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Abstract 
 

Name: Seok-jin Han 

Department, Major: International Studies, International Cooperation Major 

Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University 

 

Global partnership has been the center of discussion in the field of global 

governance especially since the creation of the Millennium Development Goals. Paris 

Declaration in 2005 and Accra Agenda for Action in 2008 have also emphasized global 

partnership as a major principle for development aid effectiveness. The 4th High Level 

Forum on Aid Effectiveness has also put grave importance on global partnerships, 

especially the role of non-governmental agents. Post 2015 development agenda puts 

value on actual implementation of development policies, and global partnership is 

critical in doing so. 

Despite the mentioned importance, global partnership faces double road block in 

the field of both theory and practice. While global governance is surely taking place in 

various sectors, the actual realization of partnerships is limited both in number, quality, 

fund, and its effectiveness. Current literature on global partnerships makes attempts to 

explain why agents form global partnerships, but fails to elaborate on when and in 

what actual condition global partnerships occur. Moreover, discussions on incentives 

for partnerships and how to fund them also have many rooms for addition. 

The primary concern of the paper is to attempt to provide answers to the upper 
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mentioned problems. The paper incorporates J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s 

Expected Utility Theory and the concept of risk tendency of economics to the field of 

global partnerships to provide a new framework for evaluating in what condition global 

partnerships occur. The paper categorizes agents of global partnerships into risk neutral, 

risk averse, and risk seeking agents and attempts to clarify whether or not they would 

participate in a fair partnership, favorable partnership, and unfavorable partnership. 

Then the paper will attempt to cast light on the quantitative amount of incentives that 

are needed to induce the agents to form partnerships, and how to fund them. In 

attempting to provide answers to these problems, I will be applying graphical 

evidences as an attempt to provide quantitative insights to the problem and differentiate 

my paper from the existing literatures. Then the paper analyzes the case of Gavi, the 

vaccine alliance with the proposed framework. 
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I. Introduction 

 

Since the creation of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) following the 

Millennium Summit of the United Nations in the year 2000, global partnership for 

development has been in the center of discussion in the field of development 

cooperation. MDG 8 calls for global partnership for development, and the targets 

include cooperating with pharmaceutical companies to provide access to affordable 

essential drugs in developing countries and cooperating with the private sector to make 

available benefits of new technologies, especially information and communications.1 It 

is now a common understanding that development cannot be done by a single actor but 

needs to be addressed comprehensively by the cooperation among many actors with 

various specialties including governments, IGOs, civil society, and private sector. 

Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) in 2008 have also emphasized global partnership 

as a major principle for development aid effectiveness. AAA identified three main 

areas where progress towards development cooperation reform is slow and one of them 

is building more effective and inclusive partnerships.2 The 4th High Level Forum on 

Aid Effectiveness in Busan also highlighted the importance of non-governmental 

actors. The Forum put together political leaders, government representatives, 

parliaments, civil society organizations, and private sector representatives to enhance 

                                                 
1 http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/global.shtml 
2 http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/parisdeclarationandaccraagendaforaction.htm 
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further cooperation among the actors.3 

The increasing importance of global partnership can also be seen numerically by 

the shift of amount in development aid. In 1990, the amount of Official Development 

Assistance (ODA) was 5.5 times larger than funds from private sector. However, in 

2000, funds from private sector have increased to amount 1.6 times larger than that of 

ODA. According to OECD DAC, ODA consisted of 69.4% of the total aid while funds 

from private sector consisted of 12.8%. In 2000, however, ODA only consisted of 34% 

while private fund consisted of 58.1%.4 Due to this shift of funds, and the rising 

importance of partnerships with private sectors, even the term ODA is being redefined 

to incorporate other significant funds from various agents of partnerships. 

As it can be seen from above, partnerships with IGOs NGOs governments, and 

private sectors became essential in the field of development cooperation. However, 

global partnerships are still faced with various problems both in practice and in theory. 

While global partnerships are becoming more and more rampant, comprehensive 

global partnerships that include various agents with comparative advantages that can 

actually bring difference in the field of development aid are scarce and often do not last 

long, making the impact minimal. In 2007, 65% of all partnerships that are registered 

in the UN still lacked funds. In 2006, all partnerships were looking for funds 

amounting to USD 710 million, which is equivalent to 55.6% of the total fund the 

                                                 
3 http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/fourthhighlevelforumonaideffectiveness.htm 
4 OECD/DAC, "Total flows by donor (ODA+OOF+Private), [DAC1]," 
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1/ 
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partnerships had altogether.5 There is also a participation deficit in global partnerships. 

More than 25% of all partnerships registered within the UN, industrialized countries 

are the only state actors and 56% of all partnerships have no developing states as 

partners.6 

While the theory of global partnership is also being developed in a very fast rate, it 

may be helpful to examine and analyze global partnerships in the lens of other 

academic fields as well other than development studies and business administration. 

First of all, this paper incorporates J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s 

Expected Utility Theory of Economics to discuss how risk tendencies of partnership 

agents affect global partnerships. The paper categorizes agents of global partnerships 

into risk neutral, risk averse, and risk seeking agents, and categorizes global 

partnerships into fair partnerships, favorable partnerships, and unfavorable partnerships. 

While it is true that in general, risk sharing is one of the most significant reasons why 

agents partner up in the first place and thus many agents who participate in 

partnerships tend to be risk averse, categorizing the agents based on their risk 

tendencies is still noteworthy since more and more diverse and non-traditional agents 

are emerging. Moreover, considering agents’ risk tendencies as a variable can lead to 

more scientific approach on in what conditions partnerships occur and give insight on 

how to promote them. The paper then attempts to add to the discourse of providing 

incentives to promote global partnerships by visualizing the amount of incentives 

                                                 
5 Biermann, Frank et al. (2007) “Multi-stakeholder partnerships for sustainable development: 
does the promise hold?,” p. 245 
6 Ibid., p.251 
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needed and where to procure them from. The paper adopts qualitative approach and 

elaborates on the case of GAVI Alliance to provide evidences. 

 

II. Review on Previous Studies 

 

2.1. Definition of Global Partnerships 

 

The definition of “partnership” is yet ubiquitous. For the past 20 years, the term 

“partnership” has been used most frequently and has been undergoing changes to 

incorporate more and more various phenomenon. Some of the definitions of 

partnership include the following. Merriam-Webster defines partnerships as “legal 

relation existing between two or more persons contractually associated as joint 

principals in business, or a relationship resembling a legal partnership and usually 

involving close cooperation between parties having specified and joint rights and 

responsibilities.” Julia Steets, in her book Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships, 

defines global partnerships in an ideal-type way as “voluntary cooperative arrangement 

involving public, private and/or civil society organizations that is formalized with 

common, non-hierarchical decision-making procedures and that addresses a public 

policy issue.”7 Jennifer M. Brinkerhoff also summarizes ideal-type definition of 

partnership as “a dynamic relationship among diverse actors, based on mutually agreed 

                                                 
7 Steets, Julia (2010) “Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships,” p. 7 
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objectives, pursued through a shared understanding of the most rational division of 

labor based on the respective comparative advantages of each partner.” She also adds 

that “this relationship (partnership) results in mutual influence, with a careful balance 

between synergy and respective autonomy which incorporates mutual respect, equal 

participation in decision making, mutual accountability, and transparency.”8 

However, defining the partnership in the Weberian ideal-type way can be 

problematic in a sense that not many partnerships can fit into the harsh criteria, 

regardless of how successful the partnership is in the field of development aid. Jennifer 

M. Brinkerhoff summarizes the problems of the definition by stating that “they may 

never be fully operational, they may not be universally appropriate, and their 

justification is subjective.”9 Moreover, this paper puts its main focus on the problems 

of existing global partnerships, which includes the components of the ideal-type 

definition of global partnership that lacks in the real world. Thus, global partnership in 

this paper will be defined in a more practical way, aiming to catch up with the ideal-

type definition eventually. 

