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Abstract 

Formålet med dette speciale er at undersøge det indbyrdes forhold mellem 

globaliseringen og tværsektorielle partnerskaber generelt og i USA specifikt. Dette gøres 

for at lægge et fundament for en overordnet vurdering af nonprofit organisationen 

Reach for Changes mulige rolle i det amerikanske samfund. 

For at forsøge at opfylde formålet benyttes tragt-modellen som struktur, hvor hvert 

emne understøttes af en individuel tragt. I første tragt undersøges således først begrebet 

globalisering generelt, og da globaliseringen har sit udspring og arnested i USA, 

efterfølgende derfor også hvorledes globaliseringen har påvirket det amerikanske 

samfund. Herefter indsættes Reach for Change i en kontekst af det globaliserede 

amerikanske samfund. I den næste tragt undersøges begrebet om tværsektorielle 

partnerskaber og dets indbyrdes forhold til globaliseringen. Dernæst udforskes 

tværsektorielle partnerskaber i konteksten af det amerikanske samfund. Slutteligt 

foretages en overordnet vurdering af Reach for Change og organisationens mulige rolle i 

et tværsektorielt partnerskab i det globaliserede amerikanske samfund. I den sidste af 

de underordnede tragte følges der op på væsentlige spørgsmål og betragtninger 

afstedkommet af analysen, i et diskussionsafsnit. Dette efterfølges af råd til Reach for 

Change for slutteligt at komme med forslag til eventuelle videre undersøgelser.   

Globalisering karakteriseres i specialet ikke blot som én enkelt ting, men mange ting på 

samme tid. Globaliseringen er både af økonomisk, kulturel, politisk og teknologisk 

karakter. Disse aspekter influerer hinanden på tværs i et konstant bevægende, 

grænseoverskridende indbyrdes forhold på tværs af sektorer. Globaliseringen viste sig 

specifikt i den amerikanske kontekst ved at, som konsekvens af den offentlige sektors 

nedprioriterede rolle, have afstedkommet et sektorielt skred. Skredet har afstedkommet 

at den offentlige sektors velfærdsforpligtelser i højere grad er tilfaldet nonprofit 

organisationer og den private sektor. Ved undersøgelsen af Reach for Change i det 

globaliserede amerikanske samfund, viser det sig at det sektorielle skred har betydet, at 

det især var i et samarbejde mellem nonprofit sektoren og den private sektor, at rollen 

som ydere af velfærd normalvis bliver løftet. For videre efterforskning af dette 

fænomen, bliver dette i en kontekst af globaliseringens indflydelse på lokale, nationale 

og internationale forhold undersøgt. Både teoretisk og praktisk. Grunden til de 
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geografiske niveauer er Reach for Changes ageren i netop disse. Undersøgelsen viser at 

der er forskel på tværsektorielle partnerskaber i forhold til geografiske niveauer, at 

disse var påvirket af eksterne faktorer i forskellig grad, men også at disse samtidig 

havde en indbyrdes påvirkning på hinanden. 

 

Herefter igangsættes en undersøgelse af de helt fundamentale forskelle på aktører fra de 

forskellige sektorer. Her viser det sig yderligere, grundet de forskellige sektorers 

institutionelle logikker, hvor vanskeligt det kan være at få et tværsektorielt samarbejde 

til at fungere. For et mere detaljeret indblik i de forskellige aspekter af et tværsektorielt 

samarbejde, bliver et strukturelt værktøj benyttet til at belyse dette. Her bliver det 

yderligere belyst, hvor komplekse og dynamiske tværsektorielle partnerskaber er. For 

at kunne definere begrebets indskrænkninger, bliver tværsektorielle partnerskaber 

efterfølgende gjort selskab af begrebet sociale partnerskaber eller socialt 

entreprenørskab. Herefter vil den amerikanske tradition for sociale entreprenørskaber 

blive undersøgt, for at forsøge at fastslå årsagen til denne tradition. Inden analysen 

igangsættes, introduceres to interviews som empirisk materiale. Herefter benyttes 

Reach for Change som pladsholder i det strukturelle værktøj tidligere introduceret. 

Dette gøres på baggrund af teorierne fra tidligere, empiri fra interviews og materiale 

internt fra organisationen, og afstedkommer derved analysen. 

Det altoverskyggende svar på baggrund heraf er, at Reach for Change som nonprofit 

organisation, i mange aspekter afspejler den amerikanske variation af socialt 

entreprenørskab mere end den europæiske.  

