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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE PROBLEM
How can the US Department of State address the mounting 
challenges that demand global solutions in an environment of 
diminishing resources and with an increasing number of state 
and non-state actors involving themselves in the process?  One 
increasingly compelling response is the use of public-private 
partnerships (P3s) to leverage United States Government (USG) 
interests around the world.  

NATURE OF REPORT
This report tells the story and evaluates the US Department of 
State Secretary’s Office of Global Partnerships (S/GP) and its in-
volvement in helping to establish the Global Alliance for Clean 
Cookstoves (hereafter GACC or the Alliance), a particularly suc-
cessful exemplar of a P3.  It addresses three questions:

»»  What role did S/GP play in the establishment and success of GACC?
»» What generalizable lessons does this case hold for S/GP, its P3 model, and for 	

future collaborative partnership development in the USG foreign policy domain?
»» What “best practices” and “actionable insights” are critical for S/GP to understand 

from this case, given its own organizational trajectory?

This report is meant to serve as a “road map” for what works and 
does not work with respect to S/GP’s conceptualization, devel-
opment, and sustainable launch of P3s.

KEY DEFINITION
According to S/GP and, in turn, the US Department of State, a P3 
is defined as:

	 a collaborative working relationship with non-govern-
mental partners in which the goals, structure, and governance 
as well as roles and responsibilities are mutually determined 
and decision making is shared.  Partnerships are characterized 
by: complimentary equities, openness and transparency, mutu-
al benefit, shared risks and rewards, and accountability.

WHAT ROLE DID S/GP PLAY IN THE ESTABLISHMENT  
AND SUCCESS OF GACC?

S/GP AND P3S:  A NEW PARADIGM FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT
»» Initial steps were taken by Secretary Rice when she created the Global Partner-

ship 	 Center—a “matchmaker” office linking private organizations with govern-
ment  agencies and involved in developing a clearinghouse database of P3s across 
the USG.

»» Secretary Clinton proposed the P3 model as a new type of delivery system for 
meeting highly interdependent global problems, particularly given the 2008 	
global financial crisis and increased resource constraints.

»» Clinton designed S/GP as an entry point for global forms of collaboration between  
the USG, the public and private sectors, and global civil society, using Department 
of State convening power and developing an incubator model for the develop-
ment of P3s in the USG.
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»» P3s were viewed as facilitating USG participation in global problem 
solving without becoming the dominant face of the partnership, al-
lowing for inclusion of non-state actors and broader buy-in and own-
ership of mission/goals, and 	 providing for a wider resource base 
while engaging different types of expertise. 

WHY COOKSTOVES AND THE ALLIANCE?
»» Having clean cookstoves and fuels is a global problem with ramifi-

cations for a number of global challenges—about 3 billion people 
prepare and cook food and 	 heat their homes with open fires or 
ineffective cookstoves which affect health, child mortality, human 
capital development, food security, environmental degradation, and 
economic progress, etc.

»» Problem came with an epistemic community of subject matter ex-
perts and scientists knowledgeable about what is feasible and what 
is not; the kernel of the idea for the Alliance already existed in the EPA’s Partner-
ship for Clean Indoor Air (PCIA).

»» Problem came with a sense of urgency as that P3 (PCIA) needed a new host 	 giv-
en that the EPA is a regulatory agency and can not receive outside funding.

»» Problem came with an already existing informal USG interagency collaborative 
network.

»» Problem had champions inside and outside of the government pushing for cre-
ation of a new P3 focusing on clean cookstoves who insured it got noticed at 	t h e 
State Department.

S/GP AND GACC: A CASE OF BUREAUCRATIC INNOVATION
»» S/GP provided GACC with a public sector champion in Secretary Clinton who could 

leverage her power to interest a broad range of USG agencies in becoming in-
volved.

»» The leader of S/GP at the time was cognizant of which problems and challenges 
would capture the interest of the Secretary and went looking for where such op-
portunities could be found across the USG.

»» S/GP focused on a global challenge—cooking over open fires--that affected 
the interests of a range of USG agencies and had a feasible and recognized solu-
tion—clean cookstoves.

»» S/GP developed a win-win (collaborative) process that was inclusive and built in 
face-to-face interaction, identifying and bringing together people with the right 
skills across the public and private sectors.

»» S/GP became part of the strategic planning and institution building process but 
did not push to lead once GACC was launched at the Clinton Global Initiative.

»» S/GP let the GACC P3 become its own entity at the United Nations Foundation 
(UNF) once it had the requisite business plan, manager, and structure.

WHAT GENERALIZABLE LESSONS DOES GACC HAVE  
FOR S/GP?

FACILITATING CONDITIONS FOR GACC’S SUCCESS
Among the contextual conditions that facilitated the success 
of a P3 such as GACC were: the global economic climate as the 
Obama Administration came into office, the facts that current 
global challenges generally demand collective action and that 
private sector foreign direct aid/investment is outpacing that of 
the public sector, PCIA needed a new host, the United Nations 

Foundation was undergoing an organizational change from a 
foundation to a charitable organization, there was private sector 
interest in and expertise with cookstoves, and the State Depart-
ment’s leadership was interested in using P3s as a foreign policy 
tool. 

 S/GP built on these contextual factors as they took advantage of 
the epistemic community that had grown up around PCIA and 
its infrastructure, the fact that focusing on clean cookstoves pro-
vided the Office with a global cross-cutting problem with a fea-
sible solution, the convening power of the State Department in 
the USG, an already existing informal interagency collaborative 
network, and access to an international development platform 
in the Clinton Global Initiative.  

S/GP came into existence because of the context but it worked 
to take advantage of the opportunities that this context provid-
ed as it incubated GACC.  In effect, it acted as a convener, cat-
alyst, collaborator, and cultivator—four functions built into the 
definition of S/GP’s role.

METRICS OF SUCCESS
S/GP worked to insure that the following P3 metrics of success 
were present in the Alliance:  a clear, common vision and shared 
goals; presence of public sector champions; careful partner se-
lection and vetting—right people, right skills; investment and 
risk sharing by all partners; mutual understanding of roles and 
responsibilities, tangible near and long-term results; and a focus 
on insuring all partners invested time and expertise as well as 
funds in the enterprise.

S/GP was less involved in the following P3 metrics of success 
with regard to GACC:  development of a detailed business plan, 
creation of formalized structures centered around shared deci-
sion making, determination of accountability metrics and mile-
stones, proper scaling as conditions changed, and minimization 
of transaction costs to balance public sector consensus building 
with the private sector’s instinct to “get things done.”  These met-
rics of success were met as GACC became a stand-alone entity 
located in the United Nations Foundation.
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FRAMING OF MISSION
GACC was particularly successful because it focused on the 
solution to a problem that had relevance for a broad set of in-
terdependent and complex issues, appealed to a broad range 
of stakeholders, no one group or organization could solve the 
problem on its own, and its solution was universally accepted 
as a feasible and practical way of dealing with the problem.  
Remember that it is often the proposed solution to a complex 
problem that drives the identity of the universe of issues that 
are engaged with it.

LEADERSHIP
Leadership of P3s is a balancing act.  Whether it is pairing peo-
ple with opportunities, balancing the push and pull of power-
ful institutional forces, brokering ideas among influential third 
parties, or mobilizing resources while banking on the legitimacy 
of an agenda, leadership of such networks involves high-value 
trade-offs while at the same time remaining steadfast to the 
work of clarifying commitments with stakeholders to achieve 
goals. In effect, such leadership involves persuasion in the ser-
vice of an agenda, building networks, and accomplishing things.  

Leadership of P3s that are collaborative networks like GACC 
involves the following roles:  champions, boundary spanners, 
visionaries, subject matter experts, sector/agency liaisons, and 
operational managers.  P3s like GACC require leaders who un-
derstand how to actively engage and nurture independent co-
horts in a collaborative network as well as those who are capa-
ble of orchestrating opportunities that energize and structure 
the partnership. 

S/GP’S ROLE IN INCUBATING GACC
»» Catalyst in bringing the idea germinating in the USG of what could become a P3 

around clean cookstoves to the Secretary of State’s attention
»» Convener in using the power of the State Department to convene USG agencies 

with an interest in dealing with problems surrounding the use of open fires and 
ineffective cookstoves

»» Cultivator of new partners and resources both inside and outside the USG
»» Collaborator in helping to build the network of partners that was to become GACC 

and in assisting in the development of the stand-alone entity that would become 
the independent global alliance.

REQUIREMENTS FOR BUILDING THE COLLABORATIVE NETWORK S/
GP DEFINES AS A P3
Collaboration as a management strategy involves:

»» an interest in working together on a common purpose that brings benefits to all 
the organizations involved in the partnership

»» a sense of urgency to achieve the mission
»» a clear directive from the top for spending time together, forging trust among the 

partners, and developing a common vision
»» built-in face-to-face interaction so all partners get to know and understand the 

others’ points of view and concerns in working on a solution

TYPOLOGY OF P3s
We propose a “spectrum of partnerships” to aid S/GP in its delibera-
tive process that resulted from this study.  The spectrum involves five 
types with increasing degrees of collaboration among the partners 
in the P3 and increasing investment on S/GP’s part of personnel, 
resources, and time commitment.  We note that S/GP has engaged 
in working on all five.	

Type 1 | Affiliation 

»» Least collaboration among partners
»» Least involvement of S/GP
»» Loosely affiliated networks in which S/GP plays a match-

making role

Type 2 | Coordination

»» Little long-term collaboration
»» Some involvement of S/GP
»» Coordination among partners is focus, often for delivery of 

aid

Type 3 | Cooperation

»» All partners invested and playing a role
»» S/GP invests more to support and monitor
»» Partners still trying to align their goals and resources with 

each other in real time

Type 4 | Formally Developed Partnership

»» Partners have a common goal and are collaborating; heavy 
investment of S/GP

»» Investment is made in incubating the P3 and creating a for-
mal structure but P3 lacks long-term strategic plan, manag-
ing partner, and stand-alone capability

»» PCIA is an example of this type

	Type 5 | Stand-Alone P3	

»» Partners meet all criteria for collaborative network; S/GP 
incubates and graduates

»» P3 has strategic business plan, shared decision making, a 
managing partner, and a formal institutionalized stand-
alone structure

»» GACC is example of this type
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»» patience with the process which is time consuming
»»  focus on getting something done about the common problem
»» a need to overcome the “time, turf, and ego” that often limit what organizations 

are willing to become involved
»» the necessity of providing incentives for people and organizations to work across 

boundaries—the role S/GP was designed to play

EFFECT OF TRANSITIONS ON THE ROLE S/GP CAN PLAY
»» Transition of Secretary of State—At issue is how to adjust to new interpre-

tations of S/GP with a change in Secretary of State whose own ideas for P3s and 
their relevance to diplomacy may differ from his/her predecessor.  How does the 
office keep the distinctive personality—part cheerleader for P3s and part hus-
tler--and expertise that it became known for with GACC as it becomes more bu-
reaucratized in response to continued changes in Secretaries?

»» Time to “Graduate” a P3—Since S/GP was not set up to own a partnership, 
how does it decide when it is time to launch a P3 as an independent entity? At 
issue is how the office gains a reputation for developing successful P3s if they give 
each one to someone else to manage and move forward; what if they do not find 
the “right” managing partner, and what if they lose control and are embarrassed.

WHAT ACTIONABLE INSIGHTS DOES THE STUDY PROPOSE 
FOR S/GP?

IDENTIFY AND FOSTER OPPORTUNITIES APPROPRIATE  
TO BUILDING AN EFFECTIVE P3

»» Adopt a formal process for the assessment of potential P3s as a guide to decision 
making and commitments

»» Actively foster P3 initiatives that demonstrate broad, cross-cutting salience across 
a range of stakeholders 

»» Tackle problems that have a clear, tangible solution 
»» Focus efforts on incubating ideas and enlisting the aid of “idea champions” from 

across the USG
»» Seek opportunities to work with and build on existing P3 initiatives
»» Seek to scale efforts at P3 development along the spectrum of partnerships

IDENTIFY AND ATTRACT POTENTIAL PARTNERS (BOTH INTERNAL  
AND EXTERNAL TO THE USG)

»» Utilize the advantages of S/GP’s position as a Secretary’s office to cultivate ex-
panded interagency collaborations and internal partnerships

»» Utilize the vetting process to fuller advantage by vetting not only potential pri-
vate partners but potential managing partners and potential “idea champions”

WORK TO SUSTAIN PARTNERSHIPS
»» Insure that partnership endeavors are guided by an impacts-driven strategy
»» Utilize metrics and data effectively to orient the activities of partnerships
»» Work to institutionalize knowledge about how to organize P3s within the USG
»» Recognize not only S/GP’s P3 leadership role but also its management role of such 

partnerships within the USG
»» Acknowledge that to maintain an effective leadership role in working with P3s at 

S/GP, people matter
»» Work to Build a Responsive S/GP and USG Infrastructure
»» Build the capability to take advantage of windows of opportunity that present 

themselves in both the public and private sectors 
»» Foster an organizational culture in S/GP that encourages innovative thinking and 

supports collaboration
»» Select personnel strategically based on the roles and associated functions de-

scribed under “generalizable lessons” above
»» Integrate “learning” and “lessons learned” more fully into the P3 process
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INTRODUCTION

THE PROBLEM
How can the US Department of State address the mounting 
challenges that demand global solutions in an environment of 
diminishing resources and with an increasing number of state 
and non-state actors involving themselves in the process? One 
increasingly compelling response is the use of public-private 
partnerships (P3s) to leverage United States Government (USG) 
interests around the world. But how to ‘stand-up’ such partner-
ships in an environment where the various government agen-
cies, business groups, and international stakeholders intent on 
remedying such challenges do not typically coordinate their ef-
forts or collaborate particularly well—indeed, are often in com-
petition for resources and attention? 

THE STORY AND OUR APPROACH
This report tells the story and evaluates one highly successful 
effort to tackle just such a challenge: the establishment of the 
Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves (hereafter GACC or the 
Alliance).  It is an exemplar of the State Department’s relative-
ly recent public-private partnership strategy launched through 
the efforts of one of its newest offices, the Secretary’s Office of 
Global Partnerships (S/GP). 

We have approached this evaluation study as a chance to pro-
vide S/GP with not only independent metrics for indicating the 
success of GACC but also the analytical resources necessary to 
identify unique and ongoing opportunities to leverage future 

public-private partnerships (P3s) that are available to the S/GP, 
the State Department, the USG, and its agencies more generally. 
This document is framed by three research questions: 

»» What role did S/GP play in the establishment and the success of GACC? 
»» What generalizable lessons does this case hold for S/GP, its P3 model, and for 

future collaborative partnership development in the USG foreign policy domain?  
In other words, is the process replicable and under what conditions?  

»» What ‘best practices” and “actionable insights”—both positive and negative--are 
critical for the S/GP Office to understand from this case, given its own organiza-
tional trajectory and “disruptor” identity?

KEY DEFINITIONS AND PREMISES
To do this analysis, we began with the definition of partnership 
established for the State Department by the S/GP Office itself. 
According to S/GP, a partnership is defined as: 

a collaborative working relationship with non-governmental 
partners in which the goals, structure, and governance as well 
as roles and responsibilities, are mutually determined and deci-
sion making is shared. Partnerships are characterized by: com-
plimentary equities; openness and transparency; mutual bene-
fit; shared risks and rewards; and accountability.1

Growing out of this definition, S/GP is tasked with leveraging 
USG resources to establish a new generation of public-private 
partnerships in the service of US foreign policy objectives; to 
maximize the impact of foreign aid; and to enhance collabora-
tion among the public sector, private sector, and civil society 
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to solve global challenges. Among the flagship initiatives of S/
GP is the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves (the Alliance or 
GACC), which has proven to be an unusually innovative, glob-
ally-scaled, public-private partnership that supports a global 
market for clean and efficient household cooking methods and 
technologies.  