Jennifer M. Brinkerhoff gives great insight on the unexcludable and rather 

practical component of global partnership that is essential in the development of this 

paper: mutuality. Mutuality is “distinguished as horizontal, as opposed to hierarchical, 

coordination and accountability and equality in decision making, rather than the 

                                                 
8 Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. (2002) “Partnership for International Development: Rhetoric or 
Results?” 
9 Ibid. 
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domination of one or more partners.”10 Mutuality, in the context of intersectoral 

partnerships, also refers to “value balance.” According to James Austin, partnerships 

have tendency to be more durable when partners benefit equally from the partnership.11 

Kanter also suggests that partnerships tend to perform better when partners benefit 

equally.12 

Other essential and practical definitions of partnership by various researchers 

converge to the definition that partnership is cooperation among governments, private 

sectors, and non-profit organizations bringing synergetic values to the partners and 

society and sharing resources and risks.13  

 

2.2. Necessity of Global Partnerships 

 

Jennifer M. Brinkerhoff, in her book “Partnership for International Development: 

Rhetoric of Results?” gives insight as to why agents partner up. She explains that 

partnerships enhance effectiveness by promoting better access to resources through 

expertise and relationships that would otherwise be inaccessible. The resources include 

better information, lower transaction costs, and strong incentives for securing 

performance. Partnerships can also foster effectiveness by creating innovation by 

taking in different perspectives of various players and trust building, which leads to 
                                                 
10 Ibid. 
11 Austin, James (2000) 
12 Kanter (1994) 
13 McQuaid, Ronald W. "The Theory of Partnership," in Stephen P. Osborne (ed.), Public-
Private Partnerships: Theory and Practice in International Perspective (London: Routledge, 
2000), p.11. 
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effective problem solving and positive sum solutions.14 The merging of comparative 

advantages each player hold can also contribute to the efficiency of partnerships. 

Current focus on achieving sustainable development also makes partnerships 

essential. More and more, cooperation among governments, IGOs, NGOs, civil society, 

and private sector is viewed as an “essential prerequisite” in order to achieve 

sustainable development.15 The idea is that sustainable development can only happen 

if it is dealt with in a “holistic sense,” incorporating social, political, ethical, 

economical issues. 16  Austin also notes that “sustainable development requires 

concerted collaborative actions at all levels from macro to micro and across all 

sectors.”17 Brown and Ashman also notes that since each actor of partnerships hold its 

own perspective and comparative advantages, trying to solve the issue with 

cooperation will be like “treating symptoms rather than rooting out the core of the 

problem.”18 

Organization scholars such as Trist and Gray also support this necessity of 

partnerships by the concept of “problem domain.”19 According to them, problem 

domain is a domain where various stakeholders’ interests conflict, thus making it 

impossible to control by single or few actors independently. Trist notes that this is due 

                                                 
14 Peters (1998) 
15 Peterson (1997) 
16 Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. (2002) “Partnership for International Development: Rhetoric or 
Results?,” p.3 
17 Austin, James E. “Sustainability through partnering: conceptualizing partnerships between 
businesses and NGOs” 
18 Brown and Ashman (1996) 
19 Trist (1983) 
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to the “unpredictable consequences of actions taken by other stakeholders.”20 The field 

of international development cooperation and global partnerships are no exceptions to 

this problem domain. Gray also notes that “organizations facing turbulent 

environments find that unilateral strategic actions taken to control environmental 

exigencies are often ineffective.”21 Thus, “to resolve the issue of problem domain, 

interdependent stakeholders must collaborate to minimize turbulence.”22 Brinkerhoff 

also supports this idea stating that “costs of conflict in time and resources can be much 

greater than the costs associated with cooperation.” 23  She also notes that “the 

combination of the perspectives and resources can spawn win-win solutions.”24 

Multiplier effects can also be attained by global partnerships. Inter-organizational 

training and staff exchange can enhance the capabilities of exchanging organizations.25 

Brinkerhoff notes that “individual partners may also benefit from access to new 

domains, creation of new opportunities, protection from potential threats, and 

improved effectiveness in achieving their own objectives, or through positive public 

relations and new ways to market themselves.”26 

 

 

                                                 
20 Ibid. 
21 Gray (1989) 
22 Trist (1983) 
23 Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. (2002) “Partnership for International Development: Rhetoric or 
Results?,” p.4 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
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2.3. Motivations of the Agents of Global Partnerships 

 

While the necessity of partnerships discussed above gives us great insight why 

partnerships are formed, we also need to narrow down the level of analysis to the level 

of individual agents, treating each agent as a variable. Global partnerships are formed 

when each individual agent is motivated to participate in partnerships by their own 

particular motivations rather than by vaguely expecting the advantages mentioned 

above as a general result. While the interaction between the agents define global 

partnerships, it is very imperative that we analyze agents as individual variables since 

their decision to take part in the partnerships depends on their various innate traits. We 

also need to look at why each agent may refuse to join in partnerships in many cases 

since opposite from an agent’s motivations, de-motivations will hinder the formation of 

any kind of global partnerships. 

Agents of global partnerships can be categorized into governments, IGOs, NGOs, 

CSOs, and private sectors. Brinkerhoff summarizes the motivations and de-motivations 

of each agent.27 

Governments have various motivations for joining global partnerships. Many 

times, governments join in global partnerships to boost their national prestige and 

reputation. Many governments, especially the ones that have reputations for corruption 

and inefficiency, seek credibility by joining in partnerships. Domestically, joining in 

partnerships also help government to “sell itself” on account of elections and 

                                                 
27 Ibid., p.47 



10 
 

increasing tax payment. 28  Some try to gain access to natural or anthropogenic 

resources, and regulate private sectors in the country. Governments also participate in 

global partnerships to increase their legitimacy, responsiveness, and the ability to 

manage conflicts. Governments’ de-motivations include the risk of losing its autonomy 

in domestic and international policies. Especially, recipient governments are subject to 

this danger since letting in partners may create various demands from partners that can 

precipitate government failure.29 Governments also fear that if the precedent is set by 

taking part in partnerships, they might draw even more partnerships, jeopardizing the 

autonomous decision making and causing diversion from its own agendas. Failure of a 

partnership can also diminish participating governments’ international reputation as a 

capable state and undermine domestic legitimacy. 

IGOs also serve their own purpose by participating in global partnerships for 

development. IGOs also participate in partnerships in order to increase its reputation. 

Many IGOs’ fund comes from voluntary donations and IGOs compete over them. Thus, 

increasing IGOs reputation that they deliver and make difference will attract more 

donors. Partnerships also grant IGOs with various resources such as financial resources, 

expert knowledge, and activity implementation. IGOs’ de-motivations include loss of 

reputation and legitimacy in case partnerships fail to deliver. 

NGOs’ biggest motivation to join global partnerships is the desire to influence and 

increase reputation. Different from governments and IGOs, many NGOs lack 

legitimacy and the increase of reputation through their part in successful partnerships 

                                                 
28 Fiszbein and Lowden (1998) 
29 Eriksson (1998); Zartman (1995) 
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can bring legitimacy based on effectiveness. NGOs also often lack resources and 

partnership is a good method to make up for them. Another benefit of partnership is 

that it can be used as a networking mechanism to attain personal contact with people or 

organizations with power.30 NGOs are also serving its own purpose while partnering 

up with other agents for development. NGOs can also increase their capacity through 

partnerships by gaining experience and skills, better understanding stakeholders, and 

material support from better resourced agents.31 NGOs’ de-motivations include the 

loss of organizational identity. Donors of NGOs may compel NGOs to follow certain 

policy, resulting in the loss of NGOs’ autonomy.32 NGOs tend to have much more lean 

structure compared to the other agents, and this many times acts as a comparative 

advantage, being able to adapt to situations relatively fast. However, partnerships may 

impose NGOs with overburdened administrative and structural requirements, making 

NGOs lose their comparative advantages. While NGOs participate in partnerships to 

increase their legitimacy, they can also lose it by being overly dependent on other 

actors financially. 

Nelson notes that “participating in partnerships grants private sector four 

necessary components for achieving competiveness and corporate governance: 

reputation management, relationship management, responsiveness to systems and 

service needs, and resources efficiency and enhancement.”33 Private sector is more and 

                                                 
30 Bratton (1990) 
31 Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. (2002) “Partnership for International Development: Rhetoric or 
Results?” p.52 
32 Hulme and Edwards 1997b: 278, Lipsky and Smith 1989-1990, Murphy and Bendell 1997 
33 Nelson (1996) 
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more aware that reputation as a responsible company has a strong correlation with their 

profit, as we can see from the fact that many companies now emphasizes Corporate 

Social Responsibilities. Joining in partnerships are also used to hedge potential risk of 

moral hazard that private sector is often blamed with. Partnerships for public good also 

motivate staff that they contribute to the good of the society, thus increasing the 

commitment and work efficiency. Partnerships can also reduce input and transaction 

costs by understanding various stakeholders and learning new technologies and 

solutions.34 Private sector’s de-motivations in joining partnerships include invested 

money, opportunity cost of the resources, and possible backfiring of philanthropic 

activities. 

 

2.4. Accountability of global partnerships 

 

2.4.1. Definition 

Discourse on accountability is exceptionally noticeable when discussing global 

partnerships.35 Since global partnerships include diverse agents such as governments, 

IGOs, NGOs and private sector, a single accountability mechanism is not sufficient to 

explain what accountabilities global partnerships are subject to. Many also fear that 

various accountability mechanisms hinder the partnerships from being accountable by 

                                                 
34 Brinkerhoff, Jennifer M. (2002) “Partnership for International Development: Rhetoric or 
Results?” p.70 
35 Steets, Julia (2010) “Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships,” p.2 
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not creating alternative accountability mechanisms. 36  Moreover, the term 

accountability plays an essential role in building up my logic throughout this thesis. 

