potential of the emerging collaborative ecosystem gets lost, because it requires a certain degree of containment through structure to hold a
complex endeavour together.
If both structure – e.g. implementation plans, monitoring and governance structures, learning
mechanisms, etc. - and process - e.g. celebrating success, sharing results, staying tuned to the
joined endeavour through communication and relationship building, etc. do not get the
necessary attention in the third phase, actors tend to drop out, lose a sense of ownership, stop
implementing, get into conflicts or start operating in silo activities. It is the capability of key
actors (often strengthened by backbone support) to manage the dynamic balance between
process and structure that makes partnering processes effective. Getting this dynamic right is
greatly enhanced by an in-depth understanding of process management and a sufficient
knowledge about key factors for successful partnering.

54

Kuenkel & Aitken (2015)
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Table 11: Established process models for effective partnering
Dialogic Change Model
(Collective Leadership Institute)

Collective Impact
(FSG)

Exploring and
engaging

Understanding the context,
understanding stakeholders’
different viewpoints, engaging
them into preparatory
conversations, raising energy for
action, building the case for
change

Scoping &
Building

The goal and vision are
identified and a clear scope
is set, and the
corresponding activities are
planned.

Generate
Ideas and
Dialogue

Engage Community in conversation
Identify value proposition, common ground,
shared values
Have core group of dedicated people to lead
Spend time on relationship and trust building by
inviting usual and unusual suspects

Building and
formalizing

Clarifying goals and
commitment, establishing
resources, creating formal
agreements, planning process
and joint implementation

Managing and
Maintaining

This is the implementation
phase, characterized by
efforts on mobilization,
structuring and delivering

Initiate
Action

Identify champions and form cross-sector group
Map the landscape and use data to make case
Facilitate community outreach
Analyze baseline data to ID key issues and gaps

Implementing
and evaluating

Implementing agreed-upon or
recommended activities,
creating showcases for change,
evaluating progress and
outcomes

Reviewing and
Revising

The activities are
measured, reviewed and, if
applicable, revised

Organize for
Impact

Create infrastructure (backbone and processes)
Create common agenda (common goals and
strategy)
Engage community and build public will
Establish shared metrics (indicators,
measurement, and approach)

Developing
further,
replicating or
institutionalizing

Bringing the dialogue to the
next level, expanding or
replicating dialogue activities,
creating long-lasting structures
for change

Sustaining
Outcomes

Sustaining
Action and
Impact

Facilitate and refine
Support implementation (alignment to goal and
strategies)
Continue engagement and conduct advocacy
Collect, track and report progress (process to
learn and improve)

Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

Partnering Cycle
(The Partnering Initiative)

The partners are moving on
and activities are scaled up
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From evaluating success and failure 55 in partnering processes it has become clear that
collaboration processes can roughly be divided in four phases with typical features that require
attention in the particular phase. The following is a summary of the typical feature of the four
phases and what they require in order to achieve effective process management. Table xx.
shows on overview the comparison between three different process models. A more detailed
description of three process models for partnering and multi-stakeholder collaboration follows.
4.6.1.1

THE DIALOGIC CHANGE MODEL: DEVELOPED BY THE COLLECTIVE
LEADERSHIP INSTITUTE
Based on backbone support to more than 20 international multi-stakeholder initiatives the
institute has developed the Dialogic Change Model as a guiding structure for navigating complex
change with multiple actors. The model can be applied to all forms of partnering from
consultation to cooperation, small-scale targeted partnering between two or three actors to
large-scale systemic change. It has been tested and applied in Africa, Europe, Asia and Latin
America. More information about the detailed approach, most common mistakes, as well as
application examples and tools can be found on: www.stakeholderdialogues.net. The Collective
Leadership Institute offers capacity building with focus on the application of the Dialogic Change
Model: www.collectiveleadership.com.
Among its core principles underpinning the approach, the model emphasizes transparency,
inclusiveness, participation and equity of all relevant stakeholders, the focus on the common
goal of any partnering effort, accountability, collective leadership of all partners, dialogue and
communication as well as the need to provide room for iterative learning processes for
everyone involved. The risks of partnering that the approach names include reputational risks
for the stakeholders, unrealistic expectations of what the partnering can achieve in a given
timeframe, power imbalance and/ or competition as well as intolerance between the
stakeholders.
Table 12: Overview Dialogic Change Model
Overview: The four phases of the Dialogic Change Model
Phase 1