Specialet afspejler i sin helhed hvor komplekst et begreb globalisering er, og hvor stor 

indbyrdes indflydelse hvert aspekt af samfundet har. 
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1. Introduction 

Reach for Change is a global nonprofit organization with the formulated mission to make 

the lives better for children by supporting and developing social entrepreneurs. Reach 

for Change searches for these social entrepreneurs through the organization’s national 

branches. Reach for Change operates globally through their central office in Stockholm, 

they operate regionally through their regional offices in selected hubs on the continents, 

they operate nationally through their national branches and they operate locally 

through their social entrepreneurs (in Reach for Change these are called Change 

Leaders). (Appendix N). Every level in the Reach for Change organization works 

primarily with a company within the Kinnevik Group (the Reach for Change central team 

works with the Kinnevik Group through having executives as members of the Reach for 

Change board of directors) and other nonprofit organizations to give further support to 

their Change Leaders in their work to improve the lives of children. The partners the 

organization works with do so for various reasons, some as a Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR)-strategy, including employee CSR. CSR-strategies here as a way for 

the company to contribute positively to the social development of the society they are 

part of. Employee CSR here, as a means of involving the employees of the company in 

contributing to social development during normal work hours allocated by the company, 

in order for them to contribute to a different bottom line, than what their normal job 

strives to achieve. Some partners enter into the partnership with the purpose of 

increasing their brand value, some to obtain better relationships with the community, 

some as a way of creating employee branding (through the employee CSR-strategy) 

(Appendix A). All partners however, ascribe to the shared goal of creating better lives 

for children and youths through local social entrepreneurs (Appendix H). 

Reach for Change was born out of a collaboration between the Kinnevik Investment 

Group, which primarily invests in media companies, and the founder and CEO of Reach 

for Change Sara Damber. The organization, the investment group and the companies it 

owns have a strong partnership. 

Reach for Change has national branches in 17 countries on three continents with 

regional offices placed in Northern Europe, Eastern Europe, Central Asia and Africa. Out 

of the 17 branches 16 have been established at the initiative of a Kinnevik Group 



6 
 

company that works from within each specific country. The remaining country is 

Ethiopia, and the initiative to establish a Reach for Change there came from the Kinnevik 

Group board of directors, because they had an interest in the market, commercially 

(Appendix C).  

 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the interrelationship of globalization and 

cross-sector collaboration in general, and in the USA specifically. This is done to provide 

the foundation for a general assessment of Reach for Change’s possible role in the 

American society. 

This will be done by answering three questions; How does the partnership approach 

influence the operations of the organization? Reach for Change’s strategy of expansion 

has hitherto thus been opportunistic, and has been on the initiative of the Kinnevik 

Group partner (Appendix B). Would it however look any different, if Reach for Change 

was to establish a branch in a region where a Kinnevik Group company was not present? 

What should be considered if Reach for Change was to establish a branch in USA?  

 

An expansion of the Reach for Change organization onto the American market is not 

currently being considered by the organization itself, but is dealt with in this thesis, 

because of the role social partnerships and cross-sector collaborations play in a 

globalized American society.  

The motives for the thesis lie in obtaining a deeper insight into the American society and 

its influences on the world through globalization secondly to gain an elaborate insight 

into Reach for Change, through analyzing the influences globalization has had on the 

organization. The personal motives are both of an academic and a professional nature.  

In an attempt to answer the questions and fulfilling the purpose, the broad outline of the 

thesis will consist of: an introduction, including an introductory brief of the organization 

Reach for Change, which will be followed by a section exploring the term globalization 

and what the term entails. Afterwards there will be a section examining the 

phenomenon of cross-sector collaborations including social partnerships and social 

entrepreneurships. Following these sections will be an analysis of Reach for Change 

within a social partnership in the USA. The thesis will be rounded off in a discussion 



7 
 

revolving around the findings from, and perspectives on, the analysis, then suggestions 

for the organization and proposals for further research will be presented.  