Thus it is highly important to clarify the meaning of accountability and the role it plays 

in global partnerships. 

Similar to the term “partnership,” defining “accountability” is also very elusive 

and there is yet a definition that all agree upon. Merriam-Webster defines 

accountability as “the quality of state of being accountable; expecially: an obligation or 

willingness to accept responsibility or to account for one’s actions. 

Principal-agent theory emphasizes two essential sides of accountability. According 

to the principal-agent theory, “principals entrust their resources to agents, who accept 

the responsibility to deal with it according to the term agreed.” 37  For agents, 

accountability means: “providing accurate information about one’s activities or 

behavior; evaluating that behavior with reference to certain standards, rules or 

expectations; and thereby recognizing one’s obligations and accepting responsibility 

for one’s actions.”38  From the perspective of the principal, “accountability is a 

mechanism to ensure that the agents does not abuse his authority and acts in the best 

interest of the principal.”39 

Ebrahim et al, in “Global Accountabilities: Participation, Pluralism, and Public 

Ethics,” explains accountability with 4 traits: “transparency, which is collecting 

information and making it available and accessible for public scrutiny; answerability of 
                                                 
36 Taylor and Warburton (2003) p.336 
37 Steets, Julia (2010) “Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships,” p. 15 
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid. 
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justification, which is to provide clear reasoning for actions and decisions; compliance, 

which is to monitor and evaluate procedures and outcomes; and enforcement or 

sanctions, which is to impose sanctions for shortfalls in compliance, justification, or 

transparency.40” 

Robert Keohane proposes that accountability “refers to relationships in which 

principals have the ability to demand answers from agents to questions about their 

proposed or past behavior, and to impose sanctions on agents in the event that they 

regard the behavior as unsatisfactory.”41 

The basic mechanism of accountability is represented in figure 1 under. According 

to Julia Steets, agents behave accordingly with a set of rules and expectations laid out 

by their principals. Agents then provide information of their behavior to the principals, 

or principals may get the information by themselves. According to the information 

provided, principals evaluate agents’ behavior and impose sanctions. Preventive 

accountability works when agents expect principals’ sanctions and adjust their behavior 

themselves. Retroactive accountability is when principals actually impose sanctions to 

adjust agents’ behavior.42 

                                                 
40 Ebrahim et al, “Global Accountabilities: Participation, Pluralism, and Public Ethics,” 
41 Keohane (2002) p.3 
42 Steets, Julia (2010) “Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships,” p. 16 
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[Figure 1] Accountability 
 

2.4.2. Accountability mechanisms and the agents of global partnership 

Ruth W. Grant and Robert O. Keohane, in “Accountability and Abuses of Power in 

World Politics,” identifies seven types of accountability mechanisms that actually 

operate in world politics.43 Hierarchical accountability can be found in bureaucracies 

and any large organization. In this mechanism, superiors have the power over 

subordinates to either compensate them for good behavior with monetary and other 

incentives, or to punish them by removing them from the office. Supervisory 

accountability refers to “relations between organizations where one organization acts 

as a principle with respect to specified agents.”44 For example, United Nations, World 

                                                 
43 Grant, Ruth W. and Keohane, Robert O. “Accountability and Abuses of Power in World 
Politics” pp. 278-279 
44 Ibid. 
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Bank and IMF are supervised by member states. Fiscal accountability refers to “the 

mechanism which funding agencies demand reports from, and ultimately sanction, 

agencies that are recipients of funding.” 45  Legal accountability refers to “the 

requirement that agents abide by formal rules and be prepared to justify their actions in 

those terms, in courts or quasi-judicial arenas.”46 Market accountability refers to “an 

agency being accountable to its investors and consumers, whose influence is exercised 

in whole or in part through markets.”47 Investors can sanction the agencies by stop 

investing and consumers may boycott products from companies. Peer accountability 

refers to “mutual evaluation of organizations by their counterparts.”48 NGOs are the 

typical example that is subject to peer accountability. NGOs constantly evaluate their 

peer NGOs and organizations that are poorly evaluated by the peers will have trouble 

finding peers to cooperate with them. Public reputational accountability refers to 

“accountability that derives by reputational evaluation of various principals including 

superiors, courts, fiscal watchdogs, markets, peers, and public.”49 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Ibid. 



17 
 

[Table 1] Seven Mechanisms of Accountability in World Politics 

Source: Grant and Keohane 

Mechanism 
Accountability 

Holder 
Power-
Wielder 

Cost to 
Power-
Wielder 

Example 

Hierarchical Leaders of 
organization 
States 

Subordinate 
official 

Loss of career 
opportunities 
 

Authority of 
UNSG 

Supervisory States Multilateral 
organization 
and its 
executive 
head 

Restraints on 
ability to act, 
loss of office 

World Bank 
and IMF 
governance by 
their executive 
boards 

Fiscal Funding 
agencies 

Funded 
agency 

Budget 
restrictions 

Withholding of 
UN dues 

Legal Courts Individual 
official or 
agency 

From 
restriction of 
authority to 
criminal 
penalties 

International 
Criminal Court 

Market Equity and 
bond holders 
and consumers 

Firm or 
government 

Loss of access 
to, or higher 
cost of, capital

Refusal of 
capital markets 
to finance 
developing 
country 
governments 
during world 
financial crises 

Peer Peer 
organizations 

Organizations 
and their 
leaders 

Effects on 
network ties 
and therefore 
on others’ 
support 

Independent 
marine 
certification 
body’s 
evaluation of 
the 
Greenpeace-
Shell 
controversy 

Public 
reputational 

Peers and 
diffuse public 

Individual or 
agency 

Diffuse effects 
on reputation, 
prestige, self-
esteem 

Effects on US 
“soft power” of 
unilateralism 
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Grant and Keohane also give us insight on agent-based approach of accountability 

mechanisms. Democratic governments hold traditional democratic accountability to 

their people. Governments are also subject to peer accountability and reputational 

accountability since how the peers (other governments) perceive the government 

affects its international stance both in hard and soft politics. Week and dependent 

governments are also susceptible to supervisory and fiscal accountability by IMF, 

World Bank and United Nations.50 

IGOs relatively lack traditional accountability. They are subject to supervisory 

accountability by states through states representatives and inspection panels. Since 

IGOs are reliant upon donations from the states and other funds, they are also under 

fiscal accountability. Since IGOs are also bureaucratic organizations where superiors 

have certain control over their subordinates either through incentives and sanctions, 

they are subject to hierarchical accountability. They are also under peer and 

reputational accountability. 

NGOs are fiscally accountable to their donors. The donors including states and 

private funds demand periodical reports on NGOs activities. NGOs are also susceptible 

to peer and reputational accountability since their legitimacy largely derives from them. 

NGOs are also accountable to the “market for donors” and are subject to market 

accountability. 

Private sector is mainly accountable to the shareholders, thus the main goal is to 

make profit. They are also under domestic supervisory and legal accountability to the 

                                                 
50 Ibid. 
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law of the state they are chartered in. Also, their reputation in the market is directly 

related to the sales of their products, thus they are also subject to reputational and 

market accountability. The reputation here is not only the quality of its products but 

also incorporates their reputation in the field of public good such as environmental 

protection and human rights, since without regard to such fields, consumers may 

boycott their products. 

The table 2 under is the summary of each agent’s motivations, de-motivations, and 

accountability mechanisms, which will be used in the thesis as variables of 

partnerships. 
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[Table 2] Summary of agents 

Agents Governments IGOs Civil Society 
Private 
Sector 

Motivations National 
prestige, 
reputation, 
credibility, 
elections and 
tax, resources 
access, regulate 
private sectors, 
increase 
legitimacy,  

Reputation,  
receive 
resources, 
serving the 
purpose  
 

Desire to 
influence, 
increase 
leverage, 
receive 
resources, 
reputation, 
networking, 
serving the 
purpose, 
capacity 

CSR, future 
profit, 
reputation, 
motivating 
staff, 
managing 
risks, 
customer 
loyalty, lower 
transaction 
costs 
 

De-motivations Risk losing its 
autonomy in 
domestic/foreign 
policies, loss of 
reputation when 
failure 

Losing 
reputation, 
legitimacy  
 

Losing their 
critical edge, 
comparative 
advantage, 
organizational 
identity 
 

Loss of profit 
and 
opportunity 
cost, costly 
and 
inefficient, 
backfiring 
 

Accountability Peer, 
reputational, 
democratic, 
supervisory, 
fiscal 

Supervisory, 
fiscal, 
hierarchical, 
reputational, 
peer 

Fiscal, peer, 
reputational, 
market 

Shareholder, 
domestic 
supervisory, 
legal, 
reputational, 
market 
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2.5. Research Question 

 

2.5.1. Shortcomings of previous studies 

Despite the mentioned importance, global partnership faces double road block in 

the field of both theory and practice. While global governance is surely taking place in 

various sectors, the actual realization of partnerships is limited both in number, quality 

and its effectiveness. 