Exploring and engaging

Understanding the context, understanding stakeholders’ different
viewpoints, engaging them into preparatory conversations, raising
energy for action, building the case for change

Phase 2

Building and formalizing

Clarifying goals and commitment, establishing resources, creating
formal agreements, planning process and joint implementation

Phase 3

Implementing and evaluating

Implementing agreed-upon or recommended activities, creating
showcases for change, evaluating progress and outcomes

Phase 4

Developing further, replicating
or institutionalizing

Bringing the dialogue to the next level, expanding or replicating
dialogue activities, creating long-lasting structures for change

55

Byiers et al. (2015), Pattberg & Widerberg (2014), Beisheim (2011, 2012), Jamali & Keshishian (2008)
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The Dialogic Change Model helps build a collaborative field among actors and offers guidance
on scaling up the initial partnering efforts. In addition, iterative learning and inclusiveness are
explicitly named as principles. It is useful in complex situations as it build a step-by-step
engagement process from a small core group to a collaborative ecosystem. Applying the model
invigorates the capacity of actors to lead collectively.
Fig. 5: The Dialogic Change Model

4.6.1.2

THE PARTNERING
INITIATIVE

CYCLE:

DEVELOPED

BY

THE

PARTNERING

The Partnering Cycle has been developed by The Partnering Initiative on the basis of support to
many local and international partnering endeavours. It defines partnering as a process where
organisations come together to pool risks, resources and competencies to achieve both shared
and individual objectives. Its aim is to promote innovation, achieve a goal from which all
partners benefit, reduce transaction costs and improve efficiency of the efforts to achieve the set
goal. It application helps to reduce the risks in partnering and offers a guiding structure in
complex cross-sector setting.
Table 13: Overview Partnering Cycle
Overview: The four phases of the Partnering Cycle
Phase 1

Scoping and Building

The goal and vision are identified and a clear scope is set, and the
corresponding activities are planned.

Phase 2

Managing and Maintaining

This is the implementation phase, characterized by efforts on
mobilisation, structuring and delivering

Phase 3

Reviewing and Revising:

The activities are measured, reviewed and, if applicable, revised

Phase 4

Sustaining Outcomes:

The partners are moving on and activities are scaled up
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The specific principles guiding the model are equity, transparency, the mutual benefits of all
partners, the need to start small and to successively scale-up, have a set timeframe, focus on
sustainable outcomes. It emphasizes the need for formal agreements, a common understanding
of the goal and a clearly identified added value. As risks the approach mentions reputational
risks for each partner, but also the loss of autonomy accompanying the partnering, costs of time
and personnel resources. It has a strong focus on clearly defined goals from the start and a
strong pre-defined structure and focus on management throughout the process.
Fig. 6: The Partnering Cycle

4.6.1.3

THE MSP PROCESS MODEL: DEVELOPED BY THE CENTRE FOR
DEVELOPMENT INNOVATION/UNIVERSITY OF WAGENINGEN

The model is built on extensive capacity building and implementation support for multistakeholder collaboration MSP guide, designed by, considers partnering a platform of learning
and a governance structure, that unites groups with different interests, has a goal that focuses
on the collective good and has a minimum of two consecutive gatherings or meetings. It has
been created to address problems that need participatory governance to complement public
efforts. The aim is to achieve transformational change, promote innovation and increase
communication. The process is defined to be iterative, so rather like a recurring cycle of actions:
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Table 14: The MSP process Model
Overview: The four phases of the MSP Process Model
Phase 1

Initiating

Setting the scope and mandate of the partnering efforts, and by
setting up an interim steering body.

Phase 2

Adaptive Planning

Trust is built; vision, strategy and responsibilities are clarified.

Phase 3

Collaborative Action:

Detailed action plans are set up, a management structure is
designed and stakeholder engagement is assured.

Phase 4

Reflective Monitoring

A learning culture is promoted to accompany the monitoring and
evaluation activities, and success indicators are defined

Fig. 7 (source: the MSP guide, see below)
The approach emphasizes the need
to transform institutions, promote
inclusiveness,
participatory

diversity,
learning

and

collective leadership, the need to
recognise

humanities’

creative

energy, to communicate effectively
and to embrace systemic change.
Risks that the approach specifically
names are high costs on time and
resources, a lack of funding and
power imbalances between the
partners

that

can

lead

to

an

unbalanced representation of all
partners.

