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ABSTRACT. In recent years, the United Nations has

taken a lead in advocating public–private partnerships

(PPPs), and various UN entities actively seek partnerships

and alliances with transnational corporations and other

companies. Although there has been a rapid growth of

PPPs, relatively little is known about their contribution to

basic UN goals associated with inclusive, equitable and

sustainable development. In response to this situation,

there are increasing calls for impact assessments. This

article argues that such assessments need to recognize the

range of ideational, institutional, economic and political

factors and forces underpinning the turn to PPPs, and the

very different logics and agendas involved, some of which

seem quite contradictory from the perspective of equi-

table development and democratic governance. The

article examines these different forces and logics, focusing

on (a) the institutional turn towards ‘‘good governance’’,

(b) economic contexts that relate to the very mixed

‘‘fortunes’’ of UN agencies and corporations, (c) struc-

tural determinants associated with ‘‘corporate globalisa-

tion’’ and (d) political drivers that relate to the struggle for

hegemony and legitimisation. The article ends by

reflecting critically on the tendency within mainstream

development institutions and some strands of academic

literature to highlight logics associated with good gover-

nance and pragmatism, and to disregard those associated

with the strengthening of corporate interests and the

neoliberal policy regime. It is argued that knowledge

networks associated with the UN need to go beyond

‘‘best practice learning’’ and embrace ‘‘critical thinking’’,

which has waned within UN circles since the 1980s.
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Introduction

In the field of international development, different

decades seem to usher in new institutional champi-

ons of change: the developmental state in the 1960s

and 1970s; free-market forces and non-govern-

mental organizations (NGOs) in the 1980s and

1990s. The new millennium has offered up a hybrid

variant: public–private partnerships (PPPs). Through

entities like the United Nations Global Compact and

global health funds, various United Nations (UN)
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summits and commissions, and the activities of

organizations such as the United Nations Develop-

ment Programme (UNDP), the United Nations

Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the United Nations

Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World

Health Organization (WHO),1 the UN has emerged

as one of the principal proponents of PPPs. These

are generally defined as initiatives where public-

interest entities, private sector companies and/or

civil society organizations enter into an alliance to

achieve a common practical purpose, pool core

competencies, and share risks, responsibilities,

resources, costs and benefits.2

Despite their appeal to pragmatism,3 the ideas and

arguments in favour of partnerships have coalesced

into what can be described as a partnership ideology:

‘‘partnership’’ has become a mobilizing term,

implying that all manner of desirable objectives can

be achieved through collaboration between the UN

and the private sector (Dommen, 2005; Zammit,

2003). The idealizing of the concept and its nor-

mative content, as well as the feel-good discourse

that infuses much of the discussions in international

development circles, risk diverting attention from

various tensions and contradictions that characterize

partnerships and that raise questions about their

Box 1: UN-Business Partnerships: Selected Initiatives

United Nations Global Compact

Business participants numbered over 2,500 in 2006, of which 106 were among the Financial Times Global 500. Par-

ticipating businesses commit themselves to ‘‘embrace’’, support and enact, within their sphere of influence, 10 principles

that concern human rights, labour standards, the environment and preventing corruption

United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development

As of May 2006, the Commission’s database listed 341 partnerships active in the field of sustainable development. These

are ‘‘Type II’’ partnerships (that is initiatives not negotiated between governments), established during and after the 2002

World Summit on Sustainable Development, that involve UN bodies, businesses, NGOs and other institutions

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

Approximately 1,000 partnerships or ‘‘alliances’’ have been entered into in recent years, in many instances involving

corporate funding to support various UNICEF activities. In 2005, UNICEF received contributions of US$ 100,000 or

more from 250 corporations, with total proceeds from the corporate sector amounting to $142 million

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

Public–Private Partnerships for the Urban Environment (PPPUE): In June 2006, 396 partnerships between business, local

government and local communities were listed. The aim is to increase the access of the urban poor to basic services such as

water, sanitation, solid waste management and energy

Growing Sustainable Business (GSB): This partnership scheme plays a brokerage/facilitating role with a view to fostering the

growth of small businesses in developing countries, and is currently active in five sectors-financial, energy, water and

sanitation, telecommunications and agriculture

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)

The UNEP Finance Initiative, involving over 200 global financial institutions, aims to promote the linkage between

environment and financial performance by developing and applying voluntary guidelines on key environmental concerns.

It also aims to influence relevant international policy. UNEP also promotes local-level public–private partnerships to

improve public services and their provision to poor people while at the same time contributing to environmental

objectives

UNDP, UNEP and IUCN (World Conservation Union)

Together these organizations are involved in the Supporting Entrepreneurs for Environment and Development (SEED)

partnership that fosters the Seed Associate Partners Network

World Health Organization (WHO)

WHO has entered into approximately 90 partnerships in the field of health, including some of the more than 20 global

public–private health partnerships devoted to improving access of low-income groups and developing countries to

currently available drugs, vaccines and other health and nutrition products, and promoting research and development to

create new health products related to certain diseases
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implications for equitable development and demo-

cratic governance.4 Although there has been a rapid

growth of PPPs, relatively little is known about their

contribution to basic UN goals associated with

inclusive, equitable and sustainable development.

While considerable effort has gone into advocating

partnerships, far less attention has been paid to

developing the analytical tools and capacities needed

to adequately assess their development impacts and

implications, and to draw lessons for the way ahead.

Within knowledge and policy networks associated

with bilateral and multilateral development agencies,

attention has recently focused on the need for impact

assessment (OECD, 2006; Witte and Reinicke,

2005). There is a danger, however, that impact

assessment methodologies will focus narrowly on the

immediate objectives and outcomes of partnerships,

and quantitative aspects associated with inputs used,

costs and benefits (Lund-Thomsen, 2007; see also

Lund-Thomsen in this volume). In this article, we

highlight the need to consider the broader implica-

tions of UN-business partnerships (UN-BPs) in terms

of inclusive and equitable development, defined in

terms of patterns of economic growth, resource dis-

tribution and decision-making processes that con-

tribute to reducing social and income deprivation and

inequalities, enhancing people’s rights and empow-

ering groups who historically have experienced

marginalization and injustice. A wider analysis is

imperative when one recognizes the range of idea-

tional, institutional, economic and political factors and

forces underpinning the turn to PPPs, and the very

different logics and agendas involved, some of which

seem quite contradictory from the perspective of

equitable development and democratic governance.