While Jennifer M. Brinkerhoff gives us great insight on why agents form global 

partnerships, current literature fails to explain in what conditions global partnership 

actually occurs. For instance, basing the explanation on “why global partnership occurs” 

does not give us the answer the question why it does not happen in many cases even 

though the “why” questions are answered. It also does not explain why some agents of 

the same group participate when others do not when their motivations and de-

motivations may be similar. It also does not elaborate on why when one agent 

participates in one global partnership and do not participate in others. Of course, 

intuitive answer can be presentable (since there are many kinds of global partnerships 

and the gains from the partnerships are different), more scientific answer is needed in 

order to pursue the development of the theory and actual realization of global 

partnership that is necessary for the development cooperation. 

Also, while current literature mentions incentives as a way to promote global 

partnerships, there is little discussion on how much incentives are actually needed. 
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While the paper does not quantify the actual amount of incentives needed, it will 

attempt to add on to the discussion by visualizing the amount of incentive needed and 

how to fund them. 

2.5.2. Research Question 

Based on the shortcomings identified above, this paper poses following research 

questions: 

 

In what conditions do global partnerships occur? How much incentives are 

needed to promote global partnerships? And how can we fund them? 

 

Having said that, the primary concern of this paper is to answer in which 

conditions global partnerships occur by identifying a new variable that is not being 

discussed in current literature. This paper will incorporate Risk tendency concept of J. 

von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s Expected Utility Theory of Economics to discuss 

how various attitudes towards risk affect the formation of global partnerships. Second 

part of the paper attempts to add to the discourse of providing incentives to promote 

global partnerships by visualizing the amount of incentives needed and where to 

procure them from. The paper adopts qualitative approach and elaborates on the cases 

of GAVI Alliance to provide evidence. 
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III. Analytical Framework 

 

3.1. Realist paradigm (Rational Choice Theory) 

 

Basic analytical framework will be the realist paradigm that describes international 

cooperation can be realized when it satisfies the interests of the players. While 

liberalist approach that attributes the realization of international partnerships and 

international cooperation to goodness of heart and institutionalization also provides 

significant insights, the paper will be rather focused on realist views for the parsimony 

of the theory.  

Especially among the Realist perspective, Rational Choice Theory can best 

describe the incentive factor within global partnerships. According to the Rational 

Choice Theory, agents act to maximize their “expected utility” rather than their 

“expected value.” Thus, with less regard to the actual gains or losses of the agents, the 

theory puts more weight to agents’ subjective perception towards the gains and losses. 

J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s Expected Utility Theory of Microeconomics 

gives great cross-sector insight in this matter. 
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3.2. J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s Expected 

Utility Theory of Microeconomics 

 

Making a decision under uncertainty is similar to gambling or buying a lottery 

ticket. Let’s assume that a person can buy 3 types of lottery ticket with his USD 10,000. 

If the person buys lottery ticket A, he has a 1/2 chance to win USD 12,000 and 1/2 

chance to win USD 8,000. If the person buys lottery ticket B, he has a 1/2 chance to 

win USD 14,400 and 1/2 chance to win USD 6,400. If the person buys lottery ticket C, 

he has 1/8 chance to win USD 40,000 and 7/8 chance to win USD 0. 

[Table 3] Uncertainty in buying a lottery ticket 
Decision Probability Result 

Lottery ticket A 
1/2 USD 12,000 
1/2 USD 8,000 

Lottery ticket B 
1/2 USD 14,400 
1/2 USD 6,400 

Lottery ticket C 
1/8 USD 40,000 
7/8 0 

 

Let’s then assume the person trying to make a decision whether or not to buy the 

lottery ticket A. In order to analyze the person’s decision, the objective value of the 

decision to buy needs to be measured and it is termed Expected Value (EV). The EV of 

buying the lottery ticket A is USD 10,000 ( ∗ (12,000) + ∗ (8,000) = 10,000.) 

Thus the expected value of buying the ticket equals to the value of not buying (the 

original resources he had which is USD 10,000), and the person will feel indifferent to 

buying and not buying the lottery ticket. Calculated in the same method, the EV of 
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buying the lottery ticket B is USD 10,400 and the EV of buying the lottery ticket C is 

USD 5,000. One may logically assume that the best buy among the lottery tickets is 

lottery B since it has the highest EV. However, people’s tendencies toward risks are 

different. For instance, risk-seeking person may wish to buy lottery ticket C since 

while the risk is large (7/8 chance of losing the money,) there is a chance that he may 

earn USD 40,000. Also, risk-averse person may prefer buying lottery ticket A over 

ticket B even though it has smaller EV. He may feel lottery ticket A is safer to purchase 

since you will still get USD 8,000 if you lose, which is larger than ticket B’s amount if 

you lose. This tells us that the objective EV is different from how people perceive the 

value subjectively and make their decisions under uncertainty. 

J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern explains this subjective decisions by 

introducing the term Expected Utility (EU). According to them, people make decisions 

by maximizing expected utility, not expected value. Expected utility attempts to 

determine the level of utility of each value. 

Let us go back to our original lottery tickets. If the person buys lottery ticket A, the 

utility of USD 12,000 is U(12,000) and the utility of USD 8,000 is U(8,000). Thus, the 

expected utility (EU) of buying lottery ticket A will be ∗ U(12,000) + ∗ U(8,000). 
Likewise, the expected utility of buying lottery ticket B will be ∗ U(14,400) + ∗
U(6,400), and buying lottery ticket C will be ∗ U(40,000) + ∗ U(0). 

J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern presume three types of utility functions to 

explain the differences of decision making under uncertainty: U = ( ), U = √ , 
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and U = .  

[Table 4] Expected utility of the lottery tickets 

Decision Probability Result
Expected 

Value 

Expected Utility U
= 12 ( )

U= √  

U
= 11000  

Lottery 

Ticket A 

1/2 12,000
10,000 5,000 99.5 104,000 

1/2 8,000 

Lottery 

Ticket B 

1/2 14,400
10,400 5,200 100 124,160 

1/2 6,400 

Lottery 

Ticket C 

1/8 40,000
5,000 2,500 25 200,000 

7/8 0 

Not 

buying 
1 10,000 10,000 5,000 100 100,000 

 

At this point, we need the assumption of fair game premise for the parsimony of 

the theory. Buying lottery ticket A is considered a “fair game” since the expected value 

of buying the ticket and not buying the ticket is same (USD 10,000).  

If a person’s utility function is U = ( ) , the person’s order of the most 

preferable purchase would be lottery ticket B, followed by ticket A and C. This order is 

identical to the order of choices to maximize expected value. If a person’s utility 

function is linear, choice of maximizing expected utility is same with the choice of 
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maximizing expected value. Also, the person with the utility function would feel 

indifferent in buying or not buying lottery ticket A (which is a fair game), which makes 

the person risk neutral.  

If a person’s utility function is U = √ , the person will prefer keeping his money 

rather than buying the lottery ticket A which is a fair game since expected utility of 

keeping his money is 100 while the expected utility of buying the lottery ticket A is 

99.5. This person thus will not avail himself to uncertainty even if it is a fair game and 

the person is risk averse. Utility function of a risk averse person is a concave function 

as better shown in the figures under. 

If a person’s utility function is U = , the person will prefer to put himself 

in uncertainty rather than being guaranteed the amount of USD 10,000. As we can see 

from the table above, this person will choose to invest his money in lottery ticket C 

(200,000). Convex function, risk seeking. 

We can better understand these three tendencies toward risk by looking at the 

figures. Let us assume that a risk neutral person, a risk averse person, and a risk 

seeking person is making the decision whether or not to buy lottery ticket A. 
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[Figure 2] Utility function of a risk neutral person 
 

Upper figure shows the utility function of a risk neutral person. If the person buys 

lottery ticket A, his expected utility is point c (5,000). If he does not buy the lottery 

ticket, his expected utility is also point c (5,000). Thus, risk neutral person feels 

indifferent in buying the ticket and not buying the ticket. Risk neutral agents’ utility 

curve will be same as their expected value line. 

 

 

[Figure 3] Utility function of a risk averse person 
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Upper figure shows the utility function of a risk averse person. If the person buys 

lottery ticket A, his expected utility is point d (99.5) which is smaller than point e (100), 

expected utility when he does not buy the ticket. Thus, risk averse person has no 

intention to participate in a fair game. The marginal utility of risk averse agent’s 

expected utility curve would decrease like shown in the figure 3 since higher the risk, 

the agents will be less willing to take it. 