More information and download of the publication: The MSP Guide, How to design and facilitate
Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships on:
https://www.wageningenur.nl/en/Publication-details.htm?publicationId=publication-way343931333136
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4.6.2 SUCCESS FACTORS IN PARTNERING
A lot of research has gone in the last few years to identify success factors for partnering and
multi-stakeholder collaboration. In addition, practitioners in partnering processes have
developed models that show key factors for the effectiveness of partnering processes. Most
success factors relate to the above-mentioned dynamic balance between emergent process and
sufficiently contained structure. Their relevance may differ according to the requirements of the
different phases of partnering, but the principles behind the particular success factors stay the
same. The way these principles are operationalized in partnering processes may also depend on
the context, the form (scope, level, complexity) and the content of the partnering effort. The
attention to success factors may therefore require a more detailed description of the
operationalization of each factor in the phases as well as for the different forms, content and
contexts. This would go beyond this document and needs to be reserved for a later. The
following is an attempt to create an overview of the most crucial eight success factors that have
been developed by both practitioners and researchers.56
Table 15: The principle-based key factors for successful partnering
8 Key success factors
(principles)
Leadership and high
57
level sponsorship

Description
58

While Partnering can profit from a single leader in the starting phase they
are change initiatives and need to be strongly led not by one person, but
usually by a group of initiators or conveners. Because there is no disciplinary
hierarchy between partners, leadership is a capacity that a core group of
stakeholders needs to develop jointly. The core group’s task is also to create
momentum – e.g. via a galvanizing event59 - for crucial steps of the
partnering process.60 High-level support is essential for impact, and a single
powerful partner can provide a crucial role in launching the partnering efforts
61
by supplying the initial costs of cooperation in the starting phase .

56

The overview is a developed on the basis of the success factors for Stakeholder Dialogues, developed
by the Collective Leadership Institute (Kuenkel, Gerlach, & Frieg, 2011). It is complemented by the
success factors named by Pattberg in his research on transnational multi-stakeholder partnerships
(Pattberg & Widerberg, 2014), by Minu Hemmati’s guide on Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships (Brouwer,
Woodhill, Hemmati, Verhoosel, & van Vugt, 2015) and by Marianne Beisheims analysis of partnerships in
the development sector (Beisheim, 2011).
57

Based on CLI process monitoring
Beisheim, (2011)
59
Global Development Incubator, n.d.
60
Pattberg & Widerberg, (2014).
61
Beisheim, (2011); Global Development Incubator, n.d.
58
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8 Key success factors
(principles)

Description

Cohesion and
relationship62
management

An often-undervalued factor is creating a sense of belonging to the
collaborative effort. Stakeholders need to feel that they are part of something
larger. Relationships require attention throughout partnering, especially if the
level of creativity needs to be kept high. 63 Protocol, boundaries and territories
64
must be respected, approaches to deal with conflict should be agreed upon.
This task should be supported by the Container of the process.65

Goal clarity and process
66
management

People engage when they see the bigger picture, a win-win situation , share
values68 as well as an urgent reason to act69 and understand how they can
contribute to positive change. People implement what they have helped to
create. Ownership develops when the goal of partnering is relevant and
clear70 to all stakeholders and when they perceive that their contribution
counts. Partnering may look unpredictable, so stakeholders want to know
what to expect and when. Context challenges, e.g. corruption, volatile
71
environments, need to be identified and accounted for. Keeping the goal
high on the agenda helps stakeholders to connect emotionally and to keep the
level of courage needed for a continuous commitment.72 Clarity on process
planning, clear strategic alignment of all partners 73 and professional process
74
management provides the minimum level of certainty that people require to
stay engaged. An independent secretariat with professional staff can help to
75
manage expectations and clarity of process . The nature of the process as
advancing a systemic change and transforming institutions in a complex
situation needs to be reflected especially in an adaptive and flexible
management approach. This mirrors the need to adapt expectations and
acknowledge the differences in problems of the context 76. Keeping people
engaged is an important road to success. Authentic participation, in the way
contributions are handled, workshops are run and communication takes
place, ensures ownership. Professional process management also requires a
clear funding approach. Innovative approaches, diversity in funding sources,
results based funding77 and investments in quality fund management 78 can
contribute to that approach.