METHODS AND SOURCES
The study is based on four sources of information which include 
a review of archival data, interviews with key stakeholders from 
multiple sectors, participation in several S/GP and GACC events, 
and a review of the research literature on P3s and collaboration. 
We structured our research as a revelatory case study using 
GACC-specific insights to abstract P3 lessons and best practices 
for S/GP in the foreign policy and development domains. Our 
findings and recommendations focus on conditions that can be 
controlled to enable successful P3s in the foreign policy domain 
as well as conditions that are more difficult to control. We also 
make available at the end of the document a list of the primary 
source materials used and references from the research litera-
ture.  A fuller description of the approach and methodology 
along with these materials can be found in the Appendix. 

ABOUT THE CONTRIBUTION
This report evaluates S/GP as it was involved in incubating the 
GACC initiative from its transformation from an EPA P3  to its 
formal launch as a fully independent entity housed within the 
United Nations Foundation (UNF). Our evaluation examines 
how S/GP participated in the building of the GACC partnership 
base, how S/GP worked to maintain this collaborative partner-
ship structure given challenges to it; and the ways that S/GP 
has worked to insure GACC’s success. In addition to providing a 
historical overview of key milestones in S/GP’s efforts for clean 
cookstoves, this report also provides insights into definitions of 
success in using P3s in international diplomacy and develop-
ment in the foreign policy domain and the critical facilitating 

conditions that account for both positive and negative move-
ment in S/GP efforts to stand-up collaborative partnerships. 
The report concludes with a set of recommendations for S/GP 
regarding its P3 development in the future. Ultimately this eval-
uation is meant to serve as a “road map” for what works and does 
not work with respect to the conceptualization, development, 
and sustainable launch of future P3s.

1	 U.S. Department of State, State of Global Partnerships Report 
(March 28, 2014): 4, http://www.state.gov/documents/organiza-
tion/224308.pdf. 
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The following is a narrative history of the establishment of GACC 
as seen through the eyes of those involved in the process.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS AT THE US STATE 
DEPARTMENT: NEW PARADIGMS

BEFORE S/GP: SECRETARY RICE AND THE GLOBAL  
PARTNERSHIP CENTER (GPC)
S/GP was not the first of its kind in the State Department. The im-
portance of partnerships and the need for an entity to facilitate 
and support them had a prior history. In December 2007, Secre-
tary Condoleezza Rice established the Global Partnership Center 
(GPC) to advance results-based, public-private partnerships as a 
mainstream tool for US diplomacy.2 The Center’s managing direc-
tor until 2009 described the entity as a “matchmaker” office link-
ing private organizations with government agencies to advance 
US foreign policy objectives. The need for the office was reflect-
ed in the fact that “[e]mbassies are no longer the U.S. presence 
overseas,” as diplomacy, aid, and development initiatives now in-
clude “the U.S. government, for-profit companies, non-govern-
mental organizations, foundations and other partners.”3  Coke, 
for instance—in its brand presence and philanthropic and de-
velopment efforts to protect its supply chain—projects Amer-
ican national identity as much as traditional State Department 
bureaus and embassies.4  The advisory committee that helped 
Secretary Rice develop her Transformational Diplomacy strate-

gy recommended the GPC Office as a means for “better doing 
[State Department] business” given “21st century technological 
and geopolitical realities” and as “non-traditional actors” (includ-
ing thousands of NGOs) proliferate.5 Aside from toolkits to build 
partnerships, the GPC developed a “clearinghouse” database of 
all private-public partnerships across the federal government to 
identify best practices for federal partnerships and to align stra-
tegic priorities across executive agencies. 

THE CLINTON STATE DEPARTMENT AND THE P3 AS A GLOBAL  
GOVERNANCE TOOL
Having used partnerships for dealing with domestic issues in 
her role as a New York Senator, Secretary Clinton understood the 
potential of the P3 model as a mechanism for solving highly dif-
ficult problems (e.g., public health, sustainable energy, climate 
change, gender equality) that could only hope to be resolved 
by building a coalition among a range of actors. One study par-
ticipant, for instance, recalled a key moment when then Senator 
Clinton insisted that there must be better ways to link Central 
New York farmers and their ample products to downstate de-
mand for fresh “farm to table” products in urban New York City 
and its boroughs. Clinton was struck by the natural opportunity 
for a “mutually beneficial” partnership that this conundrum pre-
sented. In effect, Clinton’s inclination to seek collaborative op-
portunities to solve public-sector problems through involving 
the private sector and linking up existing actors was a well-es-

RESEARCH QUESTION 1:  WHAT ROLE DID S/GP PLAY  
IN THE ESTABLISHMENT AND SUCCESS OF GACC?1
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tablished policy preference by the time she entered the Secre-
tary’s Office.

Within the newly elected Obama administration itself, such in-
novative collaborative thinking was also taking hold.  One of the 
first memoranda issued in 2009 recommends that “governments 
should be collaborative” and that “executive departments and 
agencies should use innovative tools, methods, and systems to 
cooperate among themselves, across all levels of government 
and with nonprofit organizations, businesses, and individuals 
in the private sector.”  With the global financial crisis that the 
State Department found itself facing, new inventive strategies 
were made more urgent. Expanding on Rice’s existing GPC of-
fice, Secretary Clinton understood that the P3 model could be 
useful as a functional foreign diplomatic and development “de-
livery system” in a period of global fiscal constraint and at a time 
when the private sector had vastly outmatched public sector 
actors in investing resources in addressing global problems.  P3s 
were promising precisely because countries faced resource con-
straints and a crowded field of non-traditional actors, including 
tens of thousands of NGOs, all with specialized missions, resourc-
es, and capabilities. In light of these historical contingencies, a 
new concept was demanded and we see the development of 
the notion of international, collaborative partnerships become 
operational in the foreign policy domain. GACC is one instance 
of the successful operationalization of this concept.

Part of Secretary Clinton’s innovation was in understanding that 
the time was right to build a bureaucratic structure to take ad-
vantage of the opportunity that the P3 model represented for 
helping State work toward its foreign policy goals in the areas 
of diplomacy, development, and defense, as described in the 
QDDR 2010. The P3 tool was particularly useful in the aftermath 
of the global financial crisis, when even strong states struggled 
with fiscal policies to reorient their economies.  Moreover, the US 
was dealing with the costs associated with the post-9/11 wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan which, when combined with sequestration, 
reduced State’s already limited resources for proactive foreign 
policy initiatives and cast a pall over the US government’s (USG) 
traditional forward-leaning posture in the world. No doubt Clin-
ton was well aware that these constraints chafed against dealing 
with such global problems as climate-based conflict, water defi-
cits, food insecurity, rising energy needs, and increasing tests 
of international access to the global commons. Globally scaled, 
well-coordinated, and sustainable interventions that leveraged 

all relevant resources and actors—in capacity, commitment, and 
expertise—were recognized as sorely needed. 

KEY TAKEAWAYS
»» In the current global environment it is impossible to separate development from   	

diplomacy, demanding a new way of designing and meeting US foreign policy 	
goals.

»» Initial steps were taken by Secretary Rice in creating GPC—a “matchmaker” of-
fice linking private organizations with government agencies and developing a 	
clearinghouse database of P3 partnerships across the USG.

»» Given the 2008 global financial crisis and resource constraints, Secretary Clinton 	
proposed the P3 model as a new type of delivery system for confronting highly 
interdependent global problems and for meeting US foreign policy objectives.

»»  Clinton designed S/GP as an entry point for global forms of collaboration between 
USG, the public and private sectors, and global civil society using Department of 
State convening power and developing an incubator model for public-private 	
partnerships in the USG.

»»  P3s were viewed as facilitating USG participation in global problem solving with-
out it becoming the dominant face of the partnership, allowing for inclusion of 
non-	 state actors and broader buy-in and ownership of mission/goals; and pro-
viding fora wider resource base while engaging different types of expertise. 

WHY COOKSTOVES AND GACC?  BUILDING THE 
FOUNDATION FOR COLLABORATION

THE PRESENCE OF A PREEXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE
The kernel of the idea for GACC already existed in the US En-
vironmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Partnership for Clean In-
door Air (PCIA). This P3 was launched at the 2002 World Summit 
on Sustainable Development with founding members consist-
ing of 13 countries, 5 international organizations, 14 NGOs, and 
1 private energy company. It was focused on reducing indoor 
air pollution and toxic exposure from household energy use.7 By 
most measures, PCIA was a successful partnership, impacting 
about 2.5 million households and 15 million people.  In effect, 
with this P3 the EPA had staked out a claim as an active player 
in this sector, committing funding, expertise, and personnel to 
the operational management of the partnership. But they were 
by no means the only ones. There was a rather large epistemic 
community focused on improving indoor air quality and one of 
its causes—cookstoves. There was work going on independent-
ly at the United Nations Foundation (UNF), in the private and 
NGO sectors, and within USAID (active in the sector since the 
mid-1980s). 

There is no question that the genesis of GACC was enabled by 
this PCIA precursor and many of its material and nonmaterial 
assets, including a cohesive network of subject matter experts 
and international partners, an established research and scien-
tific knowledge base concerning the problem and its solution, 
a persistent and organized cohort of individuals from which tal-
ented leaders could be drawn, and an early organizational struc-
ture with committed stakeholders and partners. In fact, perhaps 
the most critical resource PCIA offered to GACC was its collec-

The case for the P3 model in the foreign policy domain was laid 
out in State’s 2010 QDDR in the following terms.  P3s involve: (1) 
collaboration—far beyond interagency cooperation; (2) market driven 
mechanisms; (3) bundling foreign policy objectives; (4) using alli-
ance and inter-sector models to grapple with the global complexities 
and interdependencies shaping most problems; (5) a high risk, but 
high reward method meant to focus on the biggest, most interlinked 
global problems. 6	
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tion of subject matter and scientific experts who had gained 
extensive knowledge about the problem over time, understood 
the fundamental science and scale of the problem, and had ap-
praised the institutional and procedural challenges involved in 
making progress on achieving their goal. From the perspective 
of these subject matter experts (SMEs), a wholly new vision was 
needed—one focused more on what they perceived to be the 
solution “clean cookstoves” than on the more amorphous goal 
of “clean indoor air.”

GLOBAL NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
To understand why the issue of cookstoves became a candidate 
for scaling up to a full global partnership, consider the magni-
tude of the problems embodied in clean cooking in the devel-
oping world and the negative spinoff effects bad practices can 
have on such critical arenas as public health, child mortality, hu-
man capital development, food security, environmental degra-
dation, and economic progress, etc.  The facts are that nearly half 
the world’s population—about 3 billion people—prepare and 
cook food and heat their homes using rudimentary solid or bio-
mass (wood, dung, sticks, straw, crop residue, coal and charcoal) 
cooking and heating implements (i.e., open fires or inefficient 
cookstoves). The health effects from the resulting household 
pollution are dramatic.  Indeed, unsafe exposure results in over 
4 million premature deaths annually and countless chronic dis-
eases and injuries (e.g., lung and heart disease, burns, disfigure-
ment). Women and children are disproportionately impacted as 
they are often culturally, socially, and economically tasked with 
cooking and fuel collection. In gathering fuel, these groups also 
face increased exposure to violence, including gender-based 
violence, in remote, conflict-ridden, or unstable contexts. Aside 
from health, safety, and security issues—directly or indirectly 
related to fuel needs—the whole system leads to squandering 
human capital given the time wasted in seeking fuel, with its 
equally dramatic secondary effects for development and eco-
nomic opportunities.8 The massive scale of the problem also has 
implications for environmental degradation, itself linked to food 
security challenges.

THE NEED FOR A NEW HOST
Despite its success in summative outcomes and in its capacity to 
develop SME talent as well as to define the core priorities, issues, 
and agenda relative to the problem, PCIA faced structural chal-
lenges. Because the EPA where PCIA was housed is a regulatory 
agency, it was limiting what the P3 could do. PCIA needed a new 
home.  In September 2006, PCIA leaders at EPA were tasked with 
relocating PCIA. These PCIA-affiliated leaders interviewed more 
than 100 stakeholders from across the cookstoves and fuel sec-
tors to assess sector priorities, issues of structural management, 
and the identity of a new host. This intensive effort resulted in an 
unpublished but comprehensive business plan for PCIA, com-
pleted in late 2007, that assumed a $20 million dollar budget. 
In early 2008, the EPA initiated the first solicitation for a new 
host and Marcus Peacock, Deputy EPA Administrator, convened 

relevant USG agency leaders for that effort. The EPA made a $1 
million commitment toward the $20M projected budget but 
the other agencies attending, while expressing interest in the 
proposal, did not commit tangible resources due to increasing 
resource constraints and an uncertain political climate associat-
ed with upcoming elections. As a result, EPA and PCIA leaders 
decided to wait until after the 2008 elections to pitch the project 
during a new administration. 

BUILDING A USG INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION
Despite the failure of the interagency group to commit resourc-
es to PCIA, the solicitation exercise resulted in unexpected gains, 
most importantly, the establishment of an interagency network 
of interested partners (including NIH and CDC) that began to 
meet regularly to discuss a collaborative cookstoves effort. One 
study respondent noted that this interagency process high-
lighted the relevance of the whole bundle of issues that were 
wrapped up in clean cookstoves that had implications for each 
of their respective organizations: “These pretty senior officials 
began to think, ‘this is a very important issue that our institutions 
should be engaged in’...They were all explicitly clear that they 
could not and were not committing any resources; but they sub-
stantively supported the concept and they wanted to see where 
it went.” These regularized interagency meetings, in effect, es-
tablished the collaborative framework that enabled the ultimate 
multi-agency commitment to the GACC mission and model.  
Notably, PCIA provided the institutional and process framework 
for USG agencies to conduct an internal conversation about the 
cookstoves sector and partnership. As several study respondents 
observed, despite the lack of tangible resources, the meeting 
convened by EPA Deputy Administrator Peacock had brought in 
diverse agencies concerned with health (CDC, NIH), climate and 
pollution (EPA), energy (DOE), development (USAID), and later 
in the process, women (the Office of the Special Representative 
for Women’s Issues), and foreign policy (State).  The strengths of 
the interagency network included shared expertise, a widening 
commitment to the cookstoves concept, and the personal rela-
tionships that were forged across the USG. 

SEEKING PARTNERS BEYOND THE USG
In 2008, the PCIA and EPA leadership engaged external entities 
critical to the global cookstoves effort.  Several core PCIA leaders 
attempted to convince the Shell Foundation (Shell-F), which had 
committed from its start in 2000 to developing the cookstoves 
sector, to increase its investment and expand its vision of cook-
stoves beyond its regional focus in India,. The Shell Corporation’s 
(Shell-C) interest in cookstoves occurred in part because no oth-
er major energy company had yet chosen to invest in this area. 
Shell-C became interested in cookstoves because, as one study 
respondent put it, “others were looking at it--like BP had been 
looking at it for several years, but had decided it wasn’t for them 
commercially.”  In September 2008, following six months of in-
tensive lobbying, Shell-C made a verbal commitment to Shell-F 
of $20 million dollars devoted to the global cookstoves effort. 
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To understand why the issue of 
cookstoves became a candidate 
for scaling up to a full global 
partnership, consider the magnitude 
of the problems embodied in clean 
cooking in the developing world 
and the negative spinoff effects bad 
practices can have.

This victory was short-lived, however, as the global financial cri-
sis forced Shell-C to reduce this total to $2 million dollars, ear-
marked for awareness efforts already underway in India.  