 

 

[Figure 4] Utility function of a risk seeking person 
 

Figure 4 shows the utility function of a risk seeking person. If the person buys 

lottery ticket A, his expected utility is point d (104,000) which is larger than point e 

(100,000), expected utility when he does not buy the ticket. Thus, risk seeking person 

will participate in a fair game. On the other hand, risk seeking agents’ marginal utility 

increases since they are more willing to take risks when more is at stake. 
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3.3. Global partnerships and Expected utility theory. 

 

Expected utility theory can also be applied in the field of global partnerships. As 

we have seen above, global partnership is similar to buying a lottery ticket in a sense 

that it can both succeed and fail, causing returns or losses, and it requires investment of 

resources. Original investments agents have to make can be regarded as the price for 

lottery ticket, motivation that we reviewed above can be regarded as winning the 

lottery, and de-motivation can be regarded as losing the lottery. 

For example, let us assume that a NGO holds certain issue specific authority. If the 

NGO joins a global partnership but fails to attain whatever result it attempted to bring, 

international society would question the NGO’s comparative advantage in the related 

field, thus undermining its authority. On the other hand, success in the attempt would 

increase its authority. Thus, similar in the case of global partnership, the calculated 

chance of success and failure, multiplied by the amount of authority gained or lost 

would be the expected value. 

However, agents’ “perception” towards the chances of return and loss tend to be 

agent specific and this is same as “expected utility.” As every person’s risk tendency 

towards buying a lottery ticket differ, some agents of global partnerships will value 

taking risks more than others which will then increase their utility beyond the expected 

value. Other agents of global partnerships will likely be risk averse and will not be 

willing to participate in global partnerships even though it may be a fair game. 
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[Table 5] Comparing buying lottery with participating in global partnerships 

 

 

[Figure 5] Utility function of a risk neutral agent of global partnerships 

 

[Figure 6] Utility function of a risk averse agent of global partnerships 
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[Figure 7] Utility function of a risk seeking agent of global partnerships 
 

As mentioned in the hypothesis part of the proposal, their tendency would vary 

according to the nature of their organizations and the difference would create different 

results regarding global partnerships. In the paper, the figures 5, 6, and 7 above would 

be used to determine in what conditions regarding risk tendencies would agents 

participate in global partnerships. 

 

3.4. Funding for global partnerships, how much 

incentives are needed? 

 

Then what can be done to promote global partnerships in the state of being mired 

with inherent nature of risk averseness? Can global partnerships between risk averse 

agents never happen? Discourse on incentives for global partnerships can answer this 

question. 
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However, exactly how much incentives are needed and where can the incentives 

come from? The application of J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern’s Expected Utility 

Theory can also give us insights to these questions. We will first look at how much 

incentives are needed to promote participation of risk averse agents. 

 

[Figure 8] The amount of incentives risk averse agents need 
 

As we have seen above, risk averse agents with the upper concave utility function 

will not be participating in global partnerships even if it is a fair game since the 

expected utility of not participating (point e) is larger than the expected utility of 

participating (point d). However, it is intuitively understandable that if you start to give 

the agent more and more incentive, the agent will eventually join the partnership. The 

upper figure can give us insight on how much is that incentive. Let us assume that the 

amount of (I) is given to this risk averse agent given that the agent agrees to participate 

in the global partnership. If so, risk averse agent’s expected utility will again reach the 
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point e even though the agent is participating. Thus, the amount (I) is the least amount 

of incentive that can be given to the risk averse agents in order for them to participate. 

Then the question is to figure out from where we can fund this incentive to be 

given to risk averse agents. We will now look at the expected utility function of risk 

seeking agents to gain insight on how. 

 

[Figure 9] The amount of fund risk seeking agents can give 
 

As for risk seeking agents, they will join global partnerships with or without 

incentives since their expected utility graph is higher when participating. Moreover, 

theoretically, they would be willing to give up the amount of (F) in upper figure to 

create a global partnership since even when they give up the amount of (F), they would 

feel indifferent to participating and not participating in global partnerships 

Therefore, using the amount (F) of risk seeking agents to give incentive to risk 

averse agents would help better realize global partnerships. If the amount (F) is greater 
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than amount (I), and the risk seeking agent is willing to transfer the resources to risk 

averse agent, global partnership involving risk averse agents is possible. If amount (F) 

is smaller than amount (I), or if risk seeking agents are not willing to invest more 

resources to be given as incentives due to political reasons, however, funding in a 

global level is necessary. 

 

3.5. Unfair nature of global partnerships 

 

The thesis has proposed above how risk tendencies of agents affect the formation 

of partnerships in a fair game situation. However, in reality, fair game is very rare and 

most partnerships are unfair, either favorable or not favorable to the agents. Thus the 

paper will define a game where expected value of joining is larger than expected value 

of not joining as “favorable game,” and a game where expected value of joining is 

smaller than expected value of not joining as “unfavorable game.” 
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3.5.1. Risk neutral agents in unfair games 

 

[Figure 10] Risk neutral agents in unfair games 
 

As we have seen above, risk neutral agents participate in fair partnerships without 

any need for incentives or any room for fund. However, in a favorable game, expected 

utility of joining exceeds the expected utility of not joining. This is better seen from the 

figure 10 above. Assumption here is that the return of successful partnership has 

increased (bb*) and the loss of failed partnership has decreased (aa*). If so, 

expected value of joining the partnership shifts from (point c) to (point c*), while the 

expected value of not joining stays the same at (point c). Since (point c*) is larger than 

(point c), this fits the definition of a favorable game. The expected utility then 

increases to EU(c*), which is higher than the expected utility of not participating. Thus, 

risk neutral agents in a favorable game will be willing to give up the maximum amount 

of (F) to join in partnerships. Similarly, as we can see from the figure, risk neutral 

agents in unfavorable partnerships will need the least amount of (I) as an incentive to 

be persuaded to join. 
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3.5.2. Risk averse agents in unfair games 
 

 

[Figure 11] Risk averse agents in unfair games 
 

Risk averse agent in a favorable game can end up either participating or not 

participating depending on how favorable the game is. As seen from figure 11 above, 

as game becomes more and more favorable, incentives the agent need to participate in 

partnership becomes smaller and smaller, eventually passing the point that joining in 

partnership actually gives larger expected utility than not joining. Thus, if the 

partnership is highly favorable, there is also a chance that even risk averse agent will 

be willing to pay to participate. This is best shown by figure 12 under. 
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[Figure 12] Risk averse agents in favorable games 
 

In the case of Situation 1, EV(d) is greater than EV(c) since in this case, the AMC 

is an unfair game that is favorable to the risk averse manufacturing company. However, 

if you look at the expected utility, EU(e) is smaller than EU(c), which means that the 

agent will not be participating in the game. However, if the amount (I) is given as an 

incentive to the manufacturer, it will be participating. In the case of the Situation 2, 

EV(d) is larger than EV(c) in line with the unfair game premise. Different from the 

Situation 1, EU(e) is also larger than EU(c), thus the manufacturer will not be needing 

an incentive to participate in AMC. The difference of these situations derives from how 

unfair the nature of the game is. 

Risk averse agent in an unfavorable game will be more unwilling to join as we can 

see from the figure. Moreover, the agent will need larger amount of incentives to be 

persuaded to join as the game becomes more and more unfavorable. 
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3.5.3. Risk seeking agents in unfair games 

 

 

[Figure 13] Risk seeking agents in unfair games 
 

Risk seeking agent in a favorable game will be more than willing to join the 

partnership. The amount the agent will be willing to pay will also be greater. Risk 

seeking agent in an unfavorable game will either participate or not participate 

depending on how unfavorable the game is. This is shown by figure 14 under. 

 

 

[Figure 14] Risk seeking agents in unfavorable games 
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In the case of Situation 1, EV(d) is smaller than EV(c) since the game is 

unfavorable. If you look at the expected utility, EU(e) is smaller than EU(c), which 

means that the agent will not be participating in the game although the agent is risk 

seeking. The agent will need amount (I) in order to participate. In the case of the 

Situation 2, EV(d) is larger than EV(c) in line with the unfavorable game premise. 

However, different from the Situation 1, EU(e) is also larger than EU(c). In this case, 

risk averse agents will participate and even be willing to pay for the formation of 

partnerships. 

 

 
3.6. Proposition 

 

In what conditions and when do global partnerships occur? How much 

incentives are needed to promote global partnerships? And how can we fund them? 