62

Kuenkel et al. (2011)
Tennyson (2011)
64
Beisheim (2011); Brouwer et al. (2015)
65
Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
66
Kuenkel et al. (2011) and Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
67
Beisheim (2011)
68
Tennyson (2011)
69
Global Development Incubator, n.d.
70
The Partnership Resource Centre (2015)
71
Pattberg & Widerberg (2014).
72
Tennyson (2011)
73
The Partnership Resource Centre (2015)
74
Kuenkel et al. (2011); Pattberg & Widerberg (2014); The Partnership Resource Centre (2015)
75
Beisheim (2011); Pattberg & Widerberg (2014), Kuenkel et al. (2011)
76
Brouwer et al. (2015); Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
77
Beisheim (2011)
78
Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
63

67
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8 Key success factors
(principles)

Description

Knowledge and
79
competence

Most Partnering efforts take place around content issues. Expertise,
complementing resources80 and information need to be provided in a way
that helps stakeholders and partners to see the full picture of the issue and its
political and social context.81 Capacity-building, particularly for weaker
stakeholder groups or partners, helps to strengthen their voices and improves
the quality of their contribution.

Governance and
82
Credibility

Credibility is composed of different aspects: the reputation and position of the
initiators or conveners of the Partnering effort; the transparency in
communication among participating partners and the public; the reliability
with which recommendations, inputs or learnings form the process83 from
different stakeholders are taken into account; and the degree of representation
of stakeholders involved.

Inclusivity

84

Learning and
innovation

79

Partnering that excludes important stakeholders will lose credibility, cause
distrust among non-participating stakeholders, or have reduced impact.
Integrating the concerned or affected, but weaker, stakeholder groups and
partners ensures that outcomes are based on a broader picture. This process
also demands setting a minimum standard for the inclusion of partners in the
process - also to ensure a comparative advantage - and exploring linkages
with other efforts of partnering and dialogue.85 This principle also reflects the
need to recognise both the negative and positive aspects of power
distributions and the direction of its force among the diverse group of
stakeholders. Inclusivity offers the chance to use power positively by
‘harnessing the maximum leverage to achieve change’. 86
Joint process monitoring ensures accountability of all partners as well as
harnessing the results of action patterns, and allows their rapid integration in
the next process steps. 87 It focuses on the presence of success factors in the
design, and thus provides an innovative basis for participative learning
processes88 from successes and failures89 of all partners involved. Selfassessment tools, joint agreement of all partners on indicators and tools and
introducing the system at a stable stage in the process are all vital for a
successful joint process monitoring.

Kuenkel et al. (2011) and Beisheim (2011)
Beisheim (2011)
81
Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
82
Kuenkel et al. (2011) and Pattberg (2014)
83
Brouwer et al. (2015)
84
Brouwer et al. (2015) and Kuenkel et al. (2011)
85
Brouwer et al. (2015); Pattberg & Widerberg (2014); Global Development Incubator, n.d.
86
Brouwer et al. (2015, p. 75)
87
Kania & Kramer, 2011
88
Brouwer et al., 2015
89
The Partnership Resource Centre, 2015
80

48
8 Key success factors
(principles)
Delivery and outcome90
orientation

Description
Focus on outcomes is a prerequisite for commitment. In the planning of
partnering processes, it is important that tangible results are always visibly
achieved: this can range from a basic agreement to meet again, to documented
recommendations and even to regular vetting by an external institution,91 or
from agreed-upon action plans, to progress reporting on implementation.

4.6.3 MONITORING IN PARTNERING
The Partnership Resource Centre is currently developing a monitoring and evaluation tool. This
navigator is based on a large range of academic and practitioner contributions about
partnerships and partnership M&E (for more information, see scope of work Partnership
Resource Centre).

4.6.4 PROCESS MONITORING OF SUCCESS FACTORS
The purpose process monitoring is to keep track of the quality of the process design and the key
factors for success. It helps to check if the partnering process is leading towards the expected
outcome – a commitment to progress. Process-monitoring92 enables the core group to keep track
of the best possible process, and to learn from its experiences; and the stakeholders to
understand the conditions of success. It is best done in the form of a self-assessment and needs
always to be done in combination with result-monitoring and impact–monitoring. Processmonitoring can then be an innovative basis for learning together, and can increase the
commitment to participation and implementation.
Introducing monitoring procedures and self-assessment systems into partnering is, by far, more
complicated than doing this for one particular organization. Different participating stakeholder
groups will have different approaches to monitoring. Partnering is, particularly in the
beginning, fragile and dependent on consensual agreements. Introducing monitoring systems
too early can therefore endanger the process if the systems are imposed by one stakeholder
group or by donor organizations. If trust is low, or if stakeholders are ambivalent towards the
approach, a proposal to introduce monitoring systems can further endanger the process, as
some stakeholders might perceive this as pressure to perform, an attempt to manipulate, or an
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Kuenkel et al. (2011) and Pattberg (2014)
Pattberg & Widerberg (2014)
92
Kuenkel et al. (2011)
91
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exertion of undue power of influence. However, as with all change processes, partnering
requires to look at what work in a cycle of iterative learning.
Fig 7: Process monitoring
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The benefits of introducing monitoring tools are as follows:


The initiators and the main actors need process learning: it is important to track
progress and systematically to learn from experiences, ensuring that success factors are
noted and that early-warning systems function to avoid conflicts and difficulties.