The surrounding structure of the thesis resembles that of a funnel. Within the superior 

funnel are three subordinate funnels. The overall funnel encompasses the thesis as a 

whole, at its broad top is the introduction, and at the narrow end is the summarizing 

conclusion. The function of the first subordinate funnel, the globalization funnel, in 

detail, is to establish an overview of the context in which the American society is, and 

where Reach for Change might be, situated. The cross-sector collaborations and social 

partnerships-funnel will likewise commence with a definition of the terms and what 

they entail, then the funnel will further draw in on the results obtained in the 

globalization funnel, an attempt will be made at establishing an overview of the 

interrelation between America as a globalized society and subsequently what is unique 

about social entrepreneurship through cross-sector collaborations and social 

partnerships in USA. The funnel will conclude with an analysis of the role Reach for 

Change, as a social entrepreneurial organization, might assume in a cross-sector 

collaboration or social partnership in USA. In the discussion, the most relevant of 

findings from the analysis will be elaborated upon, which will lead to suggestions for 

considerations for Reach for Change and proposals for further research. 

To initialize this process, as mentioned, a short overview of the nonprofit organization 

Reach for Change will accommodate the following contextualization of the new market 

and the aspects relevant for the organization. 

1.1 The independent nonprofit organization Reach for Change: An introduction 
As mentioned, Reach for Change is an international nonprofit organization which has its 

headquarters in Stockholm but with local (national) and regional branches in Europe, 

Africa and Asia. As such, the Reach for Change organization can be described as a global 

organization. However, as the organization’s missions are effectively pursued on a 

national level, the term glocal (a contraction of the words global and local, where the 

local or national aspect is considered when adapting the global perspective on specific 

markets) fits best. The foundation of Reach for Change is based primarily on 

partnerships with both national and international actors from the business sector and 

nonprofit organizations and in very rare cases public administration entities. The 

defined missions of the organization and its partnerships are to “… find outstanding 
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social entrepreneurs and help them develop innovations that improve children's lives on 

a big scale” (Reach for Change 2012). 

These social entrepreneurs (who in Reach for Change are called Change Leaders) in their 

beginnings work locally, and participate in programs of development on a year-to-year 

basis, in order to, among other things, scale their operations. 

A social entrepreneur is defined, within the Reach for Change organization, as a person 

who identifies a social problem faced by children and youths and then takes the 

initiative to organize and achieve positive social change (Appendix N, 7). Where a 

commercial entrepreneur and business sector actors typically have economic surplus as 

their purpose, Reach for Change and its social entrepreneurs measure success in terms 

of the social impact, the initiative has on society, and the social value it creates for its 

target group (Appendix I). The support given to the social entrepreneur(ship) is 

providing network, a building of competency in both economic and social aspects, access 

to obtaining credibility through co-branding and the chance of seed funding (Reach for 

Change 2012). 

To use the metaphor of hubs and spokes, Reach for Change is the hub from which the 

spokes (partners) can achieve social difference, by channeling funds and/or expertise, 

network and credibility into Reach for Change, which afterwards distributes these 

resources to the social entrepreneur(ship), that through a selection process are deemed 

most likely to achieve the most social value for children and youths. On a global, regional 

as well as national level Reach for Change has a close partnership with either the 

Kinnevik Investment Group or with media companies owned by the group. Reach for 

Change operates globally from their central office in Stockholm, with subordinate 

regions (Northern Europe, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, and Africa)  which are 

subordinated by national branches in each country. All levels however with an 

overarching and shared mission, vision and set of values (Reach for Change 2012). The 

internationality of Reach for Change makes it what Hume and Leonard would call an 

“Ingo” (International Non-Governmental Organization) and INGOs can, according to 

Hume and Leonard be divided into different structure segments. Within the frame of this 

segmentation, Reach for Change can be classified as a centralized global organization 

with local branches, but in tight cooperation and with a somewhat tight control of the 

international headquarters. To specify further, these INGOs can be divided into 
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categories according to the role they maintain in society and here Reach for Change can 

be categorized as an Ingo attempting at creating social change (Hume and Leonard 

2014). The way Reach for Change creates social change is through their support of social 

entrepreneurs (Reach for Change 2012). 

 

Reach for Change operates at an international scale on more geographical levels, and as 

such could be influenced by the globalization processes. If so, in which ways is 

globalization important to understand when attempting to establish an overview of the 

context of the American society, in the pursuit of obtaining a general assessment of a 

Reach for Change branch in the USA? 

 

In other words, in order to place Reach for Change within the interrelations of 

globalization and cross-sector social partnerships, the term globalization, and what 

globalization entails, must first be examined. 