Informal efforts to identify a host for PCIA continued into the 
spring of 2008, when EPA leadership approached the United Na-
tions Foundation (UNF) management with preliminary discus-
sions of it as a potential new host for a globalized PCIA. During 
the preparations for the failed PCIA solicitation of funds and 
hosts, EPA leaders had approached the UNF to submit a bid for 
this role and, despite the stalled solicitation process, ongoing 
discussions continued between EPA and UNF during the spring 
of 2008 as interest in a cookstoves program at UNF increased. 
The timing was particularly opportune as UNF was itself under-
going organizational change, transitioning from a true (lend-
ing) foundation to an operating charity.  UNF needed to raise 
funds beyond its initial endowment. Leadership at UNF was giv-
en some organizational “bandwidth” to assess the idea for it to 
become the new host of PCIA.  In the process, the leadership 
met extensively with the PCIA network and other sector-affili-
ated parties in the public, private, and NGO sectors. By the end 
of 2008, UNF began to solidify its ideas about managing a cook-
stoves project housed within their energy and climate division. 
In early 2009, UNF committed half a million dollars to explore the 
integration of a cookstoves project into UNF’s existing program 
agenda. As one study respondent noted: “if this had happened 
five years earlier, it probably wouldn’t have been well-received 
because they [UNF] weren’t in that operating charity mode--and 
five years later it might not have happened either.” 

 Timing was, indeed, a critical factor.  With the election of Barack 
Obama and his expressed interest in P3s and cross-government 
collaboration, UNF and Shell-F indicated their continued inter-
est by co-hosting an event for those involved in the cookstoves 
sector to explore potential collaborative models. While initial 
ideas generated there were described by study respondents as 
“some of the worst” and “terrible,” the unexpected high level of 
attendance resulted in a strengthening of the sector network 
and stakeholders in ways that were critical to future success. The 
event provided a much-needed opportunity for sector mobili-
zation and strengthening, not to mention brainstorming and 
idea generation, and the addition of a pivotal new perspective. 
As one study respondent emphasized, the cookstoves concept 
at the time was restricted to standards and testing, awareness 
raising, fundraising, and research to assess impact, whereas en-
trepreneurial development had not been part of the vision or 
discussion. The private sector at the conference injected a “busi-
ness perspective” into the project concept.

DIRECTIVE FROM THE TOP
In June 2009, the PCIA leadership briefed the new Deputy EPA 
Administrator Gina McCarthy on what was happening with PCIA 
and the cookstoves effort. McCarthy immediately recognized its 
potential and the need to significantly increase its scale—but 
outside the EPA. While the PCIA leadership had only approached 
newly-appointed Deputy Administrator McCarthy to secure her 
continued support, one study respondent noted that McCarthy 

did far more than that.   She immediately grasped the idea, its 
potential for expansion to a global scale, the value of the proj-
ect’s cross-cutting objectives and structure, and its alignment 
with the new Obama Administration’s partnership focus and 
State’s foreign policy priorities. McCarthy, while willing to ad-
vocate for the project, recognized it could not be implemented 
from the limited platform offered at the EPA, and, hence, tasked 
a member of the PCIA leadership, Jacob Moss, to draft a new pro-
posal on a significantly 
larger scale. Once giv-
en the green light to 
reconceive the project 
on a global scale, Moss 
used the prior business 
plan developed out 
of discussions among 
stakeholders in the 
search for a new host 
as a basis for the glob-
al cookstove structure. 
He provided McCarthy 
with a revised business plan two weeks later, and in July 2009, 
McCarthy took this globally-scaled plan to then-EPA Administra-
tor Lisa Jackson.  Like McCarthy, Jackson also recognized that 
this proposal represented the kind of viable global collaborative 
partnership that was in line with what she had heard was the 
new Secretary of State Clinton’s vision.  In August 2009, Adminis-
trator Jackson had the opportunity to share the revised propos-
al with Secretary Clinton, who was intrigued, and immediately 
asked Special Assistant to the Secretary of State Michael Fuchs 
to begin due diligence on the concept. His inquiries resulted in 
negative responses from a number of agencies, who were sub-
sequently gathered at a meeting in October of 2009 to interact 
directly with the PCIA leadership on the proposal.  Fuchs had 
gathered a critical group of “naysayers,” as one study respondent 
noted, many of whom seemed only “to offer push-back” against 
the idea.  Secretary Clinton’s longtime advisor and newly-ap-
pointed Managing Director of the Global Partnership Initiative 
(GPI), Kris Balderston, was in attendance at the presentation. 
Despite the fact that the person representing PCIA, Jacob Moss, 
was being “beaten up” by attendant critics, he was intrigued by  
Moss’ passion and expertise as well as was cognizant of the fact 
that this proposal would appeal to Secretary Clinton both struc-
turally (as a global partnership) and conceptually (addressing 
many issue areas prioritized by the Secretary). Balderston re-
quested a meeting with this PCIA spokesperson and the process 
of creating GACC began. 

KEY TAKEAWAYS
PCIA facilitated the creation of GACC in the following ways:

»» Dealt with a global problem that had ramifications for a variety of USG agencies. 
»» Came with an epistemic community of subject matter experts and scientists 

knowledgeable about what was feasible and what was not.
»» Came with a sense of urgency as it needed a new host or home given the EPA was 

a  regulatory agency and could not receive outside funding.
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»» Came with a built-in USG informal interagency collaborative network.
»» Involved stakeholders outside the USG, including a private sector organization.
»» Had champions at the top of the EPA who insured it got noticed at the State  De-

partment.

S/GP AND GACC:  A CASE OF BUREAUCRATIC INNOVATION

CLINTON BECOMES PUBLIC SECTOR CHAMPION FOR GACC
As already noted, intrigued by Jacob Moss’s passion and manifest 
expertise regarding the possibilities for a global cookstoves P3, 
Kris Balderston, then Managing Director of State’s Global Part-
nership Initiative, pursued the concept with Moss.  In June 2010 
he invited Moss to present the cookstoves partnership proposal 
to three critical advisors of Clinton:  himself, Todd Stern (Special 
Representative for Climate Change) and Melanne Verveer (Spe-
cial Representative for Women’s Issues).  Briefed by this group 
following the meeting with Moss, Secretary Clinton officially 
expressed her support for the proposal and subsequently in-
formed the agencies vying for spots to announce their initiatives 
at the 2010 Clinton Global Initiative meeting that the cookstoves 
partnership would be one of the three she supported. Her posi-
tive position confirmed Balderston’s instincts. A number of study 
respondents observed that the already existent collaboration 
among a group of USG agencies strengthened the case for Sec-
retary Clinton to lend her support to the cookstoves partnership.  

By saying yes to the cookstoves partnership as being one of the 
three she would support, Secretary Clinton (1) lent the project 
the credibility, reputation, and influence of her position; (2) 
provided the project with access to a larger platform within 
the USG; (3) offered access to a larger resource base; (4) gave 
the project access to the prestige of being talked about at the 
Clinton Global Initiative (CGI), and (5) set up an organizational 
structure in S/GP through which to facilitate the success of the 
partnership. In effect, by saying yes Clinton provided Moss and 
Balderston with a political opportunity to move the cookstoves 
partnership forward by using the weight of her office to exert 

influence on existing institutional processes to 
elevate it to a national priority and through CGI 
to the global level.  

As the idea of a global cookstoves P3 gained 
traction within State, its own institutional infra-
structure was simultaneously evolving to sup-
port its development. Rice’s Global Partnership 
Center (GPC) was renamed the Global Partner-
ships Initiative (GPI) and was soon elevated to 
the status of a Secretarial office (S/GP). This of-
fice was viewed as the entry point for collabo-
rations between the Department of State, the 
public-private sectors, and civil society.  During 
the course of Secretary Clinton’s tenure, the 
S/GP recruited a small but dedicated team of 
career officials to facilitate the development 
of public-private partnerships in the pursuit of 
US foreign policy objectives. As already men-

tioned, the creation of this bureaucratic structure was support-
ed by a number of important policy instruments as well, most 
importantly the President’s Executive Order and the QDDR re-
leased by the Clinton State Department in February of 20109 in 
which public-private partnership arrangements were posited as 
an effective and innovative way of carrying out US foreign policy 
in the current global environment.

S/GP BECOMES AN INCUBATOR FOR GACC
Secretary Clinton’s decision in March 2010 to announce the 
launch of the new global cookstove partnership at the CGI meet-
ing that September forced the S/GP team into a high-stakes 
process of operationalizing what had been—up to that point—
business plans, strategies, and concepts. The imminent reality 
of announcing the partnership only six months later created a 
sense of urgency that served to galvanize the process of formal-
izing GACC at many levels, among PCIA and EPA stakeholders 
and leaders, throughout the existing USG interagency process, 
at the UNF, and among private sector partners. Within this pro-
cess, a keen interest—heightened and leveraged by Balderston 
as head of S/GP—developed to insure the commitment on the 
part of stakeholders. Resembling a campaign, the process was 
highly inclusive, bringing together people from across the hier-
archical diversity represented in the USG.  Held in the Secretary’s 
conference room, these meetings were described by a study 
respondent as “government at its best” with senior officials in-
teracting with and mentoring younger participants and all par-
ticipants infused with the excitement regarding the potential of 
this new endeavor.  Messaging was highly focused and accessi-
ble, designed to emphasize the apolitical and universal appeal 
of the project (consider, for example, an early motto “Cooking 
shouldn’t kill”).  Media exposure was orchestrated for maximum 
impact, illustrated by the choice to publicly launch the GACC at 
the 2010 meeting of CGI.  Processes included recruiting volun-
teers, raising money, pounding the streets (in this case, perhaps, 
the “halls”) to share the message.  Always looming over every 
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step was the deadline-driven urgency of being prepared for 
the launch of GACC at CGI.  In many respects, this was an initial, 
galvanizing moment that depended on the assembled team re-
cruiting powerful stakeholders to join and validate the enlarged 
effort.  It was extremely important who joined the mobilization 
effort and why.  Resource commitment and mobilization were 
the keys to Balderston’s work process and strategy with EPA and 
S/GP leaders co-managing the process.  Doing it together was 
intended to achieve a significant interagency commitment to in-
ject needed resources into the nascent partnership, to motivate 
all “founding partners” to give at maximum levels through the 
USG example, and to signal to all stakeholders that the effort 
had the highest level of USG support in champion leaders in-
cluding and beyond Secretary Clinton. 

In mid-summer, the State Department convened administrators 
from the agencies involved in the ongoing meetings to pitch the 
idea of a significant interagency commitment of funds to the 
cookstoves partnership.  In passionate terms, high-level officials 
presented the proposal, and while no specific ask was made at 
this first meeting, agency officials were requested to return to 
a second meeting in two weeks’ time with their commitments 
ready to put on the table. An important aspect of this meeting 
was the opportunity it provided for agencies with diverse mis-
sions and agendas to discover what others were doing as well as 
to recognize the intersections that existed among their individ-
ual efforts that would allow them to work together to achieve 
greater results collaboratively in a time of scarce resources. This 
process of mutual identification of interests and potential syner-
gies lay at the heart of building and sustaining a successful in-
teragency collaboration for the cookstoves partnership. On Au-
gust 10, 2010, the State Department hosted the official agency 
commitment meeting.  The EPA opened the process by offering 
a commitment package of $6 million dollars to the cookstoves 
project, setting the tone for generous commitments on the part 
of other agencies.  Among the agencies contributing, in addition 
to the EPA and State Department/USAID were the Department 
of Energy and the Department of Health and Human Services’ 
National Institutes of Health and Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. At the end of the meeting, commitments in excess 
of $50 million dollars had been gathered as the USG contribu-
tion to the establishment of the Global Alliance for Clean Cook-
stoves. The funding was to cover a five-year period of time. Ex-
ternal stakeholders watched this process with interest, gauging 
the USG commitment to the Alliance and determining their own 
levels of commitment based on this response.

On September 20, 2010, EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson and a 
number of other critical leaders from USG agencies and exter-
nal sector stakeholders joined Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
on stage at the Clinton Global Initiative meeting to announce 
the launch of the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves (GACC), 
a public-private partnership led by the United Nations Founda-
tion intended to focus on creating a thriving global market for 
clean and efficient household cooking solutions. Indeed, as part 

of the launch Secretary Clinton announced that GACC’s goal was 
to have 100 million homes adopt clean and efficient stoves and 
fuels by 2020—under the motto of ‘100 by 20.’  GACC built upon 
the extensive network of organizations that comprised PCIA and 
at its launch had 20 founding partners, among them the USG 
agencies who had committed funds plus four other countries, 
Shell and Morgan Stanley Companies in addition to their foun-
dations, the UN Founda-
tion, and four UN agen-
cies.10 These founding 
members of the GACC 
P3 had committed $100 
million dollars to get 
the partnership off the 
ground.

S/GP WORKS WITH OTHER PARTNERS TO CREATE  
GACC’S STRUCTURE
At the moment of launch, everyone involved knew that GACC 
was merely a P3 vision—not an organization or even a genu-
ine partnership. All founding partners and key stakeholders 
recognized that the work of creating the entity was only at its 
beginning. One study respondent noted that “there hadn’t been 
a clear statement of what this Alliance would stand for beyond 
that vision that Hillary Clinton laid out, so how would we add val-
ue to the other partners in the sector? What would be our role?”  
Another added that the GACC motto after its launch could have 
been “launch it, then build it.”  During the months that followed 
the CGI launch, important actions occurred on many fronts. Sec-
retary Clinton personally called both US federal agency leaders 
and other national leaders at the highest levels to create buy-in 
for the cookstoves partnership. These personal contacts coincid-
ed with excitement about her tenure at State, particularly on the 
part of many foreign governments. 

Within the State Department itself, GACC posed a new organi-
zational challenge, eliciting worries and reticence from many 
quarters. As the 2010 QDDR anticipated, “State’s lack of an easily 
understandable framework for partnerships” was an obstacle to 
the use of collaboration for pursuing foreign policy objectives. 
To address these concerns, the S/GP team wrote and published 
the Policy Framework and Legal Guidelines for Partnerships, a 
document offering partnership templates and a legal frame-
work to streamline the process for developing public-private 
partnerships. Efforts in the State Department also included a 
number of pivotal personnel appointments: most notably, in 
November 2010, Kris Balderston was named Special Represen-
tative for Global Partnerships, with James Thompson as Depu-
ty Special Representative. Thomas Debass was recruited from 
OPIC to S/GP to manage a team focusing on economic growth 
entrepreneurship.  Jacob Moss, a longtime driving force behind 
the PCIA cookstoves effort at EPA, was detailed from EPA to the 
State Department as Director of the US Cookstoves Initiative.  
The Shell Foundation assigned Simon Bishop from their orga-

Within the State Department itself, 
GACC posed a new organizational 
challenge, eliciting worries and 
reticence from many quarters. 
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nization fulltime to the cookstoves effort, and Leslie Cordes led 
the small team already in place at the UN Foundation.  

These pivotal leaders recognized the need for two critical 
benchmarks for GACC to become an institution capable of ful-
filling its mandate. The first priority was the need for a strate-
gic plan to provide a 10-year roadmap for the Alliance, guiding 
decision-making priorities as well as metrics for its evaluation.  
Along with Shell Foundation’s insistence that GACC be mar-
ket-based and a pre-existing EPA business plan for a global 
entity for the cookstoves sector, the process that unfolded was 
resolutely inclusive of both the existing cookstoves communi-
ty and the specific players involved in the burgeoning Alliance. 
Over the course of six months, as many as 14 working groups, 
made up of 20 experts each, worked to create a plan of action 
to address the needs of the Alliance.  Although this process was 
unwieldy and complex, the result was the active inclusion of 
the ideas, perspectives, experiences, and expertise of between 
350 and 400 experts, comprising “all major players in the sec-
tor.” This process created a naturally evolving commitment and 
personal stake among participants in GACC so that in the peri-
od from the Alliance’s formal announcement to the final draft of 
the strategic plan, stakeholders had built a thoroughly inclusive, 
expert-based, and committed community. That inclusivity—and 
the ability to mobilize significant experts and talented leaders in 
the service of this P3—is a consistent feature of the cookstoves 
project and understood by many to be an essential component 
of its sustainability.