The article examines these different forces and

logics, focusing on (a) the institutional turn towards

‘‘good governance’’, (b) economic contexts that

relate to the very mixed ‘‘fortunes’’ of UN agencies

and corporations, (c) structural determinants associ-

ated with ‘‘corporate globalisation’’ and (d) political

drivers that relate to the struggle for hegemony and

legitimisation. The article ends by reflecting criti-

cally on the tendency within mainstream develop-

ment institutions and some strands of academic

literature to highlight logics associated with good

governance and pragmatism, and to disregard those

associated with the strengthening of corporate

interests and the neoliberal policy regime. It is

argued that knowledge networks associated with the

UN need to go beyond ‘‘best practice learning’’ and

embrace ‘‘critical thinking’’, which has waned

within UN circles since the 1980s.

Understanding public–private partnerships

Why are the world’s business, international devel-

opment and civil society organizations, and elites so

taken by the partnership approach? Answering this

question is important for understanding not only

why this particular type of institutional arrangement

has emerged with such force in the international

development arena, but also the controversies and

debates surrounding PPPs, and their potential and

limits in terms of equitable and sustainable devel-

opment. Several powerful ideational, institutional,

political and economic forces are driving the PPP

phenomenon. Some are generally recognized in the

mainstream literature that is supportive of PPPs; far

less attention is paid to others. Yet, consideration of

those that are often ignored reveals a very different

picture of the pattern of development that partner-

ships are helping to structure.

Institutional reform

PPPs are generally understood with reference to

changing modes of governance, adaptations in

management practices within both public and pri-

vate institutions, as well as in perceptions regarding

the roles and responsibilities of different develop-

ment actors in the context of globalisation and lib-

eralization. They are often portrayed as part and

parcel of a ‘‘pragmatic turn’’ in official development

practice that has occurred during the post-Soviet era.

Approaches to development interventions, and in

particular the role of the private sector, are now said

to be driven by ‘‘what works’’ and less by ideology.

Concerning governance, two dimensions are par-

ticularly relevant; one normative, the other structural.

The former relates to the notion of good governance.

PPPs are associated with desirable attributes of col-

laboration, trust, responsibility and participation.

These are features of the new institutionalism associ-

ated with ‘‘embedded liberalism’’, concerned with

developing and strengthening institutions that can
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minimize or mitigate the perverse effects of markets

and economic liberalization, and correcting the

imbalance between corporate rights and obligations

that has occurred in the contemporary era of

globalisation (Ruggie, 1998, 2003; Tesner, 2000;

UNRISD, 1995).

Good governance can also be understood in terms

of the moral turn in political theory and strategizing.

As Mouffe observes, it is assumed that antagonism

and conflict are things of the past, that consensus is

now possible in contexts of ‘‘transparent commu-

nication among rational participants’’, and that

struggle in this ‘‘post-political’’ era is no longer

between ‘‘left and right’’, but between ‘‘right and

wrong’’. The danger of this approach is that it can

only accommodate fairly like-minded actors and

perspectives (Mouffe, 2005). Those who oppose

conventional wisdom and propose quite different

alternatives often find themselves excluded from

relevant knowledge networks and policy-making

circuits, or are invited to participate in order to

legitimise the process. In such circumstances, they

may be ‘‘participants’’, but not ‘‘players’’.

PPPs are a response not only to market failure, but

also to state failure – the perceived or real inability of

governments, particularly in developing countries,

to be effective agents of regulation and development,

and providers of essential goods and services. Con-

cerns about regulation, considered by some to be

‘‘inefficient, ineffective and undemocratic’’ (Free-

man, 1997), proliferated in the 1970s and 1980s.

Contemporary global governance is said to involve a

shift from an institutional arrangement dominated by

formal structures of a more corporatist nature to

‘‘functional coalitions’’5 and multistakeholder ini-

tiatives that are considered more dynamic than tra-

ditional hierarchies and authority, and geared

towards cooperation and problem solving rather

than adversarial interest representation, bargaining

and trade-offs (Freeman, 1997).6

Others see PPPs as a response not simply to the

limitations of state regulatory capacity, but to a more

generalized crisis of co-ordination of the capitalist

system, which during the 1960s and 1970s lost

‘‘structured coherence’’ (Jessop and Sum, 2006,

p. 189, citing Harvey, 1982). In this context, PPPs

can be seen as part and parcel of the development of

new co-ordination regimes that ‘‘extend the scope

of networks, partnerships and other forms of

reflexive self-organization’’ or as ‘‘new forms of

regulated self-discipline in an ‘enterprise society’’’

(Jessop and Sum, 2006, pp. 251–252). Indeed these

authors see PPPs and related aspects of co-ordination

such as interorganisational collaboration and stake-

holding as a contemporary variant of corporatism

(Jessop and Sum, 2006, p. 261).

PPPs are also seen as a logical response to struc-

tural changes in state–market–society relations that

have occurred since the 1980s. Globalisation, liber-

alization and the expansion of ‘‘civil society’’ have

resulted in the rolling back of certain state functions

and capacities, the massive growth in the number

and global reach of corporations, and the emergence

of new policy actors (notably NGOs). Important

changes have occurred in the nature of policy

making and regulation, with the strengthening

of technocratic policy making, where so-called

‘‘experts’’, knowledge networks and social learning

are said to figure more prominently, and where

regulatory authority has become more multi-play-

ered or privatised through the increased participation

of non-state actors (Rittberger and Nettesheim,

2008). Such changes and contexts have ushered in

new forms of ‘‘collaborative governance’’7 of which

PPPs and various multistakeholder initiatives are a

concrete manifestation.

Bull and McNeill see PPPs in general, and

UN-BPs in particular, as an essential feature of

‘‘market multilateralism’’, where the co-ordination

of relations between actors centres not only on those

between states, but also with multilateral organiza-

tions and private entities, in particular large trans-

national corporations (TNCs) (Bull and McNeill,

2006, p. 4). All such actors participate in processes of

institutional design that generate ‘‘generalized prin-

ciples of conduct’’ (Bull and McNeill, 2006, p. 43).

The strategies of many NGOs reinforce this

approach. Not only have they been drawn into

collaborative arrangements with business, govern-

ment and international organizations through their

growing role in service delivery, consultancy activ-

ities and knowledge networks, but they have also

been part of the ideological shift that regarded ‘‘state

failure’’ as one of the main causes of maldevelop-

ment. Some had also become weary of simply

engaging in negative criticism, proclaiming that it

was time to stop chastising corporations, elites and

‘‘the system’’, and start engaging more constructively
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with processes of policy and institutional reform

(SustainAbility, 2003).

The upshot of these developments is an approach

to governance that has been described as ‘‘principled

pragmatism’’.8 Ideologically, PPPs, in combination

with the emerging voluntary standard-setting ini-

tiatives associated with corporate social responsibility

(CSR), legitimise the shift from state-led ‘‘devel-

opmental’’ patterns to ones not only driven and

delivered by market forces, but where the principal

agents have internalised values associated with social,

sustainable and rights-based development as part of a

model of ‘‘enlightened global capitalism’’ (Likosky,

2005, p. xi).

