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1. [bookmark: _Toc70692420]Academic Focus and Research Rationale
[bookmark: _Hlk65850810]Partnerships are important to organizational success in the private and public sector, including the United Nations (UN). Through partnerships, organizations can combine resources and comparative advantages to create value, enhance efficiency, effectiveness and/or impact, as well as design and deliver new types of goods and services towards competitive advantage. However, although organizations, especially the UN, emphasize the importance of partnerships to leverage from one another’s strengths to maximize impact (e.g. for food security, economic development, health/nutrition, education etc.) with limited resources, there remains a lack of empirical studies which define what characteristics make a successful partnership. This is surprising considering 50% or more of partnerships fail (Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Doz & Hamel, 1998; Spekman, et al., 1998; Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Ho Park & Ungson, 2001; Brinkerhoff, 2002; Kelly, Schaan & Joncas, 2002; Kale, Dyer & Singh, 2002; Liebenthal, Feinstein & Ingram, 2004; Van Huijstee, Francken & Leroy, 2008; Batti, 2019). Therefore, there remains an important empirical need to determine what characteristics lead to partnership success in the UN, especially now that all UN organizations are faced with mandatory teleworking owing to the COVID-19 (Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus-2) pandemic.

1.1. [bookmark: _Toc70692421]Partnerships
	Initial research on attributes of partnership success indicate the following as important: trust; common interests (i.e. shared sense of commitment, cooperation, coordination, identity, values, norms, and understanding of the problem(s) at hand); positive interpersonal relations; reciprocity; equal participation; regular, open and transparent communications and information sharing; organizational identity and culture; clear accountability lines, roles and responsibilities; mutual benefit; visibility; joint goal setting (e.g. purpose, values, targets, budgets), strategic planning, management, financing, monitoring and evaluation, conflict resolution and problem solving; common language; a joint or neutral partnership secretariat, or working group; and a legal framework (e.g. for managing continuation, amendment, expansion or exit) (Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Wilson & Vlosky, 1997; Sako & Helper, 1998; Torjman, 1998; Frank & Smith, 2000; Brinkerhoff, 2002; Todeva & Knoke, 2005; Child, Faulkner & Tallman, 2005; WEF, 2005; OECD, 2006; Jackson, 2009; Batti, 2019; WHO, no date). Achieving all, however, is difficult. Challenges include: different interests (political, strategic, financial), mandates, organizational cultures/structures, capacities, and knowledge; limited information sharing (e.g. confidentiality) and resources; and relying on one or a key few individuals, who may eventually move on, to manage the partnership (Batti, 2019). With this in mind, useful to contextualizing the nature of partnership-building and, perhaps, overcoming such challenges is to consider the roles that social capital theory and game theory play in partnership-building. For our case, the partnership of focus is between the WHO Country Office for Somalia and the European Union (EU) Delegation to Somalia.

1.2. [bookmark: _Toc70692422]Social Capital Theory
	With regard to social capital theory, there are two main theoretical concepts: (i) that unequal power relations may arise due to the role that different forms of capital play with regard to attributes of the individual (Bordieu, 1986; Coleman 1990), or (ii) the trust, connections, networks and/or standards developed amongst individuals, specific groups and/or communities, which lead to the pursuit of shared goals, norms, values and objectives through, inter alia, reciprocity and trustworthiness – characteristics which bind institutions, individuals and societies together (Putnam 1993; World Bank, 1999; Putnam, 2000; OECD, 2001; Russo & Perrini, 2010; Sen & Cowley, 2013). For this research, the latter concept will be utilized given the role international relations, business and political sciences play in the topic at hand, as well as the fact that without strong relationships and trust between a UN agency and a donor at country level, donor resource support will be minimal, or non-existent. 

1.3. [bookmark: _Toc70692423]Game Theory
	Game theory is commonly linked with mathematical models to analyze conflict and/or cooperation between two or more intelligent rational[footnoteRef:1] decision-makers that will have impacts (positive, or negative) on one another’s respective welfares (Myerson, 1997, p. 1). However, for the purposes of this study, game theory will be interpreted more simply through the lens of Bennett (1995) as a situation in which two or more parties can affect what happens whilst still pursuing their separate aims, whereby none of the actors have complete control over events so each needs to consider what the others’ actions may be (p. 20). As a result, these actors may pursue interactive decisions for joint gains through collaboration, cooperation and/or partnerships towards a “collaborative advantage”, i.e. creating and sustaining a relevant and impactful partnership benefitting each organization (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992; Kanter, 1994). The current study will thus focus on WHO and EU in Somalia as two actors with separate aims (EU political aims, WHO health), both of which have no control over political, security, or socioeconomic events and, therefore, need to engage in interactive decisions towards a collaborative advantage to better respond to health emergencies and COVID-19 in Somalia. [1:  Rational referring to the decision-maker making decisions relevant to her/his objective (Myerson, 1997).] 