2. Globalization 
This section will make an attempt at establishing the context in which the rest of the 

paper’s sections exist. In the process of doing so, the section first seeks to explain 

globalization in general terms, secondly it attempts to examine the entailments, or 

origins, of globalization in the American society. Thirdly, it attempts to analyze Reach for 

Change in the context of globalization in America. 

In order to commence doing so, the different relevant aspects of globalization will be 

examined. These aspects involve the economic (and socio-economic), cultural, political 

and technological aspects. In this section, these aspects will be presented and examined 

separately, and hereafter an attempt at explaining the interrelations between the 

aspects will be made. 

The term globalization is at times used rather loosely as a term to explain an array of 

things. Therefore, it is necessary for the applicability of the term in the rest of the thesis, 

to establish an overview over what globalization is, and, equally important, is not.  

To begin with the end, globalization is not uniquely economical, political, cultural, 

technological nor socio-economic. It is all of these aspects combined. Neither is 

globalization a fixed and concrete state, rather, it is a continuous process where the 
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aggregate interaction between the different aspects, sum up to a total that defines the 

term (Dicken 2011). It is further important to emphasize that globalization is not, as it is 

often mistakenly used to explain, a way in which the world has gradually become one 

single Westphalian nation state – with one single world civilization and a global culture. 

Globalization is more accurately described as a term used for describing a world where 

not only national borders, but also the sectorial spheres of societies both national, 

transnational and supranational are being blurred and intersect in ways and at a 

magnitude that has never been seen before. The intersection between the spheres and 

the aspects of societies including the limiting of sovereignty and political elbowroom of 

the nation states has been made possible by four distinct developments in combination 

with each other.  

It is furthermore important to note that, even though globalization is in its nature global, 

it has had a differentiated impact on the different societies’ politics, economy, cultural 

changes as well as a variety of sectorial intertwining as a result. Furthermore, the 

globalization process and the consequences it entails have been addressed in different 

ways in different contexts. The global, national and local levels are all parts of a same 

whole, but are both affected by, and as a result deal with, the consequences in ways best 

suited to their own context. The global aspects have an influence on the national who 

again have an influence on the local – and vice versa. This repercussion effect can best 

be described by the chaos theoretical butterfly effect, where the local causes can have an 

effect on a global scale, on several sectors and with cultural, economical and political 

consequences. The aspects that, in a continuous flux of action/reaction patterns, having 

mutual influences on each other, make up the term globalization are described below in 

detail. I.e. The division of the interrelating aspects is purely for educational purposes, 

thus for the facilitation of comprehension (Dicken 2011) (Scholte 2005) (Eriksen 2007). 

2.1 The economic aspect of globalization 
From 1945 (with an acceleration starting in the 1970s) and onwards an increasing neo-

liberalistic approach to national and international economies has been prominent. This 

has resulted in the opening up of nations’ economies through policies that accommodate 

international trade across borders, and a loosening up of financial regulatory policies. 

This has especially been at the advantage of international corporations. A rise in the 
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neo-liberal approach to national economies is exemplified in the term “Washington 

Consensus”. This was originally a set of principles within reform packages for national 

economies in crisis, used by the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the 

US Treasury Department, but was later used to describe the overall phenomenon of 

pursuing a strong market-based economy as promoted by the neo-liberalist political 

philosophy. This trend allowed for a much freer movement of both the geographical and 

economical aspect for multinational corporations on the world market (Dicken 2011).  

One of the consequences it has entailed is the big increase in the degree of the 

restructuring of corporations, where each division within the organization is separately 

placed within markets that are assessed to be the most ideal for the tactics of the 

organization. This is done in order to capitalize on the different strengths and 

weaknesses of the various nations and regions in the world. The strengths are for 

example cheap (or well-educated) labor, favorable industrial policies, natural resources, 

favorable tax policies, less strict environmental and labor standards etc. 

In that way, multinational corporations can strategically place various parts of the 

production in different countries, thereby profiting from each beneficial resource and 

advantage in every link of the production (Scholte 2005). 

As a matter of course, this has meant a shift in the world economy. Just like the 

corporations outsource parts of the production to a greater extent, the financial assets of 

the corporation can also be transferred from one nation or region to another, in order to 

benefit from the most favorable corporation taxes (Dicken 2011). This is mostly possible 

to do, without sanctions or means of interfering, due to the lack of political will or ability 

to address the issue at a global level.  

The economic growth has as an effect become increasingly more centralized, which has 

meant a rise in the global economic inequality between regions, countries, classes, sexes 

and in the division between country – town (Scholte 2005) (Dicken 2011) (UNCTAD 

2012).  