In the fall of 2011, the Alliance published Igniting Change, A 
Strategy for Universal Adoption of Clean Cookstoves and Fuels, 
the first public presentation of the recommendations resulting 
from the working group process.  The report identified three 
principal strategies for the accomplishment of GACC’s 100 mil-
lion by 2020 goal, and the ultimate vision of universal adoption 
of clean cookstoves and fuels.  These included: (1) enhancing the 
demand for clean cookstoves and fuels; (2) strengthening the 
supply of clean cookstoves and fuels; and (3) fostering an en-
abling environment for a thriving market for clean cookstoves 
and fuels. Offering concrete examples of interventions aimed at 
achieving each, the report concluded that the sector was at a 
tipping point, prepared to make significant strides in the resolu-
tion of the myriad problems caused by prevalent cooking prac-
tices through a combination of expertise, committed donors, 
and a clear strategy—through something like GACC.

Igniting Change highlighted the presence of the Alliance, its 
stakeholder heft, the organizational ambitions in its partnership 
model, its cross-cutting goals, and, perhaps   most importantly, 
its ability to make significant and transformative progress both 
in the cookstove and clean fuels sector and across the develop-
ment priorities it had staked out. The GACC strategic plan has 
been identified by key leaders as a critical component of the Al-
liance’s success. It was conceived not as a plan exclusively for the 
partnership, nor for any particular member of the partnership, 
but rather as a plan for the sector.  The strategic plan focuses 
on roles and responsibilities of the various stakeholder groups 

within the sector, and seeks to define, within that context, the 
added value that the Alliance partnership can bring to the pro-
cess of building a strong market-based sector and achieving the 
development goals to which it is committed.

GACC leadership’s attention also was focused on the second 
priority: the need for a formal management infrastructure with-
in the UNF and a finalized GACC governance plan.  Necessarily 
more contentious than strategic planning given this process in-
volved real people in real jobs, the UNF proposed placing the 
Alliance under the auspices of its existing Energy and Climate 
team, led by a Program Manager. S/GP and Shell Foundation 
leadership believed the Alliance should stand on its own with 
an executive director reporting directly to the CEO of the UNF.  
State Department affiliated study respondents noted that this 
was one of the very few moments when the S/GP office, along 
with their Shell Foundation counterpart, exercised “veto” power 
within the Alliance, opting for the stand-alone entity.

After a long and, once again, inclusive search process, Rahda 
Muthiah was chosen to become the executive director of GACC, 
bringing with her two decades of experience working in both 
the private and NGO sectors.  As executive director, she immedi-
ately set about putting her stamp on the organization, including 
addressing significant gaps: a lack of unifying infrastructure, a 
step-by-step business plan, and rigorous results-based metrics, 
all top priorities in the first three months of the executive direc-
tor’s tenure. In this early period one of the most fateful decisions 
made by the executive director was in choosing to develop the 
business plan and metrics “in-house” rather than hiring an exter-
nal consultant. This decision was followed by an intensive period 
of work on developing a detailed and practical business plan—
embedded in the broad goals of the strategic plan—along with 
an ambitious set of metrics used to assess potential target coun-
tries on which GACC would focus based on consistent and neu-
tral parameters. Placing a 10-week hold on all decisions about 
specific programs in countries, the executive director began the 
detailed process of building GACC as an institution, including 
formalizing staffing and conducting country assessments in 
15 countries. The executive director during this period also es-
tablished an Advisory Council as well as a separate Leadership 
Council, both of which were to play critical roles in decision mak-
ing and oversight of the Alliance.

S/GP RECEDES INTO BACKGROUND AS GACC BECOMES  
AN ESTABLISHED P3
Once GACC became a stand-alone entity within the UNF, two 
things happened:  (1) the  Alliance shifted from being a US-cen-
tric organization to an international one, with a consequent 
change in its relations with its most influential founding part-
ner, the USG; and (2) the Alliance leadership rapidly established 
and engaged in activities identified as priorities by the working 
groups in the strategic plan. In the first case, the evolution of 
the USG-GACC relationship was a matter of wise Alliance lead-
ership decision making: the executive director knew that cred-
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ibility and country-level engagement could not proceed with 
the requisite speed and intensity needed if GACC was viewed as 
predominantly a USG bureaucracy. Likewise, S/GP leadership, as 
observed by several study respondents, knew the Alliance must 
become disentangled from the State Department, noting “the 
first thing that we learned about GACC and the model that we’ve 
(S/GP) adopted formally is that we should never own a partner-
ship.”  It was critical that GACC be viewed as an independent 
entity and as a neutral global representative of the cookstove 
sector as a whole.

Consistent with such a perspective, the Igniting Change report 
signaled this shift in USG direct involvement in daily operations 
and the subsequent Alliance evolution as an independent en-
tity.  Indeed, in the spring of 2012, S/GP announced the launch 
of a new partnership effort Accelerated Market-Driven Partner-
ships (AMP).  While the State Department continued as a player 
in GACC, there was a desire to avoid the perception that S/GP 
was a one-act show and, under its leadership, the office directed 
its efforts at expanding its P3 repertoire.  GACC began to be re-
ferred to as a “graduated partnership”—the preferred final status 
of all of the S/GP partnership endeavors.

By spring 2013 there was a new Secretary of State, John Ker-
ry.  Clinton and Balderston were gone.  Secretary Kerry, how-
ever, maintained the S/GP office, placing a close aide, Andrew 
O’Brien, at its helm. Secretary Kerry proceeded to direct the en-
ergies of the S/GP into creating new partnerships aligned with 
issues most pressing to his foreign policy agenda.  Jacob Moss, 
who has continued to be an important liaison between the Al-
liance and the interagency group comprising the USG partner-
ship members, notes that he no longer plays a role in the daily 
operations of GACC, but rather coordinates with the Alliance to 
leverage USG resources and connections in support of Alliance 
operations (e.g.,organizing the attendance of US Ambassadors 
at international events and supporting the recent effort to mo-
bilize resource commitments presented at the Cookstoves Fu-
ture Summit for Phase 2 of its strategic plan.)

Alliance efforts on behalf of the cookstoves sector have contin-
ued to gain momentum and to work successfully toward stated 
objectives.  Indeed, in November 2014, in conjunction with the 
Cookstoves Future Summit, GACC released its Phase One final 
report, a retrospective look at the partnership’s major achieve-
ments during the first of its three-phase strategic plan to create 
a dynamic market-based approach to the promotion of clean 
cooking practices.  The report identified nine principal accom-
plishments that met or exceeded its original goals for this first 
phase. Among them were growing the partner base, building 
enterprise capacity, mobilizing research and investment in clean 
cookstoves and fuels, developing global standards for the clean 
cookstove sector, integrating women in the clean cookstove val-
ue chain, and raising awareness of household air pollution and 
advocating for change.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
S/GP facilitated the successful incubation of the GACC P3 by:

»» Providing it with a public sector champion who could leverage her power to inter-
est other USG agencies in becoming involved.

»» Having a leader of its organization cognizant of which problems and challenges 
would capture the interest of the public sector champion and looking for where 
such opportunities could be found across the USG.

»» Focusing on a global challenge that affected the interests of a range of USG agen-
cies and had a solution.

»» Developing a win-win process that was inclusive and built in face-to-face inter-
action.

»» Identifying and bringing together the right people with the right skills across the 
public and private sectors.

»» Being willing to become part of the strategic planning and institution building 
process but not have to lead it.

»» Letting the GACC P3 become its own entity when it had the requisite business 
plan and structure.

1	 For a timeline indicating the institutional history between S/GP and 
GACC see Appendix A in the Technical Report, pages 83-94, available 
from S/GP.

2	 David Francis, “The State Department’s Public-Private Matchmaker,” 
10 Mar. 2009, DevEx, https://www.devex.com/news/the-state-de-
partment-s-public-private-matchmaker-59312. 

3	 Ibid.
4	 See the Coca-Cola Company & World Wildlife Fund Global Freshwa-

ter Partnership 2013 Annual Review Report, Partnering to Protect 
our Freshwater Resources,http://assets.worldwildlife.org/publica-
tions/708/files/original/2013-coca-cola-and-wwf-annual-partner-
ship-review-basic.PDF?1405106064

5	 See US Department of State, Office of the Secretary, State Depart-
ment Publication 11484: A Call to Action: The Advisory Committee 
on Transformational Diplomacy (ACTD), Jan. 2008, p. 2, available at: 
http://2001-2009.state.gov/documents/organization/99903.pdf. 

6	 US Department of State, Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development 
Review: Leading through Civilian Power (2010): 68-73.

7	 Details of the history and accomplishments of the PCIA are available 
from the organization’s website:  http://www.pciaonline.org/files/
PCIA%20Fact%20Sheet%20English.pdf

8	 Leslie Cordes in Igniting Change: A Strategy for Universal Adoption of 
Clean Cookstoves and Fuels (Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves, 
Washington, D.C.: 2011): p. 4 points out that “Not only is adoption of 
clean cooking solutions a health, economic, gender, and environmen-
tal imperative, it is essential for achieving the United Nations Millen-
nium Development Goals (MDGs) for child mortality, maternal health, 
poverty eradication, gender equality, and environmental sustainabili-
ty. In fact, by the United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP) 
2009 estimates, 1.9 billion people will need access to modern fuels 
by 2015 to meet the MDG for poverty reduction.”

9	 The Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review 2010.  http://
www.state.gov/s/dmr/qddr/

10	 Mission statement of the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves.  http://
cleancookstoves.org/about/our-mission/
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What generalizable lessons can we learn about the relationship 
between S/GP and GACC? The history of GACC, a content analysis 
of interviews conducted with key stakeholders and of available 
documents, and a reading of the academic and applied literature 
on P3s and collaboration provide ample evidence that the 
success of GACC can be generalized and replicated. 

FACILITATING CONDITIONS FOR P3 SUCCESS
A number of factors or facilitating conditions helped set the 
stage for GACC’s success.  We have divided them into two cat-
egories: those that were contextual or external to S/GP’s efforts 
and those that were process-oriented, reflecting conditions that 
S/GP was able to use to its advantage. Table 1 presents these two 
types of conditions.

It is important to note in Table 1 that in both categories some 
conditions are unique to a particular moment in time while oth-
ers are more controllable or, at the least, can be shaped by those 
bent on creating a P3 like GACC.  Examining the contextual fa-
cilitating conditions, consider what is controllable and what is 
not.  The new administration and State Department leadership 
had a predisposition toward P3s and collaboration which may 
not always be the case. And even administrations that state an 
interest in P3s may not be as committed to them as a foreign 
policy tool as Secretary Clinton appears to have been or the 
Secretary could conceive of them differently.  As noted above, 
GACC came along just at the right time to take advantage of the 
organizational change at UNF from a foundation to a charitable 

organization.  On the other hand, we can be fairly sure that the 
number of global challenges that cannot be solved by the US 
government alone is likely to grow in the future, increasing the 
usefulness of P3s across time.  Moreover, we probably are go-
ing to be living in a global economic environment defined by 
fiscal constraints for a while.  As a result, private sector actors 
are probably likely to continue to lead the public sector in for-
eign aid monies—these are contextual factors we can count on.  
Knowing these contextual factors affords S/GP the opportunity 
to engage private sector partners in P3s in the future, particu-
larly if they are already involved with other non-governmental 
and public sector organizations like Shell was in PCIA.  Similarly 
the international development sector is more and more turning 
to collaboration models and results-based approaches to global 
problems—something PCIA was already taking advantage of.  
Because PCIA needed a new host, it offered a P3 that had already 
laid the groundwork to be scaled up to something like GACC.  It 
had many of the experienced and interested stakeholders nec-
essary to make a successful global P3—it afforded S/GP the ma-
terial for incubation.  Finding such already started P3s in the USG 
presents S/GP with the possibility of creating new P3s like GACC.

But the last sentence takes us over to the process-oriented facil-
itating conditions that S/GP has to use or take advantage of to 
build P3s like GACC.  And here again some are more controllable 
than others.  If Balderston had accepted the naysayers point of 
view and not been intrigued by Moss’ passion and expertise re-
garding what was possible with a GACC, we probably would not 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2:  WHAT GENERALIZABLE LESSONS  
DOES GACC HAVE FOR S/GP?1



19

be doing this study.  Balderston took advantage of an opportu-
nity because the cookstoves solution being advanced by Moss 
fit many of the interests of Secretary Clinton and he thought 
would capture her interest.  Moreover, Clinton could make de-
cisions regarding what she and the USG would sponsor at the 
Clinton Global Initiative meeting and gain the access to present 
her proposals.  It was S/GP, however, and its personnel that used 
the convening power of the State Department and their political 
skills to both build and expand on the interagency collaboration 
EPA had developed for PCIA to gain the partners and the fund-
ing commitments needed to launch GACC.  It was the organi-
zational culture of S/GP that facilitated the incubation of GACC 
and the development of the strategic plan that GACC follows.  

P3 METRICS OF SUCCESS    
Using the academic literature on P3s (e.g., Hodge and Greve 
2007; Schaferhoff et al. 2009; Forrer et al. 2010), S/GP’s own 
definition of a P3, and comments from interviewees, we have 
structured a set of metrics that are indicative of a successful col-
laborative partnership.  Our proposed set of metrics is roughly 
similar to those found by McKinsey and Company (2009) in their 
study of 15 global transnational P3s (e.g., Global Alliance for Im-
proved Nutrition,  Global Village Energy Partnership, Foundation 
for Innovative New Diagnostics, and Global Public-Private Part-
nership for Handwashing with Soap).  Once having identified 
the metrics, we were interested in how often they were talked 
about in discussions of GACC.  Table 2 presents the metrics and 
an indication of whether they were mentioned often (Hi), some 
of the time (Mo), or relatively infrequently (Lo).  

These metrics of success, much like the narrative accounts of the 
history of GACC, divide into two types of concerns:  (1) concerns 
about defining the common vision and building collaboration 
among partners, both within and outside the government and 

(2) concerns about shaping the structure that will guide GACC 
into the future.  The data in Table 2 suggest that S/GP was more 
focused on shaping GACC and the process of building and man-
aging partners than on the development of its formal structure 
for implementing and measuring results.  As GACC moved to be-
come more institutionalized, S/GP became one partner among 
many, no longer assuming the leadership role as the P3 moved 
into the UNF and had its own executive director.  Like its own 
literature indicates, S/GP is intended to play four “shaping” roles 
in the development of P3s:  convener, catalyst, collaborator, 
and cultivator.  It is to use the office of the Secretary of State 
to convene potential partners, to seek out already existing part-
nerships that would facilitate the US moving on a foreign policy 
goal, to work with such partners to develop a common mission 
and strategic plan as well as to involve partners from the private 
sector and from civil society, and to provide such partnerships 
the space to incubate and launch.   

To some degree S/GP is the “matchmaker” first proposed by 
Secretary Rice when she contemplated creating the Global 
Partnership Center.  However, unlike the matchmaker who just 
introduces the partners meant to be part of the match, S/GP is 
intended to incubate and launch the partnership and see that 
the P3 is focused on solving a problem relevant to US foreign 
policy that the US cannot solve on its own.  S/GP has a process 
orientation and as Tables 1 and 2 indicate is most engaged in 
this part of the P3 creation.  