Path dependency – the notion that processes of

institutional and policy change are shaped signifi-

cantly by what has come before, and the values,

cultures, policies and practices that are already in-

ternalised in institutions – is also important for

understanding the meteoric rise and internationali-

sation of PPP discourse and practice, and the extent

to which global corporations have promoted this

approach. In essence, PPPs draw on two prominent

features of two models of capitalism, namely moral

individualism, which has characterized the so-called

Anglo-Saxon (United States/United Kingdom) or

liberal model, and the tripartite and collaborative

features of the so-called stakeholder model of con-

tinental Europe. PPPs may constitute one area

where convergence in these two models is occur-

ring, although, as seen below, PPPs constitute a very

heterogeneous category, with some initiatives

resembling conventional forms of philanthropy

while others are characterized by more substantive

forms of multistakeholder engagement.

At the level of the firm, some point out that CSR

and multistakeholder partnerships often follow a path

whereby management recognizes that it is in the

interests of a company to ratchet up its approach,

moving from the initial phases centred on denial and

public relations towards new business models char-

acterized by proactivity and heightened responsive-

ness to both threats and opportunities (SustainAbility,

2004; Zadek, 2005). PPPs can be seen as a concrete

manifestation of this process.

When objective or structural conditions change, it

is not inevitable that a specific institutional approach

such as PPPs should emerge as the preferred solution.

Which approach emerges also depends on the power

of particular ideas, and how those ideas become

embedded, gain traction and influence, or are resisted

in existing institutional settings and policy processes

(Blyth, 2002; Utting, 2006). The turn to PPPs has

been reinforced by several schools of thought and

concepts associated with certain subdisciplines. Of

particular importance has been governance theory,

which has been concerned with the increasing

inability of the state and traditional structures of

authority to provide and regulate in contexts of

economic globalisation, integration and fragmenta-

tion (Hewson and Sinclair, 1999). The turn to PPPs

has also addressed the threat of increased social and

environmental degradation in situations where

free-market forces and corporate rights gain ground

over corporate obligations (Ruggie, 2003). The

solution to both state and market failure was seen to

lie with ‘‘multilayered’’ and ‘‘multiplayered’’ patterns

of governance, involving collaborative networks, in

which public and private actors ‘‘meshed more

effectively in a way that would be regarded as legit-

imate by attentive publics’’ (Keohane, 2002, p. 16).

The mainstream literature also relates PPPs to

modern and innovative forms of management in

both the private and public sectors and to organi-

zational learning. In contexts associated with glob-

alisation and modernity, where complexity, risk and

uncertainty are on the increase, it makes sense for

different actors to come together to share core

competencies, risks and knowledge (Kaul, 2006).

Management studies and, in particular, thinking

related to stakeholder theory and CSR, yielded

influential ideas that reinforced this approach.

Stakeholder theory, which took off in the 1980s

(Freeman, 1984), emphasized the responsibilities of

firms vis-à-vis multiple stakeholders. Such relation-

ships were seen as crucial for organizational learning,

risk management, competitive advantage, coordi-

nation in complex systems, as well as trust and other

benefits that derive from multistakeholder engage-

ment. The ‘‘win–win’’ potential of environmental

responsibility that Porter had emphasized (Porter and

van der Linde, 1995) was further refined in the

notion of ‘‘strategic philanthropy’’, which stressed

the competitive advantages to be derived from a

strategic approach to philanthropy, whereby corpo-

rate giving can improve the quality of the business

environment (Knudsen, 2004; Porter and Kramer,

2003).
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An important strand of New Public Management

(NPM), which in turn is derived from New Institu-

tional Economics (Bangura and Larbi, 2006), justified

PPPs related to basic service provisioning on the basis

of efficiency, transparency and accountability. PPPs,

which potentially yielded synergies by pooling the

core competencies of different organizations, were

seen as a key instrument for addressing the concerns of

NPM with efficiency of resource use and greater

efficacy in terms of the attainment of objectives that

organizations set themselves (Bull and McNeill, 2006,

p. 35). In the realm of UN-BPs, it is often claimed that

the UN can benefit by drawing on private sector

resources, skills and core competencies to achieve UN

development objectives more effectively and effi-

ciently. Hence, the frequent exhortation to ‘‘leverage

the complementary skills of the private sector in order

to achieve greater impact’’ (United Nations System

Private Sector Focal Points, 2006).

Changing fortunes

The rise of PPPs, and in particular UN-BPs, took

place in a context where the financial circumstances

of both public and private actors were changing.

While many developing country governments and

UN agencies experienced fiscal and financial crises

in the 1990s, corporate capitalism was enjoying a

heyday. Corporate philanthropy, particularly in the

United States (US), was reinvigorated by the boom

in sectors such as information and communications

technology and financial services, the general

increase in profitability of large TNCs, and the tre-

mendous growth in the incomes and assets of the

corporate elite during ‘‘the roaring nineties’’

(Stiglitz, 2004). The rise of CSR coincides with a

phase of capitalist development where returns to

capital have generally outpaced returns to labour,

with the share of profits in the national income of

many countries having increased, while that of

wages and salaries having declined. Certain data on

income distribution in the United States indicate

that the share of national income in the United

States accounted for by the top 1% of income

earners, which had remained stable at around 8%

from the mid-1950s to the mid-1980s, nearly dou-

bled to 15% by 1998 (Harvey, 2006, p. 148; Piketty

and Saez, 2003, pp. 8–10), and ‘‘the ratio of the

median compensation of workers to the salaries of

Chief Executive Officers increased from just over

thirty to one in 1970 to more than four hundred to

one by 2000’’ (Harvey, 2006, p. 149). Similarly, in

the United Kingdom (UK), the top 1% of income

earners increased their share from 6.5% to 13% over

a 20-year period (Harvey, 2006, p. 149).

Such a backdrop was highly conducive to the

reactivation of philanthropic sentiments. In the

United States, the number of corporate foundations

doubled from 1,295 to 2,549 between 1987 and

2003, and their level of grant giving reached

US$3.5 billion. In real terms, this represented a

doubling of the value of grants over the same period.

The larger 1,000 US foundations, which include

corporate, independent and community founda-

tions, increased their grants from US$9.7 billion in

1998 to US$14.3 billion in 2003, with a peak being

reached in 2001.9 The World Economic Forum

(WEF) estimates that the Fortune Global 500 com-

panies provide annual cash donations in the region of

US$12 billion and roughly an equivalent amount

(US$10–15 billion) in kind. Total private philan-

thropic giving to low-income countries is estimated

to approach or surpass foreign direct investment

(FDI) net inflows to many low-income countries

(WEF, 2005, p. 5). Individuals such as Ted Turner

and Bill Gates, and more recently Warren Buffet,

have donated billions of dollars for international

partnership programmes.