Stakeholders can see progress: this, in turn, increases their commitment to participate
more.



Stakeholders become more aware of critical success factors for partnering: as their
understanding of the potential increases, they become more capable of participating and
contributing.



Funders or external supporters build trust: the building of confidence in the delivery
capacity of partnering is an important issue in sourcing and maintaining the finances
and resources required for implementation. It also keeps high-level sponsors on board.
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4.7

DEEP DIVE CONTENT

4.7.1 PARTNERING IN THE WATER SECTOR
The organization Partnership in Practice has developed a working paper on State of the Art in
Water Partnerships (for more information see scope of work partnership in practice). The
following is a summary (see PEP progress report):
The water sector is full of, some might say overwhelmed by, partnerships – with programmatic
efforts to expand the scale of operations and experiment with new approaches, numerous
examples of advocacy efforts to leverage more than the sum of the parts, networking
opportunities to share lessons learned, and efforts to leverage finances and pool resources more
effectively. With the launch of the SDGs, the COP21 commitments, and the WEF Global Risks
Report listing water crises as the leading concern of businesses and governments for the second
year running, the timing is right to have a closer look at how partnerships are contributing to
the water sector.
This research has been designed as a reality check that critically reviews the current use of
multi-stakeholder partnerships93 and whether these will deliver the systemic change and crosslinkages to other sectors that are so desperately needed. We suspect that the findings will
resonate with other sectors equally and hopefully this piece will prompt a more resourceintensive and rigorous review for both water and other sectors.
The headline, of no surprise perhaps, is that the rhetoric and the reality of partnership working
in the water sector remain quite far apart. Indeed there are pockets of success, but having
reviewed a wide range of literature, scanned through numerous partnership evaluations,
conducted some 30+ interviews, and combining this with PiP’s almost 20 years of experience in
the partnership space working with hundreds of partnerships across the global, regional,
national and local levels, the picture is far from rosy. Within the context of the SDGs, we have
attempted to view the water sector in its entirety, with a view to more coherently joining up the
IWRM and drinking water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) sectors.
As currently structured, partnerships may not make the strategic contribution to shifting the
status quo in the sector but rather allow for exploration of options around the edges. These can
then be used by the public sector and donors to drive real institutional changes that address
basin-wide approaches and water rights, water costing and pricing, legal barriers to access
particularly for informal settlements, and sanitation business models that actively engage the

93

The research has not incorporated analysis of regulated contracts or market-based transactions
generally referred to as PPPs.
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health sector and redirect the value chain around reuse of sanitation waste for agriculture
and energy needs.
Similar working papers should be considered for other sectors.