In studying 15 global transnational P3s, McKinsey and Compa-
ny (2009) discovered several interesting metrics of success that 
were peculiar to them.  Since this is the type of P3 that S/GP is 
focused on fostering, it is important to add them to the list in 
Table 2 and to highlight them.  The first additional metric of suc-
cess revolves around the fact that there appear to be four types 
of global transnational P3s. All are focused on global challenges 
that no one government, corporation, non-governmental, or in-

TABLE 1.  FACILITATING CONDITIONS FOR S/GP SUCCESS IN ESTABLISHING GACC: CONTEXTUAL  
AND PROCESS-ORIENTED FACTORS

Facilitating Conditions

Contextual Process-Oriented

»» Global economic climate, including 2008 financial crisis
»» Increasing number of global challenges demanding collective action
»» USG new administration and policy initiatives (EO; QDDR 2010)
»» State Dept. leadership’s interest in P3s as a foreign policy tool      
»» Private sector interest in and support of P3s
»» Private foreign direct aid/investment outpacing public sector support
»» International development sector moving to collaboration models
»» Focus on impact and results-based development delivery models
»» Some traction on difficult global problems (MDGs, extreme poverty)
»» UNF undergoing organizational change
»» PCIA requiring new host/home base

»» Leadership capacity and variety 
»» Epistemic community of subject matter experts
»» Pre-existing infrastructure in PCIA
»» Global cross-cutting nature of the problem
»» Convening power of State Dept. 
»» Presence of Interagency collaboration apparatus
»» Global problem came with a scalable solution
»» Science, data, & technical expertise available
»» “Disruptor” culture in S/GP
»» Use of “details” on staff in S/GP.
»» Access to international development platform  (CGI)
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tergovernmental organization can deal with on its own and all 
are attending to goals that affect US foreign policy.  Thus, there 
are global transnational P3s whose focus is on coordination, 
that is, they are engaged in harmonizing the activities among a 
group of partners to minimize duplication—“they enable part-
ners to insure that their different activities complement each 
other in building toward a common objective” (McKinsey and 
Company 2009 13).  The second type are what are called “fund-
ing P3s”; they work on consolidating funding around a particular 
global issue like poverty and on encouraging more partners to 
join in the effort.  A third type of global P3 focuses on product 
development; multiple partners pool their resources and ex-
pertise while sharing risk in the research and development of a 
product none could do on their own.  And, lastly, there are glob-
al P3s that are involved in the delivery of a product using the on-
the-ground facilities and services necessary to successfully en-
gage the population and deliver the product.  GACC at different 
stages in its development could have been classified as all four, 
although now it is involved in delivering a product and working 
toward its motto of “100 by 20.”  Which one of these global P3s is 
S/GP interested in incubating?  Or are they interested in all four 
with the understanding that those like GACC are the hardest and 
probably most time consuming to construct?

McKinsey and Company (2009) also say that there is a particular 
metric of success facing global transnational P3s that mix mul-
tinational corporations with public sector interagency working 
groups.  This metric is stated as “minimize transaction costs to 
balance public sector consensus building with private sector 
instinct ‘to get things done’” (p. 28).  This organizational culture 
difference, they indicate, has led many corporations to leave 
partnerships and is something their leadership tends to seek 
to learn more about in signing on to a partnership.  Moreover, 
these researchers add a metric of success that focuses on insur-
ing that all partners invest time and expertise as well as funds 
in the enterprise.  In other words, private partners should see 
the endeavor as more than satisfying their corporate social re-

sponsibility goals and public partners should not be able to take 
the easy way out.  For global transnational P3s to succeed, they 
would argue, all partners must be committed to the goal and 
be investing themselves and their organizations in the process 
of achieving that goal—and, if there is a payoff, enhancing their 
organizations’ own interests.

LESSONS LEARNED
In addition to what McKinsey and Company would have us add, 
we have a number of generalizable lessons that have come out 
of our study concerning process and the challenges that such a 
focus raises that S/GP should consider as they move forward in 
their work with global transnational P3s. Among such lessons 
are the framing of the P3 mission, the kinds of leadership need-
ed to develop a P3, what is involved in the notion of incubation 
of a P3, the challenges that arise in building and managing col-
laborative networks, what is involved in managing transitions, 
and the spectrum of partnerships that are available. We will ad-
dress each of these in what follows.

FRAMING OF THE P3 MISSION
The successful expansion of a small cookstoves initiative (PCIA) 
into a globally-scaled P3 (GACC) must be understood in terms 
of S/GP’s success in creating a coherent conceptual framework, 
supported by scientific data, that demonstrated the relevance of 
clean cookstoves as a solution to a broad range of issues critical 
to both American foreign policy objectives and the priorities of 
the private sector.   GACC was framed as working toward solv-
ing a major development challenge.  It was intended to have 
a significant global-scale impact in the areas of health, indoor 
air quality, climate change, the protection of rights and oppor-
tunities for women and girls, and market and economic devel-
opment.  GACC’s focus was to use clean cookstoves to remedy 
a set of interdependent but complex problems. Framing the 
problems in terms of a practical solution was a way of manag-
ing their complexity while still keeping the broad web of issues 

TABLE 2.  METRICS FOR ASSESSING SUCCESS OF PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Indicators of Success of Public-Private Partnerships     Ratings from Discussions

»» Clear, common vision and shared goals and purpose
»» Public sector champions
»» Careful partner selection & vetting—right people, right skills
»» Investment and shared risks by all partners
»» Detailed business plan
»» Mutual understanding of roles and responsibilities
»» Formalized structures with shared decision making
»» Tangible near and long-term results
»» Accountability metrics and milestones
»» Proper scaling as conditions change

»» Hi
»» Hi
»» Hi
»» Hi
»» Mo
»» Hi
»» Lo
»» Hi
»» Mo
»» Mo
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that could draw a range of stakeholders into the partnership.  As 
Ritchey (2011) has observed, it is often the proposed solution to 
a complex problem that drives the identification of the universe 
of issues that are engaged with it.  

That framing process itself evolved across time. Originally fo-
cused on issues of indoor air quality, Secretary Clinton insisted 
the problem be expanded to encompass other critical issues. As 
one study respondent recounted:

... the health impact, the health burden,. . .and I think for her per-
sonally the gender angle was very important….When we would 
brief her, she would make all of these connections and she 
would say things like: “can you make a better link between this 
and the climate and clean air coalition?” We had been trying to 
do that, but weren’t making much progress, because that’s not 
what the working group was focused on… They were like: “the 
Cookstove thing is what we’re doing.” She was like: “No, these 
things are intimately connected. We have to talk about them in 
an integrated way.”

While Secretary Clinton recognized the opportunities that this 
complexity offered, the responsibility for fleshing out a coher-
ent, manageable, and marketable framework that would appeal 
to the diverse target group of potential stakeholders fell to S/GP. 
Consider the following way one study respondent used clean 
cookstoves as a frame to bring stakeholders on board:

…you have to explain to people why it’s good for them… So 
you go around the building and say: ‘you’re working to make 
climate change relevant to average human beings. Think of all 
the women that are affected by this problem with cooking, and 
by the way, it’s also 20 percent of the world’s black carbon.’ So 
that person becomes generous because he’s trying to make his 
own issue relevant to the world.  And you go to (USG leaders for 
women’s issues internationally) and you say: ‘You know, most of 
the people dying are women,’ then all of a sudden they buy in.  
And then you go to OES (Bureau of Oceans and International 
Environment and Scientific Affairs), then you go to OPIC (Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation) and then you go to MCC 
(Millennium Change Corporation) and all of these internal ac-
tors and leaders get on board.

Ultimately, stakeholders from both the public and private sec-
tors acknowledged the power that the cross-cutting nature of 
the solution played in facilitating GACC.

S/GP’s success with the clean cookstoves initiative must also be 
seen in light of the tangible nature of cookstoves themselves. 
Unlike other development initiatives (i.e., family planning, pov-
erty reduction, or democratization) where there are often dis-
putes regarding how to deal with the problem, the relevance of 
clean cookstoves as a potential solution to a myriad of problems 
was largely universally accepted. Likewise, the negative effects 
of traditional indoor cooking practices are easy to imagine and 
to demonstrate with both statistical data and first-person narra-
tive accounts. The potential reach of interventions is also com-
pelling since nearly half the world’s population (over 3 billion 

people) prepare and cook food and heat their homes using rudi-
mentary cooking and heating implements with resulting death, 
chronic disease, and injuries, with the most severe impacts on 
women and children not to mention the effects on the environ-
ment.  Providing people with 
healthy or “clean” cooking 
tools has the potential to reap 
benefits across a global swath 
of the human population 
while working on multiple 
other development priorities.  
Using a practical solution as 
the framing concept for GACC 
made it easier to understand the mission of the P3 and to garner 
support and partners for its creation.  

TYPES OF LEADERSHIP REQUIRED
Leadership of a P3 is a balancing act. Whether it is pairing peo-
ple with opportunities, balancing the push and pull of powerful 
institutional forces, brokering ideas among influential third par-
ties, or mobilizing resources while banking on the legitimacy of 
an agenda, such leadership involves high-value trade-offs while 
staying steadfast on the work of clarifying commitments with 
stakeholders to achieve goals. That is, leadership of P3s involves 
persuasion in the service of an agenda, building networks (co-
alitions), and accomplishing things (Hermann 2014). Driving a 
P3 like GACC, while at the same time nurturing partners, implies 
that goals are at times achieved by listening and encouraging 
current partners’ aspirations. At other times, goals are accom-
plished by pushing boundaries to catalyze an agenda that will 
harness change across and beyond the margins of the collab-
oration. Understanding how to actively engage independent 
cohorts and people in the collaborative network that a P3 is re-
quires orchestrating opportunity as it emerges as well as struc-
turing it so the partnership flourishes. 

Table 3 presents a classification of the various leadership roles 
that those involved in building and launching GACC played.  It 
not only identifies the roles but indicates the functions those 
holding a particular role need to fulfill for P3s like GACC to be 
created, incubated, and launched.

Studies of SES officials in the US government (O’Leary, Choi, and 
Gerard 2012), of  CEOs of transnational non-governmental or-
ganizations (Hermann 2013), and of national political leaders 
(Derksen 2015) indicate that there are certain leadership styles 
that accompany roles focused on the building of collaborative 
networks and those intended to advocate for a particular agen-
da and set of interests.  The functions reported for the roles in 
Table 3 suggest that these roles also involve this difference.  For 
example, the champion and the visionary are likely to share the 
characteristics of the advocate while the boundary spanner and 
sector/agency liaisons are likely to share those of the leaders fo-
cused on coalition building.  The studies suggest that  the more 
advocate-like leaders are likely to work to sell their positions, to 
use any clout they may have to push their agenda forward, to be 

[L]eadership of P3s involves 
persuasion in the service 
of an agenda, building 
networks (coalitions), and 
accomplishing things.
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TABLE 3.  LEADERSHIP ROLES PLAYED BY THOSE INVOLVED WITH GACC

Leadership Role Critical Functions of Role

Champion
»» lends the credibility, reputation, and influence of a high-level leadership position to the project through association.
»» contextualizes diverse interests into a larger vision, integrated into broader policy objectives
»» provides project with access to a larger—preferably global--platform
»» offers access to a larger resource base
»» utilizes power associated with position to advocate for project
»» employs influence to create policy/procedural/ institutional change necessary for the success of the endeavor, and is able to 

force ideas through moments of internal resistance

Boundary Spanner
»» recognizes moments of convergence between interest and opportunity through astute awareness of the agendas and motiva-

tions of actors across the stakeholder spectrum. 
»» provides the essential nexus point between top-down and bottom-up momentum, connecting critical grassroots leaders with 

champion leaders able to further the cause.
»» understands and, when necessary, massages the processes needed to effectively implement the objectives of the program.
»» maintains the “eyes on the prize” for the endeavor, scanning the environment for successful working relationships, and creating 

the sense of urgency needed to take timely advantage of political opportunities that arise.
»» facilitates bureaucratic and political processes necessary to success of the project

Visionary
»» assumes responsibility for translation of the partnership vision into an achievable reality
»» serves as guardian of the “big picture” – ensuring integration of the individual interests of the many into a unified and cohesive 

approach.  
»» oversees development and implementation of system-wide indicators and measures of success.
»» remains cognizant of the evolutionary needs of the partnership, facilitating learning and adaptation within the system
»» manages the internal collaborative process between stakeholders to ensure that their diverse needs and interests, as well as 

those of the sector as a whole, are being served.

Subject Matter Expert
»» generates and maintains the evidentiary knowledge base utilized by interested stakeholders to understand and promote the 

cause.
»» serves as critical evidence-based link in connecting programmatic vision and realistic expectations.
»» provides data that informs results-based program design, adaptation and other learning components of the project.
»» is source of long-term commitment and interest in objectives that are relatively unsusceptible to transient political shifts.

Institutional Change Agent

»» serves as institutional expert, holding extensive knowledge of internal bureaucratic processes relevant to the project
»» engages in groundwork to facilitate the integration of new programming into the institutional framework of their organization.
»» envisions and pursues adaptation of those institutional processes necessary to facilitate innovative approaches to prob-

lem-solving
»» provides the dedicated energy, attention, and focus required to move the project forward in a consistent manner
»» assumes responsibility for integrating learning into future programming

Sector Liaison
»» serves as critical player in the development of strategic planning for the sector as a whole
»» provides critical knowledge of the functioning of the private sector to infuse partnership strategy with market-based approach-

es and businesslike thinking.
»» represents interests of important non-public sector stakeholders

P3 Operational

Manager

»» manages critical day-to-day operations of partnership operations.
»» serves as essential node for connection/ interaction between potential partners from public, private, and NGO sectors
»» organizes opportunities to encourage collaboration
»» facilitates the dissemination of learning exercises to external parties
»» projects institutional resource needs and manages the acquisition process
»» responsible for accountability metrics and milestones
»» holds institutional memory

Agency Liaison
»» provides agency-level expertise and experience to the collaborative effort
»» facilitates interaction between home agency and external institutional entities promulgating the collaborative effort
»» advocates for home agency interests and perspectives
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passionate about what they are doing, and to use information 
from the environment to ferret out how best to convince others 
that they are right.  Generally they are more focused on ideas 
and getting the problem solved than process, although some 
are charismatic and easily move between selling ideas and creat-
ing them.  Leaders focused on 
coalition building—on engag-
ing in collaboration—are gen-
erally more pragmatic and in-
terested in listening to others’ 
interests and concerns with an 
ear to how to work with them, 
they are open-minded and 
patient with process, believ-
ing that persistence will pay 
off; they are good negotiators 
and work well in interagency 
groups.  The process is more 
important than solving the 
problem quickly if it facilitates 
the group building trust and 
working well together.  The 
research just described has 
found that the greater the “match” between the leader’s style 
and the functions demanded by the role, the more effective the 
person will be as a leader in that role.  

A computer-based content analysis of the interviews from this 
study supports these points.2  Those with traits linked to being 
an advocate or more agenda-driven were in roles that matched 
their traits and style.  The same was true for those more inter-
ested in coalition building and collaboration.  Overall, however, 
given that GACC is a collaborative network, the greater percent-
age of those involved evidenced more collaborative-oriented 
leadership styles (some 70%) than those of an advocate.  Of par-
ticular interest were several individuals who manifested a stra-
tegic leadership style, meaning they could move back and forth 
between advocating for their agenda and listening and work-
ing with partners in a collaborative setting.  They had long-term 
goals they wanted to see achieved but waited to do so until the 
timing was right and they could move the whole collaborative 
network together.  Such leaders often seem less effective than 
they really are as their intention is to let the others involved 
perceive they were critical to the result.  Interestingly, although 
bureaucratic politics could easily have caused problems for the 
partners in GACC, most of those involved tended to be trusting 
and to deal with political issues on a situational basis—that is, 
case-be-case.  Only one-third tended to see politics as a ze-
ro-sum game with winners and losers.  