As the thesis proposed above, global partnerships can be divided into: fair game, 

favorable game, and unfavorable game. And the participating agents can be categorized 

into: risk neutral agents, risk averse agents, or risk seeking agents. This gives us 3x3 

matrix like table 6 under. 
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[Table 6] Matrix 

  Fair game Favorable game Unfavorable game 

Risk neutral Case 1 Case 4 Case 7 

Partnership o o x 

Fund availability no yes no 

Need for incentive no no yes 

Risk averse Case 2 Case 5 Case 8 

Partnership x o/x x 

Fund availability no yes/no no 

Need for incentive yes yes/no yes (big) 

Risk seeking Case 3 Case 6 Case 9 

Partnership o o o/x 

Fund availability yes yes (big) yes/no 

Need for incentive no no yes/no 
 

Case 1. Fair game / risk neutral 

Risk neutral agents will join a fair game regardless of the incentives. However, 

since they are indifferent in joining and not joining the partnership, they will not have 

extra fund to contribute. 

 

Case 2. Fair game / risk averse 

Risk averse agents will not join a fair game since their expected utility of not 

joining is larger than that of participating. Thus, risk averse agents in a fair game will 

need incentives to be persuaded to join. 

 

Case 3. Fair game / risk seeking 

Risk seeking agents will definitely join a fair game. Since expected utility of 
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joining is larger than the expected utility of not joining, funds are available from these 

agents. 

 

Case 4. Favorable game / risk neutral 

Risk neutral agents will join an unfair game that is favorable to them. Since the 

expected utility of joining is higher than not joining, funds are also available. 

 

Case 5. Favorable game / risk averse 

Risk averse agents in an favorable game can be both joining the partnership and 

not joining the partnership as we have seen above. In this case, dependent on how 

much favorable the game is, the agent can be needing incentives or also can be willing 

to give fund. 

 

Case 6. Favorable game / risk seeking 

Risk seeking agents will always join in a favorable partnership. Moreover, the 

agents will be willing to contribute fund. This fund amount is likely to be bigger than 

any other situations. 

 

Case 7. Unfavorable game / risk neutral 

Risk neutral agents will not join unfavorable partnerships. They will be needing 

incentives to join. 
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Case 8. Unfavorable game / risk averse 

Risk averse agents will not join unfavorable partnerships. They will be needing 

incentives to join and the amount will likely be largest in all situations. 

 

Case 9. Unfavorable game / risk seeking 

Risk seeking agents in unfavorable game will and will not join the partnership 

depending on how unfavorable the partnership is. In this case, the agent can be needing 

incentives or also can be willing to give fund. 

 

Summarizing the cases gives us following framework for deciding whether or not 

partnerships will occur between agents. 

 

 

[Figure 15] Analytical Framework 
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3.7. Methodology 

 

Based on the proposed framework, this research proceeds to the qualitative case 

study of the GAVI Alliance. The justification for selecting the alliance should be first 

put forth. The GAVI Alliance is one of the largest and most successful public private 

partnerships and the alliance partners with all types of agents including government, 

IGOs, NGOs, CSOs, and private sector. In UN Assembly 2011, GAVI Alliance was 

highlighted as a “model development partnership that is significantly helping advance 

the Millennium Development Goals.”51 The GAVI Alliance is also known for its 

success on innovative funding mechanisms such as Advance Market Commitment 

(AMC) which will give insight on funds and incentives. 

The paper will analyze the agents of GAVI Alliance AMC in the framework of the 

fair nature of the game and risk tendencies. Then the paper will use the framework to 

determine whether partnership is probable among the agents, and if so, how the fund 

and incentive structure is likely to be. Then the paper will compare the results from the 

framework with the actualities of the case to verify the practicality of the framework. 

 

 

 

                                                 
51 http://www.gavi.org/Library/News/Press-releases/2011/GAVI-cited-as-model-global-
development-partnership/ 
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IV. Case Analysis- GAVI AMC 

 

4.1. Overview 

Created in 2000 at the World Economic Forum in Davos, GAVI Alliance is a 

public private partnership that exists to give underdeveloped nations access to new and 

underused vaccines. Its mission is to “save children’s lives and protect people’s health 

by increasing access to immunization in poor countries.”52 GAVI Alliance “supports 

eligible countries by 1) providing new and underused vaccines, 2) strengthening health 

system, 3) providing immunization services to improve immunization performance, 

and 4) aiding civil society organizations.” Another important role of GAVI Alliance is 

to lower the prices of vaccines for developing countries in order to promote supply 

sustainability. The partners of GAVI Alliance include donor governments, WHO, 

UNICEF, World Bank, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, civil society, vaccine 

industry, research and technical health institutes and the private sector. 

GAVI Alliance is said to be one of the most successful public private partnership. 

By the end of 2013, the GAVI Alliance had “supported the immunization of around 

440 million children.”53 By 2014, GAVI “aims to supply five-in-one pentavalent 

vaccines to 73 countries including least developed countries such as Haiti, Somalia, 

Burma, and South Sudan.” The costs of new, priority vaccines, such as those targeting 

                                                 
52 GAVI Alliance progress report 2013 
53 Ibid. 
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pneumococcal and rotaviral infections, are also falling owing to GAVI's efforts.54 

GAVI Alliance “is also successful in funding its programmes, committing USD 8.2 

billion to new and underused vaccines and health system strengthening programmes.”55 

The success of GAVI Alliance is largely due to its innovative funding mechanisms such 

as Advance Market Commitment which consist of 33% of the total funding. 

 

4.2. Advance Market Commitment (AMC) 

 

In AMC, donors commit funds to guarantee the low price of vaccines. This fund is 

given to vaccine manufacturing companies as an incentive to invest in vaccine research 

and development. By receiving the fund, the manufacturing companies are legally 

bound to provide developing countries with vaccines with low price for a long term. 

Donors of AMC including governments and private foundation pay grants to 

World Bank, which keeps the balance sheet. World Bank distributes the grants to AMC 

according to its terms and conditions. 

There are currently six donors to AMC and they are categorized into two groups. 

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Italy, and the Russian Federation are “fixed-

schedule donors” that pledges annual grant agreements. Canada, Norway and the 

United Kingdom are “on-demand donors” who pays grants when World Bank forecasts 

funding needs and requests them.  

                                                 
54 http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(13)62127-3/fulltext?rss=yes 
55 GAVI Alliance progress report 2013 
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The fixed-schedule donors have together pledged a total of US $765 million to the 

pneumococca AMC and the three on-demand donors have pledged US $735 million, 

totaling AMC funds to US $1,500 million.56 

[Table 7] AMC donors and commitments 
Donor Commitment 

Italy 635 million 
UK 485 million 
Canada 200 million 
The Russian Federation 80 million 
Norway 50 million 
The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 50 million 
Total 1,500 million 
Source:http://www.gavi.org/funding/pneumococcal-amc/how-the-pneumococcal-amc-works/ 

 

UNICEF issues Calls for Supply Offers in line with 15 year strategic demand 

forecast by GAVI. UNICEF can “also enter into provisional supply agreements with 

those AMC Registered manufacturers whose product has been accepted by WHO for 

prequalification review, or is already prequalified.”57 

Vaccine manufacturers who wish to get grants from AMC makes 10 year 

commitment to provide certain share of 200 million doses and pledges to supply at a 

price lower than US$ 3.50 per dose. In return, the participating manufacturers receive a 

share of US$ 1.5 billion according to the proportion they supply. This amount is “paid 

out as an additional US$ 3.50 per dose for approximately 20% of the doses they 

provide.”58 

                                                 
56 http://www.gavi.org/funding/pneumococcal-amc/how-the-pneumococcal-amc-works/ 
57 http://www.gavi.org/funding/pneumococcal-amc/how-the-pneumococcal-amc-works/ 
58 Ibid. 
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[Table 8] AMC vaccine manufacturers 

 

Source: http://www.gavi.org/funding/donor-contributions-pledges/ 
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[Figure 16] How AMC works 
Source: http://www.gavi.org/funding/how-gavi-is-funded/ 

 

 

4.3. Application of the analytical framework 

 
The agents of the GAVI Alliance include government donors such as Italy, IGOs 

such as the WHO, World Bank, and UNICEF, and private sector such as Pfizer, GSK, 

and Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. The thesis will attempt to utilize the analytic 

framework proposed to determine the nature of the game of joining AMC and risk 



50 
 

tendencies of the agents, and thus determine how the AMC partnerships will work out. 

The nature of the game will be discussed by using the concept of expected value, and 

the risk tendencies will be discussed in turn by using case-specific proofs. The thesis 

will focus its evaluation on governments, vaccine manufacturers, and private fund 

because as we have seen from above, they are the core mechanisms of AMC and WHO, 

UNICEF, World Bank, and CSOs provide the outline of the partnership with spending 

only operational costs. 