4.8

DEEP DIVE CONTEXT

4.8.1 PARTNERING IN CHALLENGING CONTEXTS
The Partnership Resource Centre is currently developing a working paper and navigating tool
on partnering in challenging contexts. The following is a summary (see PEP progress report):
Meeting the SDGs proves to be most difficult in challenging contexts; most fragile countries
have not met the MDG targets. For those who (prepare to) partner in this challenging
environment, the PEP context navigator is designed to offer step-by-step guidance. Its leading
question is: what context factors should we take into account to enhance the effectiveness of a
partnering initiative?
The context navigator helps users define ‘partnering space’ and ‘opportunity room’ to help
render more realistic partnering approaches, and as proxies for the degree to which the
institutional context can be considered challenging. The navigator will enable identification of
various conducive and restraining factors for meeting a particular SDG in a given country.
These factors link to indicators and databases that correlate strongly with specific SDGs and
overall development outcomes. The type of data these produce are included in preliminary
profiles on 3 countries that are in different stages of development (Brazil, Kenya and Mali)
focused on SDG 2 on food security.
The basic set-up of the context navigator is aligned with the PEP website content structure
presented in the PEP Prototype proposal. It is structured along 8 guiding questions that identify
opportunities and threats for partnering in particular contexts, and invites the user to explore
these further (‘solve your info gap’ and ‘solve your problem’).
The context navigator also links to the community section of both practitioners and researchers,
where effective and failed practices are shared in safe spaces and tailor made big data sets are
generated per location or issue. A wiki function further expands the database and updates
profiles on countries, SDGs or both. Some of this work will be undertaken by the end of March,
with the intention of full functionality by November.
The need for and set-up of the context navigator was validated during the workshop held
during the Co-design Lab of January 2016. Recommendations included the following
characteristics: quick-access and practical, dynamic (in each partnering phase, focused on long
term impact), creating safe spaces, focus on fragile states and on less crowded SDGs, not
prescriptive, and while largely data-driven, as much as possible locally informed.
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4.8.1 PARTNERING IN DIVERSE CONTEXTS
The Partnership Brokers Association has developed a working paper on emerging lessons from
partnering in diverse contexts. The following is a summary (see PEP progress report):
PBA took on a project designed to access the front-line experience of those in its global network
of partnership brokers operating in a wide range of contexts and, between them, on all the
SDGs. Using an on-line survey and a number of in-depth follow-up interviews together with an
analysis or 'logbooks' (compiled over a 3-month period by 60 individuals as part of their formal
accreditation as partnership brokers). This work has yielded a rich tapestry of experience and
insight into the nuances and challenges of partnering in different scenarios.
Much encouraged by the workshop during the Co-design Lab, where emerging findings were
shared, and building on the group's offer to 'crowd review' our near final report, PBA has
produced 3 immediate outputs from the project:


A lively report of the findings - written in a way designed to engage practitioners in
further enquiry



A set of slides that can be downloaded and used by practitioners to help them make the
case to decision-makers for more understanding of the impact of context and more
investment in the partnering process for greater effectiveness and impact of partnerships



Plans for an on-line series of conversations under the title PEP-TALKS - with the first (to
be recorded in March) being between practitioners working in Poland and Zambia on
food security and local agricultural supply chains (SDG 2)

The aim has been to ensure that the Facility has a very 'human' face and is, from the start, a
repository for actual experience from those making partnerships work at local / national levels –
often against considerable odds.

4.9

DEEP DIVE FORM

Based on the consideration of what can promote effectiveness the following sections focus on
three different ranges of forms that can help initiators of partnering make adequate choices.
4.9.1 FROM LOCAL TO GLOBAL, FROM GLOBAL TO LOCAL
and the partners or stakeholders involved. Of crucial importance for the effectiveness of
partnering is the connection between different intervention levels. Not all global partnerships
that aspire to have local impact are able to achieve their ambition. Because often, what has been
decided on and designed at an international level, falls short of the understanding of the
specific context or has failed to allow co-development with local actors and experts (see section
3.2.4 on context). But the challenges are vice versa. There are many local partnering approaches
that become isolated islands of success, because they lack connection to other levels that could
strengthen or leverage their impact. Connecting and integrating is as important as knowing
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what the appropriate level of leverage is for the purpose of partnering. Table x.x. summarizes
such approaches at different levels.
Table 14: Intervention levels of partnering
Global/
international

Global partnering takes place when a solution to a problem cannot be found
within one country, when the problem requires internationally active stakeholder
groups, or representatives from a variety of countries, to become involved. These
usually aim at finding agreements that can then be applied to all participating
countries. International Partnering processes, particularly those that include
official government representation, often needs to take place in a very formal
environment with rigid protocol. They are sometimes prone to political
interventions and depend on government–government relationships.
International partnering approaches around issues that only affect particular
target groups, or those initiated and led by private sector or non-governmental
organizations, often focus on implementation. They are less prone to political
intervention, but often face the challenge to create impact on the ground.

Regional/
international

Partnering on regional level means collaboration of governments, private and
civil-society actors beyond the borders of one country. This can, for example,
take place to enhance economic and social development in a region, protect
wildlife or ensure environmental protection. It almost always involves
governments as a lead agent.

National

Partnering at national level can cover many different topics – from coordinated
implementation of energy efficiency to co-developing national implementation
strategies around sustainability, reviewing or developing policies, or
implementing regulation. If partnering is initiated by government, an internal
governmental alignment process is crucially important. But partnering at
national level can also be initiated by non-governmental organizations that
drive an issue of common concern

Subregional/
local

Partnering in one region of a country can have a geographic focus (e.g. the
development of a region or a city) or an issue focus (e.g. improving healthcare or
driving renewable energy solutions). Local level partnering is often focused on
implementation around an issue of common concern or the concern of selected
stakeholders.