WHAT IS INVOLVED IN INCUBATING A P3? 
A study of the history of GACC like that done in the first part of 
this report suggests that there was a rather well-developed infra-
structure in place before S/GP became part of the process.  There 
was a proposed tangible solution—clean cookstoves--to a set of 

global problems perceived to be important by both public and 
private sector leaders and organizations.  There was a well-estab-
lished global epistemic community of scientists, advocates, and 
development experts already at work on the problem of “clean 
cooking” as part of PCIA with its focus on clean indoor air.  There 

were research data available on 
the health, environmental, and 
economic effects of tradition-
al indoor cooking.  Moreover, 
Shell Corporation had already 
devoted considerable resourc-
es to developing clean cook-
toves and clean fuel expertise 
and technologies growing out 
of these data.  Indeed, Jacob 
Moss, one of the subject matter 
experts affiliated with PCIA, had 
developed an informal business 
plan for the P3 involving these 
experts and building on their 
data.  And there was an inter-
agency working group in the 
USG of those interested in the 

clean cookstoves idea as well public sector champions for the 
idea of a GACC in Jacob Moss, Gina McCarthy, and Lisa Jackson 
ready to sell the notion to others.  So just what did S/GP do and 
must this kind of infrastructure be in place to create a P3 like 
GACC?

S/GP is structured as a Secretary’s Office to have the ear of the 
Secretary of State and has the mandate to establish public-pri-
vate partnerships with relevance to US foreign policy objectives.  
It is the locus within the State Department for P3 strategy and 
development and the interface with the private sector.  So how 
did S/GP learn about GACC?  Was it watching across the USG for 
global P3s in the making? Actually the GACC ides came from one 
of the EPA champions who knew of the Secretary of State’s com-
mitment to P3s. Their talk focused on the potential of GACC and 
the range of issues it could address. In effect, the idea walked 
in by foot through a personal network and contact.  It was then 
that the skills and personnel at S/GP came into play as its leader-
ship acted as a catalyst by realizing how relevant a GACC could 
be in addressing the Secretary’s concerns and they pursued rais-
ing her interest in the P3 idea.  In the process the leadership ac-
cepted and began to use the infrastructure that came with the 
idea of GACC that is spelled out above.  Through the convening 
power of the Secretary of State, they brought together repre-
sentatives of agencies already involved in the PCIA informal 
interagency working group plus others, popping in the Secre-
tary at propitious moments to cultivate continuing interest and 
momentum.  But it was the urgency of launching GACC at the 
Clinton Global Initiative (CGI) at Secretary Clinton’s insistence 
that solidified the collaborative network and facilitated getting 
the resources necessary to bring the private and non-govern-
mental organizations on board.   And it was the participation 
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of S/GP leadership on the group that drafted GACC’s strategic 
plan once it was launched and pushed for its location as an in-
dependent entity in the UNF that helped to institutionalize the 
P3.  Throughout S/GP cultivated the partners who had agreed to 
become part of GACC.  S/GP performed the four functions at the 
heart of the office’s mandate.  It acted as a catalyst in bringing 
the idea of what GACC could become and the Secretary togeth-
er, as a convener in using the clout of the State Department to 
convene USG agencies already interested in GACC, as a cultiva-
tor in urging these attendees to participate in launching GACC 
with resource commitments, and as a collaborator in building 
the network that would become GACC.

S/GP performed as it was intended.  It did engage in incubat-
ing and launching GACC.  At issue is whether it could have done 
any of its functions without the infrastructure that the EPA and 
its champions had built around the idea of transforming PCIA 
into GACC. Without such infrastructure, what was there for S/
GP to be a catalyst around, to convene, to cultivate, or to col-
laborate with?  In effect, S/GP would have had to design the P3 
from scratch.  But with the infrastructure, S/GP could play the 
roles that they were designed to do and develop the idea into a 
functioning and institutionalized P3.  Also important is who the 
Secretary of State is and his/her view of P3s.  Notice how many 
times Secretary Clinton was brought into the process of building 
GACC.  Without her push to launch GACC at CGI and her access 
to that platform, would GACC still be an idea or merely a work in 
progress?  The relationship that the head of S/GP has with the 
Secretary can affect the role the office can play in fulfilling its 
mandate.  

CHALLENGES TO BUILDING THE COLLABORATIVE NETWORKS  
THAT COMPRISE P3S
 Collaboration as a management strategy generally involves 
work toward a common purpose that brings with it shared ben-
efits to the organizations involved in the collaborative effort;  it 
involves, in effect, creating a win-win bargaining environment 
where every organization involved gains while arriving at an in-
tegrative solution for dealing with the problem; there is built-in 
face-to-fact interaction so that all parties can get to know and 
understand the others’ points of view and concerns in working 
on a solution; there is a willingness among parties to listen to 
each other and patience with the process; and there is a focus 
on getting something done about the common problem (see, 
e.g., O’Leary and Gerard 2012; Ashkenas 2015).  It is a time-con-
suming process and usually is used when tackling problems that 
require different types of expertise and are not easily solvable 
by one organization by itself (Agranoff and McGuire 2004).  This 
is the type of working relationship S/GP has proposed defines 
a P3.

GACC, as it turned out, is a good example of such a collaborative 
undertaking.  The cookstoves problem formed just such a chal-
lenge to the interagency and cross-partner groups that were 
brought together in the process of building GACC.  As was ob-

served in our interviews:  “Cookstoves was like this huge issue 
with each organization thinking we do a piece of it.  We sort of 
had the basis for working together and thought it a good idea to 
create an interagency group and meet regularly.”  And as several 
others noted:  “When we’re sitting at the table and everybody’s 
pitching in, it’s a team and we each do have a role and we can 
do things.  Each agency is talking about and sharing regarding 
what they do best.”  The need for such a collaboration was put 
best by one study respondent who indicated that people recog-
nize what a problem clean cookstoves “poses for us but nobody 
had a good handle on how to go about addressing it in a coor-
dinated kind of way; the organization that GACC has brought 
together is invaluable in getting us all thinking about how we 
all have something to provide to a solution that is not possible 
individually.”  Indeed “part of it was the people, we just all liked 
each other, even though that sounds really corny, but we get 
along well, we all bring different strengths.”

Two conditions that the research on collaboration and surveys 
of government employees involved in interagency operations 
argue are important to facilitating collaboration are a sense of 
urgency and directives from the top (see O’Leary and Gerard 
2012).  The sense of urgency speeds up the process and forces 
those involved to commit time and resources to the endeavor.  
The directive from the top becomes a catalyst for spending time 
together and forging commitment to moving forward.  S/PG 
offered both of these preconditions as it took over incubating 
GACC.  Secretary Clinton’s support of the GACC proposal and 
her turning over “making it happen” to S/GP was, in effect, a di-
rective from the top.  Because she was to announce the launch 
of GACC at the Clinton Global Initiative meeting several months 
hence gave the whole process a sense of urgency and a dead-
line.  Indeed, the fact that the original public-private partnership 
PCIA needed a new home also pushed the process along.    As 
one respondent observed:  “Partnerships are about more than 
money.  They’re about bringing together networks, values, in-
tellectual property, other things and Secretary Clinton used the 
power to convene and interact with attendees to come up with 
a commitment.”  And another noted: “At the end of March Secre-
tary Clinton said she planned to announce the launch of GACC 
at the CGI meeting in September. That is only April, May, June, 
July, August. . .6 !/2 months…that’s insane to pull this thing to-
gether in that short a period of time but she had said let’s go for 
it.  Talk about a sense of urgency!”   

But there are challenges to building collaborative relationships. 
As SES-level respondents to a survey regarding collaboration 
put them succinctly, the challenges to developing such working 
relationships are “time, turf, and ego” or “cash, credit, and con-
trol” (O’Leary and Gerard 2012: 21). The amount of time needed 
to develop a collaborative relationship can be particularly chal-
lenging to P3s because of the differences already noted in how 
the public and private sectors view what is the “appropriate” 
amount of time to complete a task.  Maintaining the collabora-
tion may depend on cutting down transaction time and costs.  
Having the “right people” involved is also critical.  Those likely to 
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“Cookstoves was like this huge issue 
with each organization thinking we do a 
piece of it.  We sort of had the basis for 
working together and thought it a good 
idea to create an interagency group and 
meet regularly.”

see the setting as a zero-sum game with winners and losers are 
not good candidates for a collaboration exercise.  Furthermore, 
the presence of fiscal constraints may indicate that it is futile to 
try to engage in collaboration unless there is some sense that 
working together can overcome such constraints in the future.  

In the USG, one of the biggest challenges to collaboration is that 
of the silos in which agencies find themselves with little incen-
tive to work across silos.  It is this last challenge that S/GP was 
created to try to overcome—to “disrupt” and break down these 
silos.  At issue is whether those in S/GP view themselves as dis-
rupting the silos only in the State Department or across the large 
number of agencies that are involved in diplomacy and develop-
ment?  GACC is an example of a collaboration that broke down 
the silos and offered incentives for agencies to come aboard and 
benefit.  Breaking down silos requires skills as well as energy and 
mindset.  Federal SES leaders engaged in collaboration identi-
fied the need for high level relational skills in interpersonal com-
munication, facilitation, negotiation, and consensus-building 
as well as visionary or strategic leadership skills as being critical 
to success in such endeavors (O’Leary, Choi, and Gerard 2012).  
In other words, facilitative leadership, sometimes described as 
leading horizontally, is a requirement for collaborative work and 
was very useful in overcoming the challenges faced by those in-
volved in developing GACC. 

WHAT IS INVOLVED IN MANAGING TRANSITIONS?  
S/GP is involved in managing at least two types of transitions.  
The first is the transition among Secretaries of State as admin-
istrations change or those holding that office leave.  The sec-
ond focus is on “graduating” P3s, that is, institutionalizing them 
enough that they can act outside the control of S/GP and the 
State Department.

GACC is an interesting P3 in that it was created and launched 
within Secretary Clinton’s tenure in office. It would appear that 
the infrastructure that GACC had already in place before the 
Secretary and S/GP became interested in it facilitated its rather 
“quick” movement into an institutionalized P3.  Secretary Clin-
ton’s ability to use the CGI meeting as a launch site also sped 
up the process, as we noted above, giving S/GP and those in-
volved in GACC a deadline and sense of urgency.  At issue here 
is what happens to P3s and S/GP when the Secretary changes?  
Interestingly Secretary Rice who preceded Secretary Clinton was 
the person who introduced the notion of global public-private 
partnerships into the lexicon of the State Department and creat-
ed the precursor to S/GP.  Secretary Clinton, having worked with 
P3s and having a well-developed concern about a wide-range of 
global challenges affecting women and children, elevated S/GP 
to a Secretary’s office allowing it to benefit from her name and 
reputation.  With Secretary Kerry, S/GP has adapted a more en-
trepreneurial role—“entrepreneurial exportation—with a focus 
on getting the private sector more involved or, at the least, intro-
duced to one another and the idea of P3s.   There also appears to 
be a belief that they are to build P3s, not seek out what is there 
as was the case with GACC.  Or they are to play the funder to 

facilitate getting P3s going and then send them on their way.  
The question becomes how to adjust to new interpretations of 
S/GP with a change in Secretary to a person whose own ideas 
for P3s and their relevance to diplomacy may differ from his/her 
predecessor?  And 
how does the office 
keep the distinctive 
personality and ex-
pertise that it has 
become known for 
as it becomes more 
bureaucratized in 
response to contin-
ued change in Sec-
retaries?  As several study respondents observed: “Our favorite 
thing is cheerleading throughout the building and increasing 
awareness of public-private partnerships.”    Indeed, “we get a lot 
of calls from other bureaus asking us how to form new partner-
ships or how to get the private sector onboard.”  “We’re unique—
we can talk to a lot of different personalities—you have to.  But 
we also have to be part hustler, know how to talk to the private 
sector, how to get stuff done.”

The second type of transition revolves around when to let a P3 
go off on its own—when to “graduate” the P3.  GACC graduated 
after the leadership of its founding partners developed a stra-
tegic plan for the P3 and set it up at the UNF as its own enti-
ty with its own executive director.  The collaboration literature 
(Ashkenas 2015) refers to the GACC Igniting Change strategic 
plan as a collaboration contract binding the founding members 
and officially institutionalizing the P3.  Like most of the 15 glob-
al transnational P3s studied by McKinsey and Company (2009), 
representatives of S/GP served as advisors after GACC gradu-
ated.  For GACC and these other 15 P3s, this meant continuing 
to participate in its governance.  But as observed earlier in this 
report, members of S/GP at the time acknowledged that it was 
not their office’s or the State Department’s intention to own a 
partnership.  Besides such a move indicated that GACC was an 
independent, neutral entity and not under the control of the 
State Department or the USG.  The problem is, as one respon-
dent stated, “what if we lose control and are embarrassed”   Or, 
as another offered, “how do we gain a reputation for our office 
and keep control over P3s if like cookstoves we give it to some-
one else to manage and move forward?”  After all, “a GACC P3 
is very rare” and “those providing the leadership for GACC were 
passionate, patient, and relentless and had particular expertise; 
what if the leaders are not like them?”  And still another raised 
“what if you do not find the right managing partner like GACC 
did?”   All are reasonable questions and suggest concerns about 
just what the long-term relationship between S/GP and the P3s 
it works with should be.

TOWARD DEVELOPING A TYPOLOGY OF PARTNERSHIPS
In many respects, GACC, with its global reach, is one of the larg-
est and most complex P3 initiatives associated with the S/GP 
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Office. Many of our interviewees noted its difference from other 
more limited and circumscribed partnership initiatives in which 
S/GP has engaged.  Given such views, it seems valuable for S/GP 
to consider the range of partnership types that are available as 
it makes decisions on what to support.  For example, partner-
ships can differ in size and scale; the nexus of needs and issues 
addressed; solutions, products, and deliverables; structure and 
governance; and S/GP’s own investment in supporting such an 
initiative and for how long.  Indeed, much of the collaboration 
literature, as well as practitioner recommendations, tend to de-
fine P3s according to types, for example, by sector, financing 
structure (e.g., contract model), and priorities or goals 3   We 
noted earlier a typology of transnational P3s based on function 
(McKinsey and Company 2009).  

Drawing on interviewee data and the research literature, we 
would like to propose a “spectrum of partnerships” typology to 
aid S/GP in its deliberative process that resulted from this study. 
Figure 1 presents the proposed typology.  We have organized 
the typology in Figure 1 based on the degree of collaboration 
among the partners in relation to the intensity of S/GP’s engage-
ment, commitment, and investment in the partnership. 

It should be remembered that the intent of developing this ty-
pology is to facilitate S/GP’s deliberative process, not to narrow 
or confine P3s in all of their possible configurations to a given 
set of labels or types. The typology evolved as we noticed that 
many of our interviewees made informal attempts to define and 
characterize different types of P3s at S/GP, using different crite-
ria, such as short-term “love matches,” “flagship” P3s like GACC, 
or “long-term investments.” Likewise, in describing P3 types in 
terms of a continuum, one study respondent noted that GACC 
was a “grand slam” P3, while another said it was “our ideal type,” 
our “first and most successful P3 to date.”  While others described 
the very act of creating P3s as a “process of hit or miss,” in which 
“you take swings and sometimes you get hits, including small 
hits, which can be just as impactful.” Another respondent ex-
plained that some small P3s are understood as “short-term part-
nerships,” “which can continue on their own, we only have a little 

bit of involvement in them, anywhere from writing an MOU to 
helping throw an event to giving them a boost if we believe in 
their cause.”  Moreover, S/GP members indicated that they might 
monitor a small P3 and see how it is doing, even as a pilot, and if 
it goes well and appears to be having an impact, they may invest 
in it and make it a larger or permanent partnership.