 

4.3.1. Vaccine Manufacturers 

 

How fair is joining AMC for the vaccine manufacturers such as Pfizer and GSK? 

In order to determine this, we must first compare the expected value of the companies 

joining the AMC and not joining the AMC. To understand the expected values, looking 

at the traits of the vaccine market is essential. 

First of all, vaccine market is oligopoly. Vaccine services are based on professional 

knowledge and technology, and only those who have the license can enter the market. 

Government regulation is strong in the market and it takes great amount of capital and 

time to train medical personnel and establish medical facilities, shrinking the elasticity 

of supply. Thus, few multinational pharmaceutical companies including Pfizer, GSK, 

Aventis Pasteur, and Merck shares 93% of the market. Second, different from common 

goods market where information is abundant, consumers of vaccines (patient) heavily 
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relies on vaccine providers for information, which creates an asymmetrical relationship. 

As we have seen from the literature review, private companies are subject to 

shareholder accountability, reputational accountability, and market accountability. 

However, due to the upper mentioned traits of the vaccine market, increase of 

reputation in the market for vaccine companies will not be as valuable compared to 

other private sector. Consumers lack the information to form the public reputation of 

the companies and the companies’ loss of reputation is less influential due to the 

oligopoly nature and lack of competitors. 

Thus, vaccine manufacturers’ increase of expected value from increased reputation 

is smaller than that of other companies, naturally putting more importance on 

shareholder accountability: profit. The expected value of joining AMC (increase of 

reputation) will not be able to compensate for the cut down in the profit (low selling 

price by contract), making the game of joining AMC most likely be detrimental to 

vaccine manufacturers. Thus, for vaccine companies, joining the AMC is a detrimental 

game. 

Therefore, in an unfair game situation like this, while risk seeking supplier might 

make contract with AMC, risk neutral and risk averse suppliers will not join the AMC 

without certain amount of incentives. Studies show that big companies such as Pfizer 

and GSK tend to be risk averse or at best risk neutral since they already have a good 

share of the market and profit structure. Smaller vaccine companies tend to be risk 

seeking for the opposite reasons, but different from big multinational companies, small 

pharmaceutical companies have little resources to take part in this magnitude of 
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detrimental game regardless of their risk tendencies. Even if they did have the 

technology and experience to manufacture the vaccines, their cost structures, without 

the economy of scale of the large companies, will be incompatible with the unfairness 

of the game even if incentives are given. Thus, it is highly likely that the companies 

that join AMC are risk averse big companies. Since risk averse agents never participate 

in detrimental games, it is highly likely that Pfizer and GSK will not participate in the 

AMC. 

[Table 9] Summary of game nature and risk tendency of Pfizer and GSK 

Pfizer, GSK Fair game? Risk tendency? 

Variables Unfavorable game Risk averse 

Participate? Not participate 

 

4.3.2. Government (Italy) 

 

Five governments who pledge funds to AMC will each possess diverse context 

when deciding to join in a partnership. The thesis will focus on the government of Italy 

as they are the number one donor to AMC. 

Italy has a deep-rooted universalistic approach to health care. The Italian 

Constitution “defines health as a “fundamental right of the individual and (an) interest 

of the community” (art. 32) and indicates “political, economic and social solidarity” as 

“intransgressible duties” (art. 2).”59 The Italian National Health Service, (Servizio 

Sanitario Nazionale - SSN), founded in 1978, “is financed by general taxation and, 

                                                 
59 Missoni, Eduardo et al (2014) “Italy’s contribution to global health: the need for a paradigm 
shift” 
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despite a certain degree of variability in the quality of its services across Italian regions, 

provides universal coverage and ensures a free choice of providers to patients through 

a pluralistic delivery structure (public and private), at relatively low cost.”60 Thus, 

healthcare sector is somewhat of a national pride of Italy. Naturally Italy wants to 

promote its international reputation as a global leader of healthcare development. 

Furthermore, Euro Crisis at the time was diminishing Europe and Italy’s international 

reputation, and Italy would have wanted to turn the tide. Thus one of Italy’s expected 

value in joining AMC is the increase in international reputation they eager to attain. 

Former Prime Minister Mario Monti confirmed this in 2012 by saying that Italy will 

not withdraw from its commitments to the Global Fund to Fight Aids due to its nature 

of “strategic investment.” 

Domestic political situation should also be considered. If we take a look at Italy’s 

international aid structure, Minister of Economy and Finance (MEF) deals with 

international financial institutions (IFIs) and contributions to multilateral agencies in 

development co-operation. The “MEF leads Italy’s participation in innovative global 

health financing mechanisms”61 including AMC. Prime Minister of Italy “is able to 

nominate a list of cabinet ministers to be appointed by the President of the Republic,”62 

having sway over MEF. Article 95 of the Italian constitution provides that "the prime 

minister directs and coordinates the activity of the ministers". With this in mind, Prime 

Minister Prodi was in a politically difficult situation in 2007, the year when pledge to 

                                                 
60 Missoni, Eduardo et al (2014) “Italy’s contribution to global health: the need for a paradigm 
shift” 
61 Ibid. 
62 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prime_Minister_of_Italy 
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AMC was signed. For Prodi and his cabinet, including the Minister of Economy and 

Finance, funding AMC would have been a way to promote domestic legitimacy, 

appealing to the center-left people of Italy. 

Italy’s expected value of a failed partnership would be loss of invested money and 

the opportunity cost. This expected value of this fiscal de-motivation, however, is 

relatively low since the pledge is just a commitment and the regime will change before 

the actual cost of payment may take effect. Moreover, motivations such as promoting 

international and domestic legitimacy and reputation are hard politics government 

value more than soft politics such as loss of invested money. Thus, it can be assumed 

that the game of joining AMC is favorable to Italy. 

The government of Italy at the time was going through a political turmoil, and 

studies show that instable government tend to be risk seeking. Thus, we can assume 

that Italy in 2007, when AMC was pledged, was risk seeking. 

 

[Table 10] Summary of game nature and risk tendency of Italy 

Italy Fair game? Risk tendency? 

Variables Favorable game Risk seeking 

Participate? Participate 
 

4.3.3. Private Foundation 

 

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation is different from upper manufacturing 

companies while they share the common ground that they are from the private sector. 
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The main difference is the accountability mechanisms they hold. 

Gates Foundation is not directly linked with shareholder accountability since the 

foundation itself does not produce goods and sells them in the market. However, since 

Gates Foundation is not entirely exempt from the logic of profit due to its connection 

with Microsoft, and also since the premise of the thesis is that philanthropic reasons 

will be excluded; Gates Foundation is still subject to reputational and market 

accountabilities. The increase of the reputation as a responsible private donor will 

likely develop potential future customers for Microsoft in the recipient countries and 

also around the world. The increase of this public reputation also acts to hedge 

potential criticisms of moral hazard. For example, Gates Foundation is highly prolific 

in the SNS activities notably twitter. The twitter accounts are divided into Gates 

Foundation, Gates Education, Gates Health, Gates Poverty and the accounts including 

accounts of Bill Gates and Melinda Gates, constantly retweet the messages. 

Reputational and market accountabilities give much more value to Gates Foundation 

than shareholder accountability.  

By joining the AMC, Gates Foundation can secure their reputation while losing 

the profit they might have earned using the resources elsewhere. However, since the 

expected value of reputation is greater than the expected value of the profit that might 

come from the partnership, funding the AMC is a beneficial game for Gates 

Foundation. 

Official homepage of Gates Foundation also claims that “the approach to 

grantmaking in all four areas emphasizes collaboration, innovation, risk-taking, and, 
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most importantly, results.”63 While this is a claim by the Gates Foundation and is 

prone to bias, private foundations like Gates Foundation cannot be risk averse since the 

risk averseness will jeopardize what foundations value most: reputation. Private 

Foundation’s existing purpose is to aid developing countries and their people and it is 

highly unlikely that the investment is risk free due to the lack of infrastructures in the 

developing countries. If there are risk averse private foundations for development aid, 

their existence is against their purpose. However, Gates Foundation also does not give 

grants to anybody or any organization that requests help. Gates Foundation’s process of 

financial grant is densely structuralized by four steps: concept development, pre-

proposal, investment development, and management and close. The process includes 

strategic priority, guidelines and templates, internal review, external review, periodic 

reports, due diligence, risk assessment, legal analysis, financial analysis, signing of 

agreement on intended results, targets, milestone, reporting deliverables, payment 

schedule, participation in the advisory committee and board of the organization and so 

on. These strict guidelines on selecting who to permit grant and on project evaluation 

indicates that Gates Foundation is not at all risk seeking. Thus, it will be safe to 

conclude that Gates Foundation is risk neutral. Since risk neutral agents always 

participate in a beneficial game, Gates Foundation will be participating in AMC. 