4.9.2 FROM CONSULTATION TO COOPERATION
Forms of partnering are motivated by diverse factors, have varying governance requirements
and face distinct operational challenges. As a result it is essential to understand what needs to
be achieved when starting partnering. The partnering set-up can range from loose connections
around a common goal to contractually binding relationships with tight monitoring systems.
Depending on the issues at stake the purpose of partnering can range from consultation and
exchange

to

time-bound

implementation

of

agreed

results

through

utilization

of

complementary resources. If the focus is on exchange and consultation, the role of stakeholders
is to contribute their expertise, viewpoints and experiences. The risk of engagement is relatively
low. In collaborative implementation partners are dependent on each other for results. The
commitment increases, but so does the risk for each partner. Joint responsibility for outcomes
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can increase success of partnering, but also increases complexity and interdependence. .
Stakeholders move from being observers to being active in achieving results.
In the world of rising partnering approaches there is a new development that can be described
as meta-collaboration – the collaboration between partnerships or multi-stakeholder initiative in
order to increase leverage, achieve systemic impact or drive large-scale change at scale. The
table suggests a range of partnering approaches with increasing level of commitment, mutual
dependency, risk, but also likelihood of tangible results.
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Table 15: Overview of partnering forms based on the evolution from consultative relations to collaborative implementation.
Form

Feature

Purpose

Recommended for

Characteristics

Before the actual partnering starts
Charting the field

Stakeholder analysis
(from power to capacity,
from expertise to interest)

Understand the different needs
and interests of parties, becoming
aware of the dynamics among
them, clarifying relevance of issue,

 Initiating partnering (see factor:
process)
 Understanding the context, extrinsic,
intrinsic (opportunity based)94 (see
factor: content)

Depends on context and content, many
tools available95

Singular Consultation96

Stakeholder event (from
information to authentic
consultation)

Raise stakeholders’ interest in or
awareness of a particular issue;
Get feedback from different
stakeholders about a specific issue







Short-term, event-focused, one-level
(project based), specific goal, no binding
ties, responsibility for implementation
remains with lead agent

Policy input
Strategy input
Research input
Planning input
Exchange of experience

Partnering for the SDGs starts
Sequences of Regular
Consultation97

Consultative stakeholder
events leading to a
specific outcome

Participation in development or
decision-making process,
exchange of experiences among
stakeholders







Policy development
Policy review
Planning review
Strategy review
Stakeholder recommendations are
integrated into results

Multi-level, periodically-repeating
exchange, more formal, with optional
long-lasting alignment merging in a
partnering design, often part if more
binding partnering

Institutionalized
consultation98

Government-led
stakeholder consultation
embedded in regulations

Assurance of input by
stakeholders on certain issues of
policy or planning development
(as part of good governance)





Institutionalized policy review
Institutionalized planning review
Regulated stakeholder participation
in planning
Stakeholder representation follows





94

The Partnership Resource Centre (2012
Kuenkel et al. (2011)
96
Kuenkel et al. (2011)
97
Kuenkel et al. (2011)
98
Kuenkel et al. (2011)
95

Formalized arrangement, specific
goal & frame, with possible
evolution in a more binding
partnering form
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Form

Feature

Purpose

Recommended for

Characteristics

regulated rules
Exchange platform /
99

Stakeholder
initiative101 /102

Alliance

Issue based action
network103

99

Kuenkel et al. (2011)
Tennyson, R. (2011)
101
Kuenkel et al., (2011)
102
Beisheim (2012)
103
Waddell (2010)
100

Regular coming together
of different stakeholders
for an exchange of
experience;
Set of institutions or
individuals with a
common interest

Knowledge management and
dissemination of best practices;
community of practice;
development of a professional
field; service to members;
advocacy for issue



Cross-sector initiative to
solve complex problems,
to develop e.g. joint policy
and/or sustainability
standards or to achieve
agreed-upon
implementation
objectives, learning and
implementation focused

Issue-based (new) implementation
approach, e.g. voluntary
standards, cross-country issue
implementation, regional
development, complex
implementation project;
enhancement of joint learning



Institutions coming
together to drive change
around issue, coordinated
action, not necessarily
joint implementation;

Joint advocacy to drive
implementation of issue,
broadening impact through
collective action at scale; gain
traction around issue of concern;