1.4. [bookmark: _Toc70692424]Summary of Research Focus
	The present research will contribute to better understanding which partnership characteristics may be more inherently important than others, through the lens of social capital and game theory, to developing a successful partnership in the face of mandatory teleworking (owing to travel, movement and meting restrictions due to COVID-19). It will primarily be a case study on the WHO and EU partnership in Somalia. Indeed, it is important to highlight that one single model for partnership success does not exist (OECD, 2006). Rather, success will be based on a mix of characteristics that work for the organizations, with some playing a more significant role than others. This study hopes to identify a ‘mix for success’, which could inform future UN partnership approaches.

2. [bookmark: _Toc70692425]Problem Definition
Given the high rate of partnership failure and the fact that UN Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 17 calls for agencies to “strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development” (UN, no date), it is important to determine what attributes may be important for achieving a successful partnership between UN-donor organizations, particularly in the face of mandatory teleworking. 
2.1. [bookmark: _Toc70692426]
2.2. Research Question
What partnership attributes and/or characteristics are most important to developing a successful partnership between two international organizations through teleworking?

2.3. [bookmark: _Toc70692427]Aim
This study aims to fill some gaps in the literature, theory and understanding of attributes vital to partnership success between UN and/or donor agencies through teleworking.

2.4. [bookmark: _Toc70692428]Objectives
The objective of this study is to undertake surveys with relevant focal points at WHO and EU to explore what attributes each deem to be important to developing a partnership through teleworking. Another survey will also be circulated to other UN, WHO and non-EU donor officials to gather similar insights. A comparison will then be drawn between the two sets of replies: WHO/EU and all others.

2.5. [bookmark: _Toc70692429]Hypothesis (H)
H1: A successful partnership developed and managed through teleworking must exhibit a high-level of: trust; common policy interests; positive interpersonal relations;  reciprocity; regular, transparent and timely communication and information sharing; clear accountability lines, roles and responsibilities; visibility; joint goal setting and  problem solving; senior and operational focal points; and a legal framework. 

H2: The most vital characteristics of a successful partnership in order of most to least important include: (i) trust; (ii) common policy interests; (iii) positive interpersonal relations; (iv) regular, transparent and timely communication and information sharing; (v) reciprocity; (vi) senior and operational focal points; (vii) visibility; (viii) clear accountability lines, roles and responsibilities; (ix) joint goal setting and  problem solving; and (x) a legal framework.
Although these attributes appear obvious, it remains vital to ground assumptions in academic research with case study examples. Moreover, because no prior partnership had ever existed bilaterally between WHO and EU in Somalia, this case will provide interesting insights into partnership attributes that were important to each actor while teleworking, whilst analyzing to what extent social capital and game theory played in this partnership’s development.

3. [bookmark: _Toc70692430]Research Method
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc70692431]Research Paradigm and Methodology
Quantitative research will be undertaken in the form of a survey. For the WHO/EU partnership, approximately 10 WHO and EU officials directly part of the partnership’s development in Somalia will be targeted. 15 officials from other WHO, UN and donor teams will also be targeted, including but not limited to: Canada, Italy, Sweden, Switzerland, UNICEF, United Kingdom, and World Bank. 
Quantitative research was selected because it: is faster and economical (including for senior officials being solicited); can be replicated in the future to retest the hypotheses and compare findings; will reach a larger sample size; will be more objective, enhancing reliability, validity and the possibility of inferring findings from the sample to larger populations more accurately. Drawbacks include: inflexibility, since findings will be generalized assumptions, making it difficult to predict future changes, develop theories and meticulously understand issue(s); its omission of understanding human behaviours; the inability to explore issues more in depth with participants; and assuming participants interpret questions the same and that each has adequate knowledge to respond (Baker, 2000; Hanson & Grimmer, 2005; Bryman & Bell, 2007; Zawawi, 2007). 