Despite the substantial increase in the volume of

corporate-related funding for philanthropic or part-

nership activities, it does not appear to have dented

corporate profits and pre-tax incomes. In the United

States, for example, corporate charitable contribu-

tions as a percentage of pre-tax income declined

from a peak of 2% in 1986 to 1% in 1996. While

such contributions increased 4.2% a year, the annual

increase in corporate profits was 5.6% (Schmitt,

2000).

Another subset of actors experiencing good times

were Northern NGOs, many of whom entered the

arena of CSR and PPPs. They were increasingly

courted by bilateral donors to deliver development

assistance and, as the CSR movement gathered

steam, by big business itself. They engaged in con-

sultancy and other service delivery activities that

brought them into closer contact with the corporate

world functionally, financially and philosophically.10
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Other features of the financial backdrop condu-

cive to new modalities of resource mobilization also

relate to the declining trend in official development

assistance (ODA). Between 1992 and 1997, ODA

declined by one-third as a percentage of gross

national income of donor countries – from 0.33 to

0.22%, moving ever further away from the inter-

nationally agreed target of 0.7%. There was also the

growing recognition that contemporary patterns of

FDI were not the panacea for economic growth in

developing countries that some had expected. FDI

in the developing world was heavily concentrated in

a few countries, with just four accounting for more

than 60% of all inflows to developing countries in

2004 (UNCTAD, 2005a). Much of it was not in

so-called greenfield investments, but was used to

finance foreign takeovers of national firms. More-

over, in regions such as Africa, much of FDI is

concentrated in the extractive industries. Given their

enclave character, capital-intensive nature, reliance

on migrant labour and environmental effects, such

investment is extremely problematic from the

perspective of sustainable human development

(UNCTAD, 2005c). New sources of financing for

development needed to be found, and the Interna-

tional Conference on Financing for Development,

held in Monterrey, Mexico in 2002, called on

businesses ‘‘to engage as reliable and consistent

partners in the development process’’ (United

Nations, 2002, p. 6).

Corporate globalisation

Two other logics that underpin the turn to PPPs

receive little attention in both management literature

associated with CSR and mainstream international

development discourse, yet they are crucial for

assessing the potential and limitations of PPPs from

the perspective of inclusive, equitable and sustainable

development. First, PPPs facilitate ‘‘corporate glob-

alisation’’, that is, they are part and parcel of the

structuring and legitimisation of a global economic

system that is not only increasingly interdependent

and interconnected, but also moulded and controlled

by global corporations and corporate elites.

Such structuring takes place via privatisation, FDI,

commodification, expanding global value chains and

the cultural penetration of brands. It also takes place

via TNC influence in the public policy arena, and

regulatory regimes that combine a heterogeneous

mix of ‘‘de-regulation’’ (for example of labour

markets), ‘‘voluntarism’’ (for example, codes of

conduct), and ‘‘hard’’ regulation (for example, pat-

ent protection). PPPs are closely associated with

these developments.

Projects related to the privatisation of public services

now figure prominently in the PPP portfolio. PPP

discourse is particularly strong in the field of water

privatisation in general and build–operate–transfer

projects in particular (Hall and Lobina, 2006; Prasad,

2006). Partnerships also operate in tandem with patent

protection. Indeed for Pfizer, partnerships centred on

cost reduction/drug donation programmes and

‘‘strong patent protection’’ appear to be two inter-

connected core components of a global strategy (Pfizer

Canada, 2001).

For TNCs, partnership projects represent an

additional set of instruments to expand or consolidate

their presence in developing countries. UN-BPs

have facilitated access into largely virgin markets.

However, many PPPs are concentrated in develop-

ing countries that attract FDI by virtue of market

size. An assessment of PPPs that were supported by

the German Development Cooperation found that

‘‘development partnerships’’ were mainly located in

economies attractive to business, such as Brazil,

China and South Africa. Furthermore, they were

thin on the ground in relation to health, primary

education and rural development. Few projects

focused on the needs of the poor, or elaborated low-

tech/low-cost approaches. Moreover, the participa-

tion and influence of partner governments, civil

society and target groups were found to be limited

(Hoering, 2003).

The new addition to UN agency discourse, the

so-called ‘‘bottom of the pyramid’’ approach, which

engages corporations, and the private sector more

generally, in commodification, consumerism, and

entrepreneurship at the level of poor communities

and households, further extends the presence and

control of TNCs (UNDP, 2005). Such an approach

draws partly on the thinking of scholars such as

Prahalad (2005), who have stressed the key role that

various types of linkages between companies and

poor communities, producers and consumers can

potentially play in poverty alleviation. PPPs are seen

as an instrument for pro-poor growth through
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infrastructural development and unleashing entre-

preneurship and competition in developing coun-

tries (UNDP, 1999, p. v; UNDP, 2004). Through

programmes such as the GSB Initiative and PPPs for

the Urban Environment, UNDP has been promot-

ing a model of development assistance whereby, in

effect, the UN acts as a broker to facilitate foreign

investment in poor countries, which is often asso-

ciated with the privatisation of certain services such

as water.

The philanthropic dimensions of PPPs also need

to be viewed from the perspective of state–market

relations. Philanthropy is not simply about altruism,

public relations or tax breaks. Historically, as in the

United States, it emerged as an important feature of a

particular model of capitalism, whereby philan-

thropy was scaled up and institutionalised as part of a

‘‘grand compromise’’ to minimize certain forms of

state intervention in the economy.11 This relation-

ship between philanthropy and regulation is also

relevant to what is happening today in the field of

international development, where ‘‘moral individu-

alism’’ in the shape and form of corporate social

responsibility and philanthropy is part and parcel of a

model of development also characterized by dereg-

ulation or soft regulation and the strengthening of

corporate rights.

From these perspectives then, there are concerns

that PPPs reinforce the logic of neoliberalism that

promotes corporate globalisation and attempts to

engineer a fundamental shift in state–market relations.

Certain forms of PPPs associated with multistake-

holder standard-setting are often devoid of effective

monitoring, compliance and redress mechanisms

(Utting, 2005b). In addition there are concerns that

CSR and PPPs, or what has been called the ‘‘new

ethicalism’’ (Sum, 2005), simply serve to complement

and reinforce the framework of binding rules and

institutions (those with teeth) that have been put in

place to safeguard and reinforce neoliberalism.12 A

variant of this position sees PPPs as an instrument of

contemporary multilateralism that serves to strengthen

rules, codes and principles of conduct. These may be

agreed on the basis of dialogue involving state and

non-state actors, and may soften the social conse-

quences of global capitalism, but they do not challenge

the interests of TNCs or subordinate them to the

global good (Bull and McNeill, 2006, p. 43).