[Table 11] Summary of game nature and risk tendency of Gates Foundation 

Gates Foundation Fair game? Risk tendency? 

Variables Favorable game Risk neutral 

Participate? Participate 

                                                 
63 http://www.gatesfoundation.org/What-We-Do 
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4.3.4. Possibility of Partnership 

 
Upper evaluation of the agents informs us that the vaccine manufacturers, 

governments, and Gates Foundation will not be able to form successful partnership 

since vaccine manufacturers views AMC as a detrimental game and they are risk 

averse. However, as we can see from many actual cases, partnership can happen if 

incentives can be funded and given to the agents who are unwilling to participate. 

 
[Figure 17] Pfizer GSK utility function 

 

The upper figure is the utility function of Pfizer and GSK. Since AMC is an 

unfavorable game to the manufacturers, line point a and point b has both shifted left 

compared to the original fair game graph. If Pfizer and GSK participate in AMC, their 

utility will be EU(d), which is far smaller than their utility of not participating EU(c). 

But if the amount of (I) is provided as an incentive, Pfizer and GSK’s expected utility 

will increase to EU(c) even if they participate. At this point, the manufacturers will feel 

indifferent in joining and not joining in AMC. 
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[Figure 18] Italy / Gates Foundation utility function 
 

Upper figures show the utility function of Italy and Gates Foundation. As we can 

see from the figure, both Italy and Gates Foundation will be willing to pay the amount 

of (F) to join the AMC since they will still feel indifferent in joining and not joining at 

the point. If this amount of (F) is used as an incentive for Pfizer and GSK, the AMC 

partnership can happen. The following table summarizes the findings. 
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[Table 12] Summary of the agents of AMC 

 

 

[Figure 19] Summary 
 

This conclusion matches with the fact that government donors such as Italy and 

Gates Foundation are the donors of AMC fund that will be given to manufacturing 

companies like Pfizer and GSK. We can also see that only large multinational 

pharmaceutical companies such as GSK and Pfizer take part in AMC as anticipated 

above.  

While it is difficult to calculate the required margins due to classified nature of the 

manufacturers’ cost structure, we can certainly see the logic of the flow of the fund that 

matches the reality. Even if the incentives are not enough to compensate for the loss of 
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margin, the partnership makes it up with the expected utility of large stable demand 

and increased reputation for future profits. Also, if other multinational pharmaceutical 

companies that does not join AMC have the similar cost structures and conditions as 

Pfizer and GSK, it may be that they are even more risk averse than GSK and Pfizer are. 

 

V. Limits and future studies 

 
Regretfully, there are significant limits to this theory. First of all, it is difficult to 

quantify the losses and gains of global partnerships. Many motivations and de-

motivations of global partnerships such as the increase in prestige, loss of legitimacy 

and autonomy are difficult to calculate. Moreover, different from the fair game premise 

of the upper theory, global partnerships are rarely fair which will lead to much more 

complicated assessment of the determining factors in global partnerships. It is difficult 

to calculate expected value and expected cost of a partnership, making it difficult to 

judge whether a partnership is a fair game or not. Moreover, fair game is scarce in 

actual world. 

There are also problems with implementing the notion of risk tendency. While it is 

clear agents of global partnerships have their own attitudes towards risks, it is difficult 

to calculate exactly how risk averse and how risk seeking they are, which will change 

the slope and marginal utilities of the risk tendency graphs shown above. 

There are other problems apart from the difficulties in measurements. Many times 

global partnerships occur or fail to occur due to standard operating procedures and 

inertia. Many global partnerships also happen or fail to happen due to domestic and 
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international political struggle. Culture of an organization is also important factor when 

deciding to participate in global partnerships. My future studies will attempt to 

incorporate more of these factors into consideration. 

 

VI. Conclusion 

 
The thesis has focused on attempting to explain when and in what conditions 

global partnerships actually occur. Reflecting on shortcomings found in previous 

researches on the topic of global partnerships, the thesis attempts to add a new variable 

of risk tendencies of the participating agents to explain the formation of global 

partnerships in ways other than a mere emphasis on the cost / benefit and political 

willingness. 

In doing so, the thesis borrowed insights from J. von Neumann and O. 

Morgenstern’s Expected Utility Theory of Microeconomics. The merit of the Expected 

Utility Theory lies in the graphical explanation that risk neutral, risk averse, and risk 

seeking agents act differently in a given situation. The theory also focuses on decisions 

of the actors amidst uncertainty, which is also prevalent in global partnerships. The 

theory’s distinction of expected utility and expected value and its focus on expected 

utility when making decisions is similar to how an agent’s “perceptions on gains,” 

rather than objective gains are important when participating in global partnerships. 

Based on this theory, the thesis distinguishes agents of global partnerships into risk 

neutral, risk averse, and risk seeking agents and attempts to determine in what 
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situations partnerships are likely to occur. 

Secondly, the thesis attempts to give visual explanation on how much incentives 

are needed to persuade agents who are unwilling to participate in global partnerships. 

As seen in the graph above, the amount of value that can put an agent back to its 

expected utility when not joining a partnership equals the least amount of incentives 

required to persuade the agent to partner up. Agents that are risk seeking may even 

invest far more than others to participate. As seen from the graph above, The amount of 

value that can be taken away from the agent until the agent’s expected utility of 

participating equals to its expected utility of not participating is the maximum amount 

that they agent is willing to invest. The amount can be used as a fund to give incentives 

to the agents unwilling to participate. The thesis then attempts to provide actual 

evidence of the mechanisms of funds and incentives by looking at the actual case of 

Advance Market Commitment(AMC) of GAVI Alliance. 

As explained above, the thesis is with various limitations including measurability 

and simplifications of otherwise more various and complicated variables of global 

partnerships. In real life, partnerships are also subject to political situations, inertia, and 

organizational cultures. Nonetheless, with future researches on incorporating more 

variables and giving insights on how to measure the variables, the implications of the 

research may be extended to provide policy recommendations for promoting global 

partnerships. 

All in all, the thesis was able to build up the idea that risk tendencies of the agents 

are also important variables when promoting global partnerships. Also, the thesis 
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incorporates ideas from economics, providing a new take on the discussion on global 

partnerships. 
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Abstract (Korean) 
국 문 초 록 

 

성명: 한석진 

학과 및 전공: 국제학과 국제협력전공 

서울대학교 국제대학원 

 

밀레니엄 개발 목표가 채택 된 이후로 특히 글로벌 파트너십은 개발 협력 

및 글로벌 거버넌스를 논할 때 빠질 수 없는 의제가 되었다. 2005년의 파리 

선언과 2008년의 아크라행동강령 역시 개발원조의 효과성을 높이기 위한 

조건으로 글로벌 파트너십을 강조하였다. 2011년 부산에서 열린 세계개발원

조총회 역시 글로벌 파트너십의 중요성을 강조하였고 특히 비정부행위자 참

여의 중요성을 피력하였다. 현재 논의중인 Post 2015 개발 의제는 개발 정

책의 실질적인 실행을 중요시하며 이를 위해서는 글로벌 파트너십은 필수적

이다. 

글로벌 파트너십은 위와 같이 거듭 강조되고 있음에도 불구하고 이론과 

현실에서 한계에 봉착하여 있다. 현재 다양한 분야에서 글로벌 파트너십이 

이루어지고는 있지만 파트너십의 수, 질, 모금, 효과성에는 한계가 있다. 학

계에서는 왜 글로벌 파트너십이 일어나는지에 대한 논의는 충분히 전개되고 
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있지만 어떤 조건이 만족할 때 글로벌 파트너십이 일어나는지에 대한 설명

이 부족하다. 또 파트너십을 위한 인센티브에 대한 논의 역시 부가적인 연

구가 필요하다. 

본 연구는 상기된 문제들에 대한 해답을 제시하는데 기여하고자 하였다. 

뉴만과 모겐스턴의 기대 효용 이론과 경제학의 위험선호도 개념을 도입하여 

어떤 조건 하에서 글로벌 파트너십이 성사되는지에 대한 새로운 분석틀을 

제시하고자 하였다. 또 본 연구는 파트너십에 참여하지 않으려는 행위자들

을 유인하기 위한 인센티브의 크기를 어떻게 측정하고 그 기금을 어디에서 

가져올 수 있는지에 대한 실마리를 제시하고자 하였다. 본 연구는 세계백신

면역연합의 사례를 상기된 분석틀에 대입하여 세계백신면역연합의 성공요인

을 설명하고자 하였다. 

이러한 과정을 통해 본 연구는 기존 파트너십 연구와 차별되는 새로운 분

석틀을 제공하고, 글로벌 파트너십을 보다 활성화 시킬 수 있는 방안을 모

색하는데 기여하고자 하였다. 
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