3.2. Data Collection
Using ‘Survey Monkey’, the survey will be designed to analyze feedback from 25-30 officials from UN and donor agencies. The survey will be structured as follows:
· First, it will commence with mandatory questions to learn more about the respondent: organization; office/department; location. These are required to distinguish between Group 1: WHO/EU Somalia officials directly involved with the partnership developed, and Group 2: all others.
· Second, the survey will consist of 10-15 questions focused on ‘characteristics of successful partnerships through teleworking’ using a Likert Scale. Scale range: 1 = Strongly Disagree, to 5 = Strongly Agree. A characteristic will be deemed: ‘vital’ if the average score is 4-5; ‘important’ if the score is 3; and ‘not important’ if the score is 1-2. There will be two surveys with the same questions: one will emphasize the WHO/EU partnership in Somalia, specific to individuals involved with the partnership’s development; the other will not emphasize any specific partnership, but rather focus solely on what characteristics each of the other targeted participants believe are important to the success of a partnership. Replies to the former will draw experiential replies specific to the WHO-EU partnership, while responses to the latter will draw on broader experiences of a respondent. These two streams will allow for an interesting comparative analysis.
· Third, a box will be provided in both surveys where respondents can elaborate further.

3.3. Methods of Data Analysis
Nominal data will be gathered from the survey and a quantitative analysis will be undertaken using to identify the mean and standard deviations to develop descriptive statistics (Bryman, 2015). 

3.4. [bookmark: _Toc70692432]Resources
No financial resources required.

3.5. [bookmark: _Toc70692433]Dissertation Planning & Time Management
Preparations for this proposal commenced in January 2021, with the aim of submission to the thesis supervisor in April/May 2021. Once the proposal and ethics form are cleared, ideally in May 2021, the survey will be completed during May/June 2021, after which analysis of collected data will be undertaken June/July 2021 (3-4 weeks). Subsequently, the thesis will be written up in its entirety (4-5 weeks) in preparation for initial submission/review to the thesis supervisor (July/August 2021) and final submission to UWTSD’s October 2021 examination board. 

4. [bookmark: _Toc70692434]
5. Brief Literature Review 
Partnership literature is extensive (see Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Wilson & Vlosky, 1997; Sako & Helper, 1998; Frank & Smith, 2000; Brinkerhoff, 2002; Todeva & Knoke, 2005; Child et al., 2005; OECD, 2006;), but empirical studies are not, despite high failure rates (see Spekman et al., 1998; Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Kelly et al., 2002) and increasingly vital roles partnerships play in achieving competitive advantage, or in maximizing impact of UN programmes (Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Doz & Hamel, 1998; Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Brinkerhoff, 2002; Kale et al., 2002; Liebenthal et al., 2004; UNDG, 2014). Other challenges:
· No common definition and overlapping terminologies (e.g. strategic alliances, joint ventures, cooperative strategies, etc.) within the same sectors (see Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Doz & Hamel, 1998; Frank & Smith, 2000; Harrison & Barringer, 2000; Brinkerhoff, 2002; UNGA, 2002; OECD, 2006; GEMI, 2008; Lunnan & Haugland, 2008; WHO, 2009 & 2010);  
· Numerous guidelines for the UN sector, grounded in very little empirical evidence (see OECD, 2006; Frank & Smith, 2000; GEMI, 2008; UNDP, 2010; UNGC, 2013; UNDG, 2014; UNFCCC, 2017; Stibbe et al., 2019; UNHCR, 2019); and 
· The absence of empirical studies highlighting key attributes important to achieving partnership success, for which initial research has only identified one such study via Mohr and Spekman (1994), who use the partnerships attributes of commitment, trust, communication, coordination and conflict resolution as the basis for determining partnership success in the manufacturing sector.
With regard to social capital theory, as noted, there are two main theoretical concepts (see Section 1.2) – one focused on the ‘individual’ (Bordieu, 1986; Coleman, 1990), the other on ‘groups/communities’ (Putnam 1993; World Bank, 1999; Putnam, 2000; OECD, 2001; Russo & Perrini, 2010; Sen & Cowley, 2013). The latter concept will be used for this study. Finally, this study will consider game theory in terms of two organizations capable of influencing (not controlling) a situation, while still pursuing individual objectives, engage in interactive decisions aimed at achieving joint goals through partnership and collaborative advantage (Bennett, 1995; Huxham & Macdonald, 1992; Kanter, 1994) for the health sector in Somalia.
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