The connections between PPPs and corporate

globalisation also have to do with the age-old tension

between autonomous state-led decision making and

the institutional or regulatory capture of public

institutions by private interests. Some forms of PPPs

not only enable industry or corporate interests to gain

a seat at the consultation and decision-making tables,

but also cultivate a new set of social, institutional and

cultural relations where interaction and influence no

longer take place informally or behind the scenes, or

have to rely on indirect mechanisms such as sec-

ondments, but are upfront and legitimate, with big

business seen to be playing its part in ‘‘principled

pragmatism’’.

Much of the PPP literature referring to institutional

capture has emerged from studies of the role of PPPs

in the field of health. There are concerns that the

relationship between the pharmaceutical industry and

the WHO, which must set standards for that industry,

has become too close for comfort, and that organized

business interests have gained excessive influence in

decision making and regulatory processes at both

international and national levels through several global

health-related public–private partnerships (Beigbeder,

2004; Ollila, 2003). The increasingly cosy relationship

between big business and international organizations

constitutes a setting that is rife with conflicts of

interest, yet, analysis and training about conflicts of

interest within the international organizations that

promote partnerships are thought by some observers

to be quite limited (Richter, 2004).

The struggle for hegemony

A powerful driver of PPPs, and of the changing

nature of the relationships involved, relates to social

contestation and politics. PPPs are as much about

political responsiveness as they are about techno-

cratic and managerial innovations and institutional

reforms. Another crucial dimension of the agenda of

corporate globalisation that needs to be considered

in any discussion of PPPs relates to the question of

legitimisation and the struggle for hegemony.

Like CSR, PPPs emerge partly in response to

pressures from civil society organizations, campaigns

and movements concerned with the power of TNCs

and corporate malpractice, and the perverse effects of
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‘‘corporate globalisation’’.13 TNCs and organized

business interests have attempted to calm the

opposition through PPPs and other voluntary ini-

tiatives and institutional arrangements associated

with CSR. However, big business is not simply on

the defensive. The fact that corporate and other

elites have promoted the PPP cause is also part and

parcel of a hegemonic strategy, in the Gramscian

sense. They not only respond defensively to societal

pressures, but also pro-actively, by accommodating

and anticipating oppositional demands and exercis-

ing intellectual, moral and cultural leadership

(Utting, 2002). PPPs, and CSR more generally,

conform to this logic.

From this perspective, it is no coincidence that the

upsurge of PPP discourse and practice, and the rat-

cheting-up of standards governing partnerships,

coincided with the gathering momentum of a

‘‘corporate accountability movement’’ in the build-

up to the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable

Development (WSSD), and the unfolding of the

process of drafting the Norms on the Responsibilities

of TNCs and other Business Enterprises with Regard

to Human Rights (hereafter referred to as the

Norms). Several NGOs and networks pushed for

corporate accountability as an alternative to CSR.

Corporate accountability implied both an obligation

to answer to different stakeholders and the imposi-

tion of penalties in cases of non-compliance with

agreed standards (Bendell, 2004; Newell, 2002).

Specific proposals for a corporate accountability

convention or organization did not get far, but the

notion of corporate accountability was discussed and

did get a mention in the final declaration of the

WSSD. Big business lobbied forcefully against any

such harder regulatory approaches, and PPPs

emerged as a concrete alternative. At the summit

some 200 PPP initiatives were announced. In prac-

tice, many were no more than ideas and took years to

materialize,14 if at all, but the discourse itself was

powerful enough to take some of the wind out of the

sails of a shift towards corporate accountability.

The evolution of the Global Compact – the UN’s

flagship partnering initiative – and the relative ease

with which big business has accommodated to some

measure of accountability and other reforms (dis-

cussed below), also, to some extent, conform to this

logic. Since its inception, the Global Compact has

been on the receiving end of considerable criticism

from civil society and other actors. The Compact

was not only seen as ‘‘lacking teeth’’, but also per-

ceived as a mechanism for ‘‘bluewashing’’ corpora-

tions that could project a socially responsible image

through their association with the UN (TRAC,

2000). Several leading activists, advocacy and

research NGOs, and other civil society organizations

from around the world signed a ‘‘Citizens Compact’’

in 2000.15 Some went on to form the Alliance for a

Corporate-Free UN. In general, these organizations

called attention to the need to restrict commercial

and corporate influence in UN affairs.16

While sharing these concerns, several high profile

advocacy and development NGOs joined the Global

Compact in an attempt to reform from within. In

2003, however, their patience ran thin, and a group

of ‘‘Compact NGOs’’ – Human Rights Watch,

Amnesty International, Oxfam International and

Lawyers Committee for Human Rights – went

public with their concerns. In a letter to the UN

Deputy Secretary-General they complained of the

weakening of certain accountability mechanisms,

limited evidence of progress, and lack of criteria for

dealing with companies alleged to be in breach of

the principles. They also stressed the need to mon-

itor compliance through the annual reporting

mechanism; to disclose publicly the quality of

information provided by companies; for greater

leadership by the Global Compact and companies in

promoting the principles; the application of the

principles in UN procurement policies and greater

participation of human rights NGOs and trade

unions when the Global Compact is operationalized

at the national level.17 In June 2004, another

Compact NGO, Human Rights First, denounced

the extent to which companies could use the

Compact as a marketing tool and called for a more

‘‘results-oriented structure and approach’’ that

would include a transparent process for evaluating

company participation, and greater interaction

between the Global Compact and certain other

multistakeholder initiatives such as the Fair Labour

Association. The NGO also denounced the

‘‘unfounded attacks’’ against the UN Norms on the

Responsibilities of TNCs with Regard to Human

Rights, and called on the Secretary-General to

support this initiative.18

When government and corporate leaders met a

few days later for the Global Compact Leaders
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Summit, numerous NGOs gathered for the Global

Compact Counter Summit. They issued the Joint

Civil Society Statement on the Global Compact and

Corporate Accountability, reiterating some of these

concerns and demands:

Instead of bringing social values into the market, the

Global Compact threatens to bring commercialism

into the UN. It rewards rhetoric rather than deeds, and

it undermines our efforts to bring a measure of cor-

porate accountability, rather than purely voluntary

responsibility, into the intergovernmental arena.19

Recent reforms to the Compact derive partly from

such criticisms and pressures, but they also relate to

another aspect of regulatory politics. The Global

Compact has provided, in effect, an alternative to

stronger international regulation of business. When

the UN Sub-Commission on the Promotion and

Protection of Human Rights designed and adopted in

2003 the Norms – a set of human rights standards and

compliance procedures for TNCs and other business

enterprises – the reaction of some governments and

business interests was to argue that they were unnec-

essary because the Global Compact and other volun-

tary instruments already existed. At a multistakeholder

consultation on the Norms, organized by the Office of

the High Commissioner for Human Rights in 2004,

several representatives of TNCs and business-interest

organizations accepted that there was a need for a

‘‘Global Compact Plus’’, that is, for some ratcheting-

up of standards and compliance mechanisms through

voluntary approaches, but that harder aspects of the

Norms related to monitoring and redress were unac-

ceptable or politically impracticable (Utting, 2005a,

p. 16).