Being unable to come up with types and a continuum, many 
respondents in the study described each and every S/GP P3 
as different, as an entity onto itself. 4 One interviewee conced-
ed, for instance, that while successful P3s at S/GP have similar 
traits—they must have “measurable success within five years,” 
for instance— “each P3 will look different from every other part-
nership.” Another described in detail this individualized process 
of building a P3 to the specific needs of a given set of stakehold-
ers. That interviewee’s team “built each RFP based on the needs 
of the partnership and how we wanted to utilize that particular 
stream of funding.” Yet another respondent described each P3 as 
a “fingerprint,” completely unique and distinctive:

 Within this acknowledged fluidity and diversity of P3 types, 
however, a set of criteria and expectations associated with spe-
cific P3 types also emerged from our discussions with interview-
ees. For example, when S/GP was partnering with USAID, one 
respondent noted that: “we put out a call asking very specifically 
for a managing partner that would be able to build out the pro-
gram according to the general scope we laid out and the fact 
that it was intended to have its own staff.”  In this case, S/GP of-
fered largely strategic guidance—but with very minimal invest-
ments of personnel time, money, and other concrete resources. 
In certain respects, this type of P3—more of an S/GP affiliation 
than a full-blown global alliance—dictated the project’s scope 
and its activities. This affiliation-based P3 is the first type of P3 in 
Figure 1. It is at the low end in requiring S/GP to invest organi-
zational capital, resources, or expertise—unlike the stand-alone 
GACC at the other end of the spectrum.

Another study respondent discussed the role of S/GP in its P3 
design process as anticipating urgent international aid needs 

FIGURE 1: SPECTRUM OF PARTNERSHIPS

Affiliation Coordination Cooperation Formal Developed 
Partnership

Globally Scaled  
P3 Alliance

Degree of collaboration needed in providing a solution to the problem.
Intensity of S/GP investment: Leadership, personnel, resources, timeframe of commitment.

LOW HIGH
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such as in natural disasters and, thus, identified another avenue 
driving the P3 selection process at S/GP: embassies contacting 
the Office and identifying urgent issues around which P3s then 
organize to create solutions to address these needs. One exam-
ple cited was the typhoon in the Philippines in which the State 
Department coordinated multiple private companies as a vehi-
cle to solve urgent aid needs. In doing so, the interviewee noted, 
such P3s successfully generated “critical mass”— by which was 
meant broad-based “buy in” for the solutions, services, and/or 
products delivered by both stakeholders and target communi-
ties. In cases like this one, S/GP is involved in a second type of 
P3 focused around coordination of needed products or services, 
such as aid delivery.

Another study respondent helped us understand S/GP’s “ideal” 
type of P3 and why GACC was an exemplar of this model and the 
kind of intensive, long-term planning and investment such a P3 
requires. As was noted:

Our ideal public-private partnership is the Alliance. That’s our 
biggest success story. We would love to do that again.  It is per-
fect because our idea of an ideal public-private partnership is 
we help bake it, we put the ingredients in with the private sector, 
and do the planning etc., we incubate it, get it started, and then 
we let it fly on its own, and that’s what GACC is doing. It has al-
most a bigger staff than we do now and it’s still flourishing.

Figure 1 contains a P3 type for every one of the ways in which 
S/GP has used the P3 mechanism based on a continuum (from 
low to high) suggesting the extent of S/GP resource investment 
in the partnership and the degree of collaboration demanded 
among the partners. In the first type, S/GP has designed and de-
veloped P3s as loosely affiliated networks in which it played a 
“matchmaking” role investing very little of its time and resources 
in the P3. Second on the continuum, S/GP has developed P3s 
designed with coordination as the objective, often for devel-
opment or for delivery of aid. These types involve more S/GP 
input into the process but are still very limited in terms of its 
organizational investment as well as they require less long-term 
collaboration among those involved. Third along the continuum 
are P3s designed as more robust cooperative units in which all 
partners are invested and playing a role and S/GP has contrib-
uted more of its resources to supporting and monitoring the 
P3. But this is the type where the private partner may become 
frustrated if things take too long and the public partners are still 
trying to align their goals and resources with each other in real 
time (see Ashkenas 2015). Partners are being more cooperative 
than collaborative in this P3 effort—waiting for the other to act.  

In the fourth type, S/GP invests in incubating the P3 and creating 
a formal structure but here the collaboration needs, but does 
not have, the glue that a long-term strategic plan, an executive 
director, and becoming a stand-alone entity could add.  In the 
last type, S/GP creates a formal, institutionalized, stand-alone P3 
in which it invests sustained and significant resources. 

The phases that GACC went through illustrate the last three 
types of P3.  It was in the cooperative mold (type 3) when the 
idea of a cookstove alliance was born and an informal interagen-
cy group was created but it was more talk than action.  PCIA is an 
example of the formally developed partnership (type 4).  It was 
seeking a host that would facilitate it becoming independent.  
And GACC is an example of the stand-alone, independent P3 or 
type 5.  While our typology is similar to a more generic model 
of collaborative networks known as the “3Cs”—that is, coopera-
tion, coordination, and collaboration  (Brown and Keast 2003: 
Keast et al. 2007)--our interviewees created a more nuanced 
framework that we believe provides more specific guidance to 
S/GP for future work.  

1	 Data supporting the conclusions in this section are found in the Tech-
nical Report, pages 52-75 which is available from S/GP.

2	 The software that was used is called Leadership Trait Analysis and it is 
a program on the Profiler Plus platform created and managed by So-
cial Science Automation in Hilliard, Ohio.  (See also Hermann 2008.)

3	 For some examples, see World Bank, “PPP Arrangements/Types of 
Public Private Partnership Agreements,” available at: http://ppp.world-
bank.org/public-private-partnership/agreements.

4	 The research literature has somewhat the same problem. See Jacob-
son and Choi (2008: 642): “As the word of the successes of these 
partnerships grows, PPPs have become more widespread in all public 
jurisdiction sizes. However, the literature clearly agrees that PPP ap-
pears to have no clear definition or standard implementation meth-
ods.”
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The “actionable insights” described in this section are offered as 
a guide to future S/GP efforts to establish effective P3s aimed at 
meeting the State Department’s mandate for the Office.  They 
are derived from the findings already described in this report.

IDENTIFY AND FOSTER OPPORTUNITIES APPROPRIATE FOR 
A P3 APPROACH
Interviewees from all sectors reminded us that a P3 is not a via-
ble or even preferable approach to use in responding to a wide 
range of State Department issues. A P3 approach may not be 
appropriate without a number of the facilitating conditions that 
we described earlier in this report.  A fundamental component 
of the mandate of the S/GP office, however, is that it identify and 
foster opportunities that do exhibit strong potential for such an 
approach.  A critical first step in this process is to clarify where 
on the spectrum of partnerships the one proposed falls and 
what resources will be required in order to push it forward.  The 
following are proposals for identifying and assessing future P3 
opportunities.

ADOPT A FORMAL PROCESS FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL 
P3S
 S/GP decisions to undertake new initiatives are constrained by 
limitations of budget, manpower, and operational timeframes.  
While many issues may theoretically lend themselves to a P3 ap-

proach, the S/GP leadership may choose to pass on an issue or 
stakeholder proposal that has not matured to a threshold that 
will allow for the achievement of success within the capacity of 
available time, manpower, and resources.  We encourage S/GP 
to consider adopting a formal assessment process for evaluating 
potential partnerships as a guide to decision making and com-
mitments.  This assessment process should include a detailed 
assessment of both the internal and external resources that 
have already been invested in the initiative, the “ripeness” of 
the initiative to be scaled up to the global or transnational level, 
the degree of collaboration already evident among its partners, 
and the level of resource commitment that can reasonably be 
expected from all partners to the initiative including those from 
the private sector.  The “spectrum of partnerships” described in 
this report can provide one basis for the assessment of such op-
portunities.

ACTIVELY FOSTER P3 INITIATIVES THAT DEMONSTRATE BROAD, 
CROSS-CUTTING SALIENCE RATHER THAN NARROW INTERESTS
Since the creation of the Office, CPI/SGP has pursued a number 
of diverse P3 initiatives with varied degrees of success.  Our re-
search indicates that one critical component of the suitability 
of the cookstoves project for a P3 approach was its identifica-
tion of multiple cross-cutting issues with which the initiative 
could be connected (indoor air quality, climate, women’s issues, 
health, energy equality, etc.).  These linkages made the initiative 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3:  WHAT “ACTIONABLE INSIGHTS” COME OUT  
OF THIS STUDY FOR S/GP?1
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salient to a diverse group of internal USG and external stake-
holders, allowing each to find its “hook” into the endeavor that 
aligned with its particular interests and mission.  The resultant 
broad base of stakeholders increased the level of internal com-
mitment that the USG was able to bring to the table which, in 
turn, influenced the level of commitment of external partners.  
In the case of GACC, S/GP engaged in effective “development di-
plomacy,” playing the critical role of promulgating the complex 
global framing of the cross-cutting issues and interests involved 
among the stakeholders, proactively pursuing and convening 
stakeholders with relevant individual agendas, and galvanizing 
the momentum necessary for shared interests to be transformed 
into shared efforts and shared effects.  While not all initiatives 
will be salient across such a broad array of issues, S/GP should 
lead efforts to identify issue linkages, conveying these to poten-
tial stakeholders (even those who may be unaware of the rele-
vance of an initiative to their interests) and facilitate networking 
using the authority of the Secretary’s office to its advantage.

PRIORITIZE OPPORTUNITIES THAT DEMONSTRATE A CLEAR, TANGI-
BLE ISSUE TO SOLUTION RELATIONSHIP SUPPORTED BY SCIENTIFIC 
RESEARCH
The complexity of the global development issues that we face 
today presents real challenges even when tackled by the com-
bined resources found in collaborative P3s.  Our research indi-
cates that one of the reasons for GACC’s success was the demon-
strable connection it could make between clean cookstoves and 
the results associated with them.  Research supported the resul-
tant impact which was measurable and significant, thus creating 
the sense that the proposed objectives could be accomplished.  
Additionally, despite the highly technical nature of cookstove 
development and the scientific research that informs it, cook-
stoves as a solution is quite appealing given its connection to 
the universal human experience of preparing food.  The cook-
stove is a tangible solution that people and organizations can 
understand.  While not suggesting that P3s must focus or result 
in the development of tangible, physical objects, our findings 
suggest that S/GP should insure that any initiative undertaken 
demonstrates a strong relation between the issue and a possible 
solution supported by reliable data and research.

FOCUS EFFORTS ON INCUBATING IDEAS AND IDEA CHAMPIONS VS. 
STAKEHOLDERS
Fundamental to S/GP‘s successful launch of GACC was a well-de-
veloped idea that had already achieved a level of maturity, albeit 
in the context of the smaller-scale PCIA initiative, before it be-
came associated with the S/GP office.  The evolutionary process 
of this idea as part of PCIA created a strong and knowledgeable 
cohort of subject matter experts who were committed to achiev-
ing a solution to the problem (as opposed to that of creating a 
P3).  Through a focused effort aimed at further refining what was 
possible with clean cookstoves to render this idea suitable for a 
globally scaled effort and the inspired use of the “detail” process 
to effectively harness the expertise of the agency-level leaders 

most experienced and knowledgeable about the endeavor, S/
GP successfully enabled the creation of a coherent and compel-
ling narrative with broad appeal to external stakeholders.  We 
note specifically that the incubation process in this case was 
directed primarily toward the enhancement of an existent idea 
and the empowerment of those passionate about and involved 
with it.  We encourage S/GP to commit resources, including pos-
sibly a dedicated staff position, to intensive outreach directed at 
USG bureaus and agencies in order to build rapport with their 
internal leadership and to create a detailed database of current 
P3 start-ups.  Such a process would provide S/GP with a larger 
view of the overall work in the development arena going on in 
the USG, a perspective from which to identify promising pro-
grams, natural synergies that may not be recognized by those 
involved, and the ability to recruit talented expert personnel to 
support creation of P3s around these ideas.

SEEK OUT OPPORTUNITIES TO BUILD ON EXISTING P3 INITIATIVES
The successful and timely creation of GACC was facilitated by 
the fact that S/GP could build upon an already existent collabo-
rative infrastructure---that of PCI---that had almost a decade of 
preliminary work on factors related to clean indoor air.  The pri-
mary role that S/GP played was not in GACC’s creation per se but 
rather in reframing and scaling up this particular P3 to conform 
with its broader political agenda—a collaborative P3 intended 
to pursue global development challenges.  This approach was 
effective because it capitalized on interest and momentum that 
had already begun to converge from both public and private 
sectors and it utilized existing resources (e.g., extensive net-
works, a developing identity and consensus within the sector, 
an expanding base of scientific research and data supporting 
the fundamental premises of the initiative) as a basis for expan-
sion.  In addition, the fact that much of this groundwork was al-
ready well underway allowed S/GP to focus its efforts on its abil-
ity to facilitate access to larger platforms and critical high-level 
leadership and the authority to use the convening power and 
influence inherent in its position as a Secretary’s office.  Given 
the manpower, time, and resource constraints with which S/GP 
must contend, this “head start” represented a great advantage 
over partnerships constructed from the ground up.  Identifying 
and giving priority to P3 initiatives that have independently 
reached a critical mass constitutes a strong potential strategy to 
use in the choice of P3s to work with in the future.

SEEK TO SCALE EFFORTS AT P3 DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE SPEC-
TRUM OF PARTNERSHIPS
In the process of selecting P3 ideas to support, S/GP should keep 
in mind—and develop with more rigor—a typology of available 
P3 models commonly used in the State Department and in re-
lated USG development initiatives (e.g., DOD, USAID, OPIC) like 
the spectrum of partnerships described earlier.  The purpose 
of situating a proposed P3 on the partnership spectrum is not 
to attempt to fit new ideas within existing infrastructural tem-
plates, but to think proactively about how to form a P3 gover-
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nance structure according to projected results and impacts. This 
“impacts-based” approach was used effectively in GACC, partic-
ularly with the choice of data and metrics used to direct the ini-
tiative’s  clear goal (i.e., 100 million cookstoves by 2020).  In other 
P3s, evidence of lack of an integrated awareness of results in the 
P3 design were evident, as project managers tinkered with the 
partnership’s governance structure to try to correct course to 
make progress. While modifica-
tions are often helpful and nec-
essary, it is better to modify a P3 
based on concrete and objec-
tive appreciation of expected 
results—small or large.  Such an 
endeavor requires S/GP person-
nel to think carefully about the 
P3 as a delivery system specific 
to a particular problem.

WORK TO BUILD A 
RESPONSIVE S/GP AND USG 
INFRASTRUCTURE
The findings in this report sug-
gest that the collaborative P3 
model envisioned by S/GP as an effective mechanism for pooling 
the resources necessary to tackle global development challeng-
es will require innovation and change within the public sector.  
The following are proposals for building such an infrastructure.

NEED TO ESTABLISH NEW WAYS OF OPERATING THAT ALLOW FOR 
FLEXIBILITY AND ADJUSTMENT
An important strategy utilized by leaders at all levels in the cre-
ation of GACC involved taking advantage of windows of oppor-
tunity that presented themselves in both the public and private 
sectors.  Examples of this strategy include early decisions to 
maintain the cookstoves initiative in a relative holding pattern 
with the expectation that it would align more closely with the 
priorities of a potential Obama Administration.  And then with 
Secretary Clinton’s endorsement of P3s as a development tool 
and her interest in the issue, the existing effort could be galva-
nized into action to achieve an interagency commitment and 
to finalize the establishment of a P3 within the three-year man-
dated timeframe.  Interviewees expressed that, in order to be 
a viable partner, the USG and its agencies need to be equally 
responsive to patterns of activity within the private sector which 
generally has the ability to respond quickly and decisively to 
changing circumstances.  People in S/GP have acknowledged 
the need to be “disruptive” with respect to standard operating 
procedures within the USG.  While this is an enormous task, ex-
panded efforts to cultivate new ways of operating that allow for 
flexibility and responsiveness are critical to having future suc-
cess with P3s.