Loose formation of
partners aligned around
collective action

Addressing an issue challenge
holistically









Representation of stakeholders in
organized body
Stakeholder advocacy
Regular exchange of lessons learnt
Advocacy for political or economic
development agenda




Multi-level complex change
ambition around issue of common
concern that requires high level of
ownership,
Self-organized collective action subinitiatives and various appropriate
partnering approaches for on-the
ground implementation








Governance mechanisms
Joint implementation steering
Joint responsibility for results
Joint decision-making
Joint monitoring and evaluation
Management structures (steering
committee, executive committee)

Local or global alliances to work
cooperatively
Strategic Alliance






Long-term
Institutionalized structure,
Formal contracts
Secretariat

Driving impact in transformational
change systems




Voluntary coordination
Independent implementation



Ongoing exchange,
(open) participation, but gets into
greater co-ordination100,
can develop into or initiatives with
more formal ties
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Form

Feature

Purpose

Recommended for

Characteristics

Implementation
Platform

Joint management of
implementation regarding
an issue of common
concern

Coordination or joint management
of complex tasks involving
different stakeholder at various
levels



Voluntary coming together of
different stakeholders to improve
management of certain task



Cross-sector
implementation project to
achieve agreed-upon
objectives

Joint project implementation using
complementary resources in
specific timeframe

Collaborative implementation projects
and strategic alliances requiring:
 Joint implementation planning
 Joint implementation of activities
 Joint monitoring of results
 Joint responsibility for success
 Joint decision-making
 Management structures in place
 Often require formal contracts




Multi-stakeholder
development
Partnership/
Private-Public
Partnership



Long-term, more agreements, a
lasting cooperation,
can merge for specific issues into an
initiative or partnering form
Time-bound implementation plans
Jointly agreed monitoring

4.9.3 FROM TARGETED ACTION TO SYSTEMIC IMPACT
There is an enormous range in the purpose of partnering. Organisations partner around SDG
implementation with the very specific purpose of achieving results jointly between 2 or more – yet
a limited number - of organisations on a clearly defined issue in a certain geographical area. Others
get together with a large number of stakeholders from private sector, civil society and public sector
and aim at high-level systemic impact in an entire region, for an entire sector or for a global issue.
There is a clear tendency to move from limited impact philanthropic partnering between a
business and CSOs to more strategic partnerships that leverage the core competencies of all
partners involved. But there is also a proliferation of broader networks that gather around an SDG
issue. More complex partnering is often described as transformative partnerships104, although the
term is – as yet – not clearly defined. However, partnering aiming at systemic impact addresses
challenges holistically and involves multiple stakeholders at multiple levels. It is designed for
systemic impact such as change of market mechanisms, pressing societal issues or shifting
environmental behaviour in multiple regions. Often, such systemic partnering efforts are designed
to have international, national, regional and local impact through collective action. There
effectiveness is dependent on a functional link between different intervention levels (from
international to local) and the appropriate mix of more target-oriented collective action initiatives.
In order to achieve systemic impact they need to be composed of – or linked to in the form of metacollaboration – of such smaller scale partnering efforts (such as platforms, initiatives and
implementations partnerships on the ground (see section 3.2.5.2). Table 20 suggests a way of
understanding the range from targeted collective action to systemic impact as a basis for making
adequate choices in setting up partnering. Figure 8 shows the range of partnering efforts in their
relation with each other. All of the partnering forms have their legitimacy for issues and purpose.
They all need to follow the golden rule of gradually building the partnering system (see section
3.2.2 on process) in order to become effective. They do not only intertwine, but can be deliberately
created in collaboration with each other in order to achieve the impact envisaged.

104

Beisheim (2012), SustainAbility (2016)
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Fig. 8 : Partnering from targeted collective action to systemic impact
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The Collective Leadership

www.collectiveleadership.com,

Institute

www.stakeholderdialogues.net

The Partnering Initiative

www.thepartneringinitiative.org

The Partnership Resource

http://www.rsm.nl/prc/

Centre

The Partnership Brokers

http://www.partnershipbrokers.org

Association

Partnerships in Practice

http://partnershipsinpractice.co.uk

Centre for Development

http://www.wageningenur.nl/en/Expertise-

Innovation, University of

Services/Research-Institutes/centre-for-development-

Wageningen

innovation.htm

FSG, Collective Impact

http://www.fsg.org/publications/collective-impact
http://www.fsg.org

Western Cape Development
Partnership

http://www.wcedp.co.za
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