While pressures associated with civil society

activism have been a crucial determinant of

accountability reforms that have occurred in relation

to PPPs and multistakeholder standard-setting ini-

tiatives, there is a tendency in the mainstream liter-

ature and best practice learning circles to suggest that

reforms derive essentially from ‘‘learning by doing’’.

In other words, pragmatism, rather than politics, is

the keyword. Furthermore, mainstream discourse

tends to suggest that social contestation is somewhat

passé and that the key determinants of institutional

reform are dialogue and learning.

From the above analysis, it becomes apparent that

the PPP dynamic is fuelled by actors and logics

associated with reform agendas that attempt to shape

contemporary patterns of globalisation in very dif-

ferent ways (Evans, 2005). In broad terms, such

agendas can be categorized in terms of (a) neolib-

eralism, which asserts the primacy of market forces;

(b) embedded liberalism, which accepts the reality of

corporate capitalism and economic liberalization

coupled with the need for institutions that soften

their consequences and (c) alternative globalisation

that seeks stricter controls on big business (Utting

2005a, p. 23). For this reason, it is difficult to impose

sweeping value judgements on PPPs as an approach

to development. What it does mean is that inter-

national development agencies, NGOs and others

that are actively promoting PPPs in the interests of

inclusive and sustainable development, need to be

cognizant of the multiple logics, agendas, forces and

contexts that explain the rise of PPPs, as well as the

checks and balances required to control for perverse

and contradictory impacts.

Seeing the bigger picture

Recognition of the need for impact assessment has

recently grown in bilateral and multilateral agency

networks. There is a danger, however, that impact

assessment will become the new mantra in policy

circles and that an impact assessment industry, akin

to that associated with corporate sustainability

reporting and CSR monitoring, will develop. Just as

there are concerns about the substantive value of

these CSR tools (Financial Times, 2006; Utting,

2005b), similar concerns arise in relation to impact

assessment. Part of the problem relates to the

methodologies used. Whether or not the ex-ante or

ex-post assessment tools achieve their analytical

objectives will depend partly on the questions asked,

which in turn relate to the conceptual frameworks

that shape the understanding of development.

Focusing mainly on the contribution of partnerships

to the achievement of the Millennium Development

Goals (MDGs), for example, will not necessarily say

much about either the sustainability of partnerships

or economic and social sustainability.

OECD (2006, pp. 12–13) lists some of the most

prominent assessment frameworks and methodolo-

gies for evaluating partnerships and points to the fact

that ‘‘most focus largely on procedural aspects of
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partnerships. Not all examine the impact of part-

nerships and fewer still look at the efficiency

aspects’’. However, other dimensions may also need

to be considered to assess key contributions, con-

tradictions and trade-offs associated with inclusive

and equitable development (see Lund-Thomsen in

this volume).

A more comprehensive development-oriented

assessment framework suggests the need to go

beyond assessing the outcomes related to the imme-

diate objectives of partnerships and to throw light on

the wider implications for the economy and national

policy. Assessments of Global Health Partnerships

(GHPs), for example, should not ignore such matters

as the extent to which these efforts help build the local

health infrastructure, and the nature of the contractual

terms regarding intellectual property rights, licensing

and parallel imports on which such partnerships are

often based. These issues, among others, are of con-

siderable importance for developing countries yet,

they are absent in the assessment conducted by the

International Federation of Pharmaceutical Manu-

facturers (IFPMA) of their contribution to achieving

the MDGs (IFPMA, 2006).20

Furthermore, assessing partnerships in terms of

their contribution to MDGs or other similar targets

diverts attention away from the macroeconomic

policies and processes that underpin the Poverty

Reduction Strategies that are themselves intended to

help achieve the MDGs. McKinley (2004, 2005) and

ActionAid International (2005a, b), among others,

have shown how supposedly locally owned Poverty

Reduction Strategy Papers are in fact tied firmly to

International Monetary Fund (IMF) policy prescrip-

tions and fiscal disciplines.21 It is perhaps insufficiently

appreciated that the neoliberal regime favoured by

the International Financial Institutions and also by big

business, has not shown itself to be widely successful

in reducing poverty or in inducing pro-poor struc-

tural change. It is, therefore, not surprising that

reports indicate that it will be a difficult, if not

impossible, task to meet the MDGs on time.

Increasingly, alternative policy frameworks that

involve a very different macroeconomic regime are

being proposed, including from within the UN.22

Focusing on FDI and on TNC–SME linkages per

se as an objective or outcome of partnerships is

problematic from the perspective of equitable

development. As one of the authors of this article

argued previously, one also needs to consider aspects

related to corporate social and environmental

responsibility, net balance-of-payments flows, value-

added, retention of profits in the host country and

transfer pricing, the crowding out of domestic

competitors, the nature of incentives for TNCs and

so forth (Zammit, 2003). As a recent UNCTAD

report has noted, there is a need to rethink the role

of FDI (UNCTAD, 2005c). Methodologies are now

being developed to examine the implications of FDI

and TNC activities in host countries from a broad-

based developmental perspective. An example of this

is a report by Oxfam and Unilever, which examined

in some depth the impacts of the company’s activi-

ties in Indonesia (Clay, 2005).

The Millennium Declaration Resolution affirms

the responsibilities of states to their societies for

upholding the basic principles of human dignity,

equality and equity. It would therefore seem incum-

bent on all partnerships to observe this injunction.

Yet, many partnerships fail to live up to the equity

challenge, particularly in the field of privatisation. A

number of research documents provide evidence that

suggests that involvement of the private sector in

energy, and water and sanitation projects, through the

contracting of infrastructure, commercialisation of

services or outright privatisation, cannot be said to

promote poverty reduction. Furthermore, partner-

ships in this field often give rise to serious questions

regarding the sustainability of privatisation initiatives

and the sharing of financial risk between the pubic and

private sectors.