NEED TO FOSTER AN ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE THAT ENCOUR-
AGES INNOVATIVE THINKING AND SUPPORTS COLLABORATIVE 
APPROACHES
The leadership of GACC was adept at creating a collaborative 
working environment among stakeholders and internal staff 
that generated the commitment and sustained effort necessary 

to accomplish an enormous 
amount of work on an accel-
erated timetable.  Among the 
characteristics of this envi-
ronment were:  (1) a sense of 
urgency associated with both 
the critical need to address 
the issue as well as imposed 
deadlines, (2) inclusiveness/
egalitarianism across levels, 
including drawing in younger, 
lower echelon professionals 
from within the public sector 
and engaging the cookstoves 
sector in its entirety in strategic 
planning, (3) creation of an in-
timate atmosphere which was 
fun, exciting, inspiring, and (4) 

adoption of a “disruptive” attitude, that is, the sense that they 
could instigate procedural change in the interest of enhancing 
the effectiveness of the work of the USG.  Interviewees conveyed 
their acknowledgment of the importance of such an organiza-
tional culture in fostering the human connections essential to 
successful trust building in the development of collaboration.  
This understanding is physically manifested in the design of the 
new S/GP office space, but should also include processes that 
encourage innovative thinking.

NEED TO SELECT THE “RIGHT” PEOPLE, “RIGHT” SKILLS
The “right” leaders and staff were an important piece of the in-
frastructure underpinning GACC’s success, and interviewees 
involved in GACC described them--their knowledge, style, and 
skills--as essential.  S/GP should select personnel strategically 
based on the roles and associated functions described under 
“Lessons Learned” above.   If S/GP plans to develop partnerships 
at the high end of the partnership spectrum (that is, alliances 
requiring high levels of collaboration and investment), then it 
needs to invest in the right combination of skilled leaders and 
staff.  The fact that S/GP operates in a transitional environment 
with changing political leaders makes building a strong staff 
even more important and a definite priority.

NEED TO INTEGRATE “LEARNING” MORE FULLY INTO THE P3 PRO-
CESS
When asked directly how the GACC experience could inform 
the process of standing up future P3s, a number of interviewees 
expressed a lack of knowledge about what was involved in the 
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creation of this particular P3.  S/GP could benefit from the inte-
gration of more formal learning processes into preparation of its 
staff.  Learning should include lessons gained from the success-
es, failures, and best practices derived from experiences related 
not only to GACC but to the entire gamut of partnership efforts 
undertaken by S/GP in the course of its existence.  Such knowl-
edge should be made readily available to bureaus and agencies 
outside S/GP in the interest of expanding the skills and under-
standing of P3s across USG institutions.  

IDENTIFY AND ATTRACT POTENTIAL PARTNERS (BOTH 
INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL TO USG)
Choosing and cultivating the “right” partners is a critical area of 
effort for the S/GP.  Determining which partners are essential to 
success and whether they bring the necessary skills, resources, 
and decision-making authority is a significant challenge to the 
success of a P3. The following proposals outline specific areas 
for attention.   

UTILIZE THE ADVANTAGES OF S/GP’S POSITION AS A SECRETARY’S 
OFFICE TO CULTIVATE EXPANDED INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION 
AND INTERNAL PARTNERSHIPS
A hallmark of GACC is the broad-based interagency commit-
ment that facilitated its successful transformation to a global 
P3.  S/GP has demonstrated the capacity to drive such collabora-
tions and its vantage point as a Secretary’s office provides it with 
the added advantage of a broader view of trends and programs 
that with some effort might lead to another GACC.  S/GP should 
continue to commit significant resources to the process of iden-
tifying potential synergies and facilitating their connection.  Ac-
cepting this task will require that S/GP expand its knowledge of 
the activities of agencies across the USG and bring together rel-
evant leaders from within those agencies to explore ideas that 
could effectively be addressed through a P3.

UTILIZE THE VETTING PROCESS TO FULLER ADVANTAGE
Subsequent to the successful establishment of GACC and in the 
interest of enhancing the USG’s ability to respond in a timely 
fashion to opportunities for collaboration with external enti-
ties, S/GP has created a vetting process that it intends to make 
increasingly available for use across agencies.  While this is a 
valuable service in general, S/GP should consider how the pro-
cess could be modified to respond to its own particular needs, 
specifically the identification of potential managing partners for 
stand-alone P3s.  Our research indicates that the managing part-
ner is a crucial linchpin in the success of a P3 and in its ability to 
become institutionalized as a stand-alone entity.  Creation of an 
additional module in the vetting process that would allow for an 
assessment of the managerial and collaborative skills of poten-
tial managing directors could prove useful.  

WORK TO SUSTAIN PARTNERSHIPS
The final challenge for SG/P is to insure that their efforts in the 
incubation of P3s achieves results. The following proposals point 
to the need for agreed-upon plans and metrics.

INSURE THAT PARTNERSHIP ENDEAVORS ARE GUIDED BY AN IM-
PACTS-DRIVEN STRATEGY
Respondents that we interviewed from both the public and pri-
vate sectors noted the critical role of GACC’s strategic plan in 
providing a framework for its success.  An essential characteristic 
of this strategy and resulting framework was the achievement 
of an impact as its core guiding principle.  Note the motto “100 
by 20.”  Such a strategy allows for necessary adjustments over 
the lifetime of the partnership to be oriented against a constant 
point of reference.

UTILIZE METRICS AND DATA EFFECTIVELY TO ORIENT THE ACTIVI-
TIES OF PARTNERSHIPS
The experiences of GACC illustrate the challenges extant in ad-
dressing complex and interrelated development issues.  The 
complexity constantly threatens the focus and integrity of part-
nership activities.  The revelation of an ever-expanding web of 
related issues can lead to a siphoning off of resources to tangen-
tial activities, subsequently diluting the original intentions of 
the initiative.  A well-considered system of metrics, bolstered by 
the support of data-driven results is critical to maintaining the 
coherence and effectiveness of P3s.  These evaluative systems 
offer frameworks against which often difficult decisions can be 
weighed and should be integrated fully into all partnership ef-
forts.

WORK TO INSTITUTIONALIZE KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HOW TO ORGA-
NIZE P3S WITHIN THE USG
In many respects the GACC model not only shaped its results, 
but it expanded the field of organizational resources within the 
foreign policy domain for development and diplomacy during a 
continued period of restricted resources and aid flows.  The chal-
lenge is to institutionalize these organizational resources within 
the USG.  Such organizational knowledge is not only essential 
to the success of any given P3 but to the persistence of the S/
GP Office and its ability to strengthen the P3 ecosystem in the 
diplomacy and development domains.

RECOGNIZE NOT ONLY S/GP’S LEADERSHIP ROLE BUT ALSO ITS 
MANAGEMENT ROLE WITHIN THE USG
Public-sector generated global partnerships must develop 
along two dimensions:  the internal and the external.  Interview-
ees noted that the coordinated response created via the internal 
USG interagency process was critical to GACC’s success. Such co-
ordinated talks, of course, may not result in real resources being 
committed but the networks built may be leveraged later, as in 
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Secretary Clinton’s decision to champion cookstoves.  Ultimately 
effective participation in a large-scale partnership of this type 
cannot by managed ad hoc with individual agencies acting in-
dependently.  Insofar as S/GP’s mandate dictates it role as a focal 
point for USG P3 commitments to foreign policy, it has a pow-
erful management role—not just a leadership role—to play in 
these arrangements.  S/GP’s convening power is just the tip of 
the iceberg; it must also be involved in building the collabora-
tive network and in managing its governance issues.

ACKNOWLEDGE THAT TO MAINTAIN AN EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP 
ROLE IN WORKING WITH P3S AT S/GP, PEOPLE MATTER
Without some of the specific people associated with GACC and 
the S/GP Office, progress would not have been made in the de-
velopment of the Alliance.  In addition to their leadership func-
tions and roles, many of the persons associated with GACC’s 
success were accomplished experts, public-service oriented, 
devoted, and passionate team players.  Most of these individ-
uals also possessed the capacity to persevere and push, even in 
the face of significant “push back.”  In many respects, they creat-
ed the template for “good” leadership models and practices for 
S/GP as it moves to work with P3s.  In this context, leadership 
means (a) an ability to package multiple interests under the ban-
ner of the project mission, (b) an ability to empower others to 
lead; (c) patience in the face of a very slow moving bureaucratic 
process that lies in contrast to the fast-paced private sector; (d) 
an ability to activate USG pockets of innovation and networks 
of influence to achieve bureaucratic innovation; (e) an ability to 
achieve clarity and transparency among all partners; and (f ) a 
willingness to publicly fail and make mistakes.

1	 For an elaboration of the material discussed in this section see the 
Technical Report, pages 76-82, available from S/GP.
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METHODOLOGY1

APPENDIX

Key Processes & 
Enabling Conditions

We know these partnerships are hard to start given fiscal, political, organizational constraints. 

»» Can you describe the process by which the S/GP & Alliance were started & what processes sustained them? 
»» Key enabling conditions? Key events or decisions critical for creating the Alliance & similar partnerships?

Leadership Was leadership a key element—who were the leaders in creating the S/GP, the Alliance, the partnership model? 

»» Were there specific leadership skills, styles, decisions at critical moments that proved important?
»» Did leaders have certain qualities—or sources of power and persuasion? Vision? 
»» Network or constellation of personalities? 

State Department What about the State Dept. as an institution and the S/GP office itself—was it a leader agency, a change agent, a catalyst, collaborator, convener? 

»» Has that leadership role of S/GP evolved as the Alliance & other partnerships have become more established? 
»» Did prior experience and planning play a critical role? 
»» What about politics—having a supporter in the Secretary, elsewhere? 
»» Financial drivers? Regulatory environment? Networks? 
»» What about the specificity of the project itself—why was cookstoves selected?

Obstacles/ 
Challenges

What were the most serious obstacles or challenges in the early period—and later? 

»» Why did it “fail” at EPA but not at State? 
»» How conscious were S/GP & Alliance actors in identifying obstacles—challenges or threats to the process, organizational learning (evaluation/

adaptation through lessons learned)?

Partnership Model What about the nature of the partnership model itself and the influence of foreign policy/diplomatic objectives? 

»» Is the Alliance a traditional P3? What are its principle characteristics? 
»» How were original partners found and recruited? Were they critical? How did S/GP give them a stake? 
»» As the partnership has grown, who have been the most pivotal partners and why? 
»» Superficially, it looks like the Alliance got off the ground through lots of help from media and energy sector industries? Is that true? Are those the 

“go-to” groups for this particular project or are they well-resourced, dependable friends? 
»» Did this partnership initiative interface well with FP objectives--which objectives were prioritized, strategic?

This study was designed to synthesize four types of information: 
(1) archival and program accounts associated with the S/GP Of-
fice and GACC; (2) interviews conducted with those involved in 
the evolution of GACC, (3) social science scholarship related to 
understanding collaboration and public-private partnerships, 
and (4) eyewitness accounts at several events held by S/GP and 
GACC.  At the end of this appendix is a bibliography of the archi-
val and research literatures examined in the study.  We also in-
clude a copy of the interview protocol that was used.  Members 
of the research team participated in the Cookstoves Future Sum-
mit that was held November 20-21, 2014 sponsored by GACC 
and the Global Partnership Week held March 9-15, 2015 under 
the auspices of S/GP.

Interviews were conducted face-to-face in a location of the re-
spondent’s choosing or by online conference calls.  The inter-
views were 60-90 minutes in length.  Interviews were recorded 
unless the respondent declined.  All interviews were conducted 

off the record and interviewees were guaranteed anonymity.  At 
least two members of the research team were present at all the 
interviews which allowed some give and take in the process.  
The interview protocol was semi-structured to facilitate such a 
process.  The team was interested in interviewing as many of 
the principals involved in the development of GACC across the 
public and private sector as possible.  We did so through a snow-
ball sampling procedure by (1) first seeking recommendations 
from the S/GP administrative staff, (2) asking each interviewee 
to identify other key persons that we should talk with to insure a 
comprehensive grasp of the case, and (3) drawing upon named 
individuals associated with S/GP and GACC partner organiza-
tions identified in organizational reports. The interviewees in-
cluded individuals from USG agencies, the nonprofit/civil soci-
ety community, and the private sector.

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

1. Let’s first talk about the Environment For Creating & Sustaining The Alliance: S/GP

There are 2 dimensions of interest to us here: (1.) the critical elements or moments or processes that helped make the Alliance pos-
sible and (2.) S/GP’s distinctive role in creating & sustaining this and other partnerships?

1	  A more expanded discussion of the methodology used in this study can 
be found in the Technical Report, pages 15-26, available from S/GP.
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2. The S/GP Partnership Process: Defining “Success” & Performance Metrics

Our team has been asked to assess S/GP’s success—how & why S/GP was able to create such a successful partnership in the Alliance. 
Please share with us your views on whether you see the Alliance as successful, is it indeed an exemplar, what made it so successful, 
how do you define “success” and what are its measures or “indicators”?

“Success” What accounts for S/GP’s success with the Alliance? Does that carry over into other partnership initiatives? 

»» How would you define “success”? What are its metrics/measures/indicators? Who created those standards or measures? 
»» Have conditions at the start changed over the life of the partnership? Is the partnership sustainable and resilient? Are those part of the defi-

nition of success?
»» What role did resource acquisition & management play in S/GP’s process of standing up the Alliance and helping to let it go? 
»» Communication and information sharing play?
»» How much was the collaborative process (managerial, administrative, M&E, etc.) of establishing the Alliance responsible for its success? Would 

it have succeeded with a less labor intensive/sophisticated/networked process?
»» The literature on partnerships and collaborations often focuses on resources, management, communication, process and networks—which 

were essential to S/GP’s success in building the Alliance?

State Department  
FP Goals 

How much does success depend upon achieving strategic foreign policy goals or implementing them? Did the Alliance do that? Do those goals 
shift with new administration/Secretaries? How does S/GP negotiate that? 

»» Have conflicts regarding program goals or implementation ever arisen within the partnership and how are these managed?

 Partnership & Partners Did State/S/GP need to “sell” its partnership vision to other stakeholders—Congress, federal agencies, other states, private sectors, NGOs? Was 
that part of its success? 

»» Has S/GP done well attracting partners—numbers, types—to the Alliance essential to its success?

Leadership Is the SGP satisfied with its leadership role? Was that preordained or did it make it up as you went along? Did S/GP monitor progress towards its 
goals as a mark of success?

Resources A goal identified by the State Dept. has been pooling resources across public, private and civil society sectors to amplify U.S. foreign policy goals of 
development and democracy.  Has the partnership model depended on attracting sufficient partners and resources?  Describe the role S/GP played 
in the process?

3. Replicating Successful Partnerships

Our third and last set of questions asks you to help us understand the most important elements or processes in replicating success-
ful partnerships like the Alliance? What are those principle characteristics or processes—and obstacles—that make the partnership 
model replicable in other programs? 

Experience/ 
Lessons Learned

»» What specific experiences/lessons learned can S/GP leverage in the creation of new partnerships?
»» What processes have evolved that can help replicate such a partnership? Are there best practices?

Conditions for  
Sustainability

Which enabling conditions & partnership characteristics of the Alliance (discussed above) do you believe are essential to the replication of other 
successful partnerships? 

»» Was the Alliance a “perfect storm” phenomenon or capable of being reproduced on other issues and initiatives?
»» Are there significant changes in these conditions that will encourage/threaten the formation of future partnerships?
»» Does S/GP have a selection process for building future partnerships? 

Partnership What aspects of the creation of partnerships in the pursuit of SGP/State goals would be critical?

Leadership In your opinion, are there particular leaders (or leadership types) that must be associated with future partnership endeavors?

Resources Is resource acquisition (both “startup” and long-term) an issue of concern with respect to replicability?
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