2.2 The cultural aspect of globalization 
The complexity of the cultural development can best be described by using the term 

”disembedding” by Thomas Hylland Eriksen as presented in the book ”Globalization”. 

The term describes how the social interactions are withdrawn from the time/space 

continuum and how, as a consequence, the social and cultural exchanges between 
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people are no longer defined or conditioned by physical presence (Eriksen 2007). When 

the near and local communication and cultural exchange is withdrawn from their 

former, more fixed paradigms, a possibility for a broader and more diffuse cultural 

exchange, disembedded from time and space is present. This has created a culture in 

which individuals are less and less culturally determined by, or limited within the 

confinements of, the nation states. Instead, individuals have found cultural solidarities 

that across geo-political borders, and it is especially because of this, culture can be said 

to be globalized. Because, instead of defining themselves primarily based on their 

nationality, individuals are increasingly defining themselves by the belonging to a 

specific class, sex, sexual orientation, political conviction, economic capability etc. 

It could be argued, that as a result culture has become increasingly difficult to define, as 

there are many factors that enter into the domain of negotiation in each individual, as 

well as the fact that the individual is part of many different cultural groupings at the 

same time. Culture in this sense should be seen as a constant negotiation between the 

individuals, who each make up the sum of the whole. As it has always been, the people 

who practice the culture, defines it – and adding the globalized boundless, constant and 

dynamic negotiation of cultures, culture is drawn out of the tighter frame made up of the 

national states, and through outer global influences the cultures are negotiated at a 

larger scale (Scholte 2005). 

2.3 The political aspect of globalization 
This section deals primarily with the increasing intertwining, blurring and handing over 

of political power from nation states, in order to enter into collaborations with other 

nation states. These constructions can be bilateral or unilateral and can be shaped 

through a simple wish to promote trade with other countries like the NAFTA (North 

American Free Trade Agreement), or in a more thorough construction of political, 

military and economic collaboration like the supranational union of the EU (European 

Union). A shift from the concept of supreme sovereign nation states, as defined through 

the Westphalia peace treaty, towards an acknowledgement of an interrelated world has 

occurred. The possibility that formerly existed for a nation to isolate itself from external 

influences is no longer possible.  The realization of the new reality has led to the 

creation of various forms of collaborations with other countries in order to overcome 

border-crossing problems. The border crossing and dispersing of power does not, 
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however, just manifest itself within the relationship between the supranational and the 

national level, it also occurs between the sectors within these global and national 

entities. The traditional roles of three sectors (business, public and nonprofit sector) of 

the modern market based societies have likewise seen an overlapping, blurring and 

intertwining. The phenomena of constant negotiation, increasing amalgamation and 

simultaneous influence at both the global and national political level and at the global 

and national sectorial level have led to a number of tangible changes in the political 

system and the dispersion and redistribution of power within it. 

2.4 The technological development and globalization 
A mediator and accelerator for the possibility of the globalization process is the 

development within technology. Technology is here to be seen as a means of rendering 

the magnitude and velocity of globalization possible. Technologies described in this 

section first and foremost deal with the developments that have entailed a minimization 

of obstacles present as a result of the time and space division. These technological 

advances involve, among others, the invention of the Internet, worldwide and cheaper 

air travels, direct satellite-TV, logistical innovations and innovations within production 

development and manufacturing (Dicken 2011) (Eriksen 2007). The simultaneous 

nature of Internet communication is ascribed a massive importance, and the 

globalization process has been greatly aided and accelerated by the possibilities of the 

Internet. Combined with a number of other important technological innovations and 

developments, this adds up to such a massive acceleration in every aspect of life that it 

in other words functions as “time-space shrinking” (Dicken 2011, 81). Within this world, 

the economic development, the cultural exchanges and the technological advances 

happen at such a speed that it, metaphorically speaking, compromises time and space, 

which gives the appearance that time is accelerating instead of simply passing (Dicken 

2011). These technological advances have thus mediated the possibility of the constant 

and increasing negotiation within and across the boundaries of the sectors, the nation 

states in terms of cultural exchange, and the economic and political in terms of 

influences, this both internally and externally, and mutually between them. 