Where benefits from privatisation have emerged,

they have often accrued not only to the companies

involved, but also to middle- and higher-income

groups. In some countries, water privatisation has had

perverse effects in terms of equity. Research carried

out by the United Nations Research Institute for

Social Development (UNRISD) in seven countries

reveals a mixed record in terms of the access of low-

income groups to clean water, and a more negative

situation in terms of affordability for low-income

groups (Prasad, 2006). Privatisation in many devel-

oping countries has occurred without due consider-

ation of the regulatory and social policy context and

capacity that would be required to ensure inclusive

and equitable outcomes (Prasad, 2006; Ugaz and

Waddams Price, 2003). In addition, what is clear

from the socio-political reaction to privatisation in
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many countries is that policy makers and interna-

tional agencies have also ignored the political econ-

omy of privatisation, and how local responses and

social contestation would ultimately undermine the

sustainability of this approach. Global Compact

TNCs like Suez and Veolia are now disinvesting in

some countries, leaving behind an institutional vac-

uum that will be difficult to fill after years, in which

both state capacity and sectors of national capital have

been weakened.

Moreover, research indicates that much of the

investment that appears to be privately financed in

fact comes from government subsidies or loans and

from end users. An IMF report on PPPs notes

as in the early days of privatization, the driving force

behind PPPs may not only be a quest to increase

economic and social efficiency, but also the ability to

bypass expenditure controls, and to move public

investment off budget and debt off the government

balance sheet, by exploiting loopholes in current fiscal

accounting and reporting conventions (IMF, 2004,

p. 5).

In such circumstances, the report notes, ‘‘it can-

not be taken for granted that PPPs are more efficient

than public investment and government supply of

services. … [T]he government still bears most of the

risk involved and faces potentially large fiscal costs’’

(IMF, 2004, p. 3). In addition to the perverse

developmental implications of this situation, one

of the fundamental criteria of PPPs – the sharing of

risk – is also undermined. The adoption of such

approaches needs to be assessed critically and

other approaches considered (Bayliss and Kessler,

2006).23

Achieving equity also implies enhancing the

capabilities of disadvantaged groups not only through

improved access to goods and services, but also

through rights and empowerment. From this per-

spective, it is important to examine how partnerships

affect power relations. On the basis of six case studies

of partnerships in southern Africa, Rein et al. (2005)

identify very different collaborative relationships,

which have important implications in terms of the

relative power of different partners, the degree of risk

they assume and the sustainability of partnership ini-

tiatives. These include contractual, philanthropic,

‘‘notional’’, donor-funded and ‘‘implicit power’’

relationships. As the authors point out:

These different types of relationships affect the ways in

which the partnership organizations operate and

negotiate with each other. They also have a bearing on

the depth and quality of different forms of partner

participation, such as: incentives for partnering, sector

involvement and organisational engagement. Further-

more, this typology raises questions about the under-

lying intentions of the partner organizations and the

people representing them, and the ways in which these

intentions affect the work of the partnerships (Rein

et al., 2005, p. 117).

The same study also emphasizes the need to assess

how partnerships interact with their wider context:

Partnerships are conditioned by the particular eco-

nomic, political, cultural and social environments in

which they work. … One of the undoubted dangers of

the fashionable status that partnership currently enjoys

is the assumption that there is a model of partnership

that can be applied to each and every situation. Our

research suggests that partnerships need to be built very

carefully both on the established good practice and on

the constraints of local conditions (Rein et al., 2005,

p. 8; p. 125).

The authors highlight the fact that the effective-

ness of cross-sector partnerships must also be viewed

in the context of constraints associated with global

structures and policy regimes, and the so-called

unlevel playing field, in which many developing

countries find themselves (Rein et al., 2005, p. 123).

As awareness grows of the limitations and con-

tradictions of PPPs, there have been calls for greater

accountability and selectivity. The Global Compact

publication ‘‘Business UNusual’’ refers to both

‘‘functional selectivity’’, that is partnerships that can

contribute ‘‘to the mission and goals of a specific

UN organization’’ and ‘‘build on the core compe-

tencies of the organization’’, and ‘‘performance

selectivity’’, that is, in relation to those that yield a

positive ‘‘input/output ratio’’ (Witte and Reinicke,

2005, p. 84). Others have emphasized the impor-

tance of integrating accountability mechanisms and

procedures into partnership arrangements at the

outset, recognizing that these affect both perfor-

mance and legitimacy (Ollila, 2003; Richter, 2004;

Zadek, 2005).

The concerns raised in this article suggest that

selectivity should also consider the principle of

‘‘policy coherence’’ that has gained currency in
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recent years. While very different interpretations of

policy coherence exist, of interest here is the one

that cautions against both ad hoc interventions where

there is a disconnect between such interventions and

core government and agency policy and planning

processes, and a situation where one policy or gov-

ernance approach contradicts another (UNDESA,

2005; Utting, 2006). Of particular concern have

been situations where privatisation of both services

and governance yields perverse effects in terms of

equity, inclusive social development, state capacity

and democratic governance.

The importance of including policy coherence as a

core selection and assessment criterion in relation to

PPPs is illustrated by the study of GHPs commissioned

by the UK Department for International Develop-

ment (DFID) (Caines et al., no date). On balance

GHPs were found to be achieving their objectives and

were welcomed in the countries studied. On the plus

side they had raised the profile of particular diseases,

mobilized commitment and funding, accelerated

progress and innovation, and were cost-effective.

From the perspective, therefore, of performance and

functional selectivity, their scorecard was fairly posi-

tive. In addition in relation to accountability issues,

this assessment found that, at the central level, GHPs

were ‘‘generally amenable to relatively straightfor-

ward solutions’’, including, for example, greater

transparency and partner representation on governing

bodies (Caines et al., no date, p. 6).

The same could not be said, however, in relation

to the issue of policy coherence:

the wider concern is that [GHPs] do not and cannot

have a whole systems view of the health system they

work in, and in general rely on. There is a serious risk

that weak human resources and systems capacity at

central and local levels may be overwhelmed by the

proliferation of multiple GHPs (and other HIV/AIDS

initiatives), each with separate demands (Caines et al.,

no date, p. 5).

Furthermore, the assessment notes that ‘‘the

availability of substantial amounts of new GHP

funding – particularly through the [Global Fund for

Aids, Tuberculosis and Malaria] – raises serious

concerns about sustainability and perhaps macro-

economic stability’’ (Caines et al., no date, p. 6).

The philanthropic dimensions of partnerships also

need to be scrutinized from the perspective of

equitable and sustainable development. Is the rise of

philanthropy and its channelling through UN outlets

simply a win–win situation? As noted above, histor-

ically philanthropy has been partly associated with

deregulated models of development and, more

recently, has emerged as an alternative model of

delivering development assistance that may bypass or

restrict the role of governments. Furthermore, it

raises important issues from the perspective of social

rights. While a social rights agenda implies, in prin-

ciple, universalism and redistributive commitments

whose long-term sustainability is guaranteed by the

state, philanthropy tends to be ad hoc and targeted,

with no guarantee of long-term sustainability.

The issue of policy coherence in the context of

partnerships is really a question of whether partner-

ships are part and parcel of a model of development

that has positive or perverse effects from the per-

spective of equitable, rights-based and sustainable

development. It is also about empowerment and the

extent to which PPPs reinforce the control and

influence of TNCs and, if so, how they do this.

Assessing such aspects and impacts ex ante or even ex

post may be extremely difficult, given the complexity

of factors involved and the difficulties of isolating the

relationships of partnerships to broader societal

processes (Jørgensen, 2006). However, it is incum-

bent upon the UN – as a leading institution in the

field of international development – and the Global

Compact in particular – as one of the most visible

entities within the UN with responsibility for pro-

moting the partnership idea – to consider such

questions and to reflect on how partnerships relate to

particular patterns of development.

Over the past decade, in particular, the UN has

transformed its relations with corporate interests.

PPPs have emerged as one of the principle instru-

ments of rapprochement with big business. The

analysis above suggests that the idealizing of the

concept of partnership and its normative content, as

well as the feel-good discourse that infuses much of

the mainstream literature, risk diverting attention

away from various tensions and contradictions that

characterize UN-BPs and that raise questions about

their contribution to equitable development and

democratic governance. Both the theory and prac-

tice of partnerships suggest that thinking and policy

need to go beyond evidence and assumptions about

‘‘good governance’’ and pragmatism.
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Some of the naivete that characterised the early

phase of forging of closer relations has subsided, but

institutions that might control for potential con-

tradictions and tensions identified in this article are

still quite weak. While bilateral and multilateral

agencies, and entities like the UN Global Compact

often identify themselves as knowledge agencies or

learning forums, learning networks are often domi-

nated by particular disciplines, institutions and

individuals. The period of rapprochement between

the UN and big business has coincided with the

decline in ‘‘critical thinking’’. The purpose of critical

thinking is not, of course, simply to criticize. Rather

it facilitates a particular mode of analysis that reveals

precisely the sorts of issues that are often ignored in

best practice learning, namely the complexities of

power relations and how these affect outcomes, and

the ideologies, agendas, contradictions and trade-offs

involved in partnerships.24 Critical thinking is useful

for identifying ‘‘blind spots’’ and biases in analysis

and policy agendas (Ocampo, 2006).

Historically, the UN has contributed much by way

of ideas, policy approaches and institutional arrange-

ments conducive to equitable development (Emmerij

et al., 2006). In addition, knowledge and learning

associated with so-called critical thinking have been

crucial in this process. Such approaches, however,

have waned during the contemporary era of rap-

prochement between the UN and big business. If the

UN is to continue on its current course of forging

closer relations with TNCs, the learning and institu-

tional environment within the UN needs to evolve

from one focused heavily of ‘‘best practice learning’’

to one that also embraces ‘‘critical thinking’’.

Notes

1 In using the term UN-business partnerships (UN-

BPs) or UN partnerships with the private sector, ‘‘UN’’

is used here as a catch-all phrase. It embraces UN funds

(such as UNICEF), programmes (such as UNDP), and

the Commission on Sustainable Development (part of

the UN Secretariat), plus specialized agencies such as

WHO, all of which constitute part of the UN system.

When appropriate, however, each UN entity is referred

to separately. We refer only in passing to the World

Bank, which is independent of the UN, but considered

part of the UN system.

2 See various definitions of partnerships outlined in

Rein et al. (2005, p. 2).
3 The term pragmatism, employed in this article, is

used more in the common than philosophical sense.

The latter involves various positions and debates that

will not be addressed here. The former conveys the no-

tion that entities promoting PPPs believe they are being

guided less by theories of development and ideology,

and more by practical outcomes associated with social,

economic and sustainable development.
4 For a discussion of how international development

agencies use ‘‘seductive buzzwords’’, see Cornwall and

Brock (2006).
5 See UNDP (1999, p. v). The term was used by Mark

Malloch Brown, when he was UNDP administrator, to

outline certain changes in global society.
6 See also Zadek (2005).
7 Regarding the concept of collaborative governance,

see Freeman (1997) and Zadek (2005).
8 This term was used by the UN Special Represen-

tative on Business and Human Rights, John Ruggie, in

his 2006 interim report on the issue of human rights

and TNCs (UN Economic and Social Council, Com-

mission on Human Rights, 2006).
9 Data from The Foundation Center, www.fdncenter.

org, accessed in July 2006.
10 These included, for example, CSR NGOs such as

SustainAbility, AccountAbility, Business for Social

Responsibility, Business in the Community and the

International Business Leaders Forum. However, some

of the leading advocacy NGOs, such as Oxfam, Novib,

Greenpeace, Amnesty International and the World

Wide Fund For Nature (WWF-International) also

established CSR and private sector units.
11 The term ‘‘grand compromise’’ has been used to

describe the type of social pact involving business,

labour and the state that characterized the so-called

Fordist model of capitalism (see Lipietz, 1992).
12 Stephen Gill refers to such rules and regulatory

arrangements as ‘‘disciplinary neoliberalism’’ (Gill, 1995).
13 Bendell, 2004; Broad, 2002; UNRISD, 2004;

Utting, 2005a.
14 See United Nations Economic and Social Council,

Commission on Sustainable Development (2004).
15 See Citizens Compact on the United Nations and

Corporations (CorpWatch, 2000).
16 See What is the Alliance for A Corporate-Free UN?

(CorpWatch, 2001).
17 See www.globalpolicy.org/ngos/int/un/access/2003/

0606compact.htm, accessed in July 2006.
18 See www.globalpolicy.org/reform/business/2004/

0604hrfirst.htm, accessed in July 2006.
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19 See www.globalpolicy.org/reform/business/2004/

07gcstatement.pdf, accessed in July 2006.
20 IFPMA indicated that over the period 2000–2005

the industry provided ‘‘enough health interventions to

help up to 539 million people, or more than two-thirds

the population of sub-Saharan Africa, with a conserva-

tively calculated value of US$4.4 billion’’ (IFPMA,

2006, p. 5).
21 See also Easterly (2004).
22 Gottschalk, 2005; UNCTAD, 2005b; UNDP, 2005;

UNDESA, 2005.
23 See also IMF (2004), Hall et al. (2002), Prasad

(2006) and BBC News Online (2003).
24 Rein et al., 2005; Richter, 2004; Zammit, 2003.
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