 

The aspects treated within this section convey a world that, within the last half of a 

century has been, and still is, constantly and dynamically changing, across borders in 
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more than one sense. The formerly so defined roles of the nation states as well as the 

sectorial division of the business sector, the public sector and the business sector within 

and between them collectively and in a progress of mutual influence, have been 

increasingly blurred, intersected and intertwined. 

In other words, more actors now share the ability (and obligations) to influence, define 

and participate in decision-making affecting the cultural, political, economical spheres, 

with mutual influencing as the result. However, even though the possibility for influence 

from more sources is greater due to the accumulated processes, it does not mean that 

the distribution of power has not been unequal. The adaptation of more neo-liberalistic 

economic policies and the gradual shift from the public sector to the market sector in 

terms of size and power, and the increasing focus on the individual culturally has caused 

a shift in the expectations of the sector’s individual roles in terms of obligations and 

responsibilities of providing the public with welfare services and goods. 

 

The thesis will now go from the helicopter perspective of globalization and its 

implications on the cross-border interplay and the cross-sector relationships, to 

narrowing down and focusing in on the implications the development it has had on the 

American society. This is done to provide for the context of the national level, where 

Reach for Change might be situated in interrelation to globalization and cross-sector 

collaboration social partnerships. 

  

2.5 The United States of America and Globalization 

The American society has in many ways been the forerunner and the foundation of the 

globalization process. This role has been mediated through the means of promoting 

certain economic policies first internally and then externally. These economic policies 

are a product of culture and a result of political decisions and vice versa (Throsby 2001).  

Now, a further detailed picture of the complex interlacing of the sectorial cross-field 

across national borders will be provided. This will be done in three different steps. 

Firstly by providing an overview of the historical process of the development of the 

American economic policies in isolation, secondly by analyzing the implications that this 

has had on the development of the cultural and political aspect of the society and thirdly 
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to combine the two into a holistic picture of the American society by examining their 

mutual dependency and influencing. The discovery that will quickly emerge is that the 

global aspect of globalization is true, and that the differences mainly lie in the scale of 

implications. 

 

The historical development of the purely economic policies and their effect on the 

American society will be provided first. Secondly focus will be placed on the internal and 

external expansion of neoliberal economic policies that have been a significant factor in 

creating the dispersion of the classic division between the sectors and the sovereignty of 

the nation states. 

 

According to Neil Smith, in his book “The Endgame of Globalization”, the American 

society and the American economic policies have more or less been moving in one 

specific direction since America’s last natural geographical frontier had depleted. The 

pursuit of expanding and opening up national markets onto the global arena through 

promoting a more liberalistic economy, based on free trade and financially lenient 

policies, has been a means of achieving a wider American influence on the global stage 

(Smith 2005). The promotion of a certain set of economic policies has thus not only 

resulted in an American influence economically, but politically and culturally as well. 

Through the institutions of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the 

United Stated Department of Treasury USA has been promoting an economic expansion 

of neo-liberalistic economic policies in countries where reform packages were 

implemented mainly due to economic crises, and mainly in developing countries. 

Contemporarily, through mainly bilateral agreements, free trade agreements have been 

formulated on the basis of freeing up the market forces. This has resulted in a global 

economy where the business sector has been promoted with a growing political and 

economic power as a result, where economic and political power of the public sector has 

decreased. In many countries the third sector has acted as the mediator of public 

interests and a gap-filling mechanism and where sectors have increasingly been melting 

together (Smith 2005). 

The economic policies pursued within America have in effect dispersed the economic 

wealth in the population and the mantra “Liberalize, privatize, deregulate!” (Smith 
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2005) was thus implemented at the expense of the welfare of the vast majority of the 

American population. The dispersion of economic wealth as well as political power has 

increasingly been concentrated on fewer hands, and with a disproportionately large 

concentration in the business sector (Smith 2005). This is manifested by the fact that 

USA, simultaneously being the wealthiest nation in the world, but also the most 

economically unequal (Sherman 2015). 

The decreased size of the public sector has left it with the primary role of making and 

maintaining rules and regulations (legislation and judicial system), upholding the peace 

(police and military) and providing a minimum of public welfare benefits (food 

assistance and welfare checks) and welfare goods (public schools and housing).  

In other words, the economic system of the USA does not, like some other nations, have 

a pronounced welfare system, or an effective economic wealth distribution tax system. 

Furthermore the public institutions are kept at a minimum in order to facilitate the free 

market. This leaves the responsibility of welfare to the individual, or to the initiative and 

at the volition of others (Castells 2005). 

 

When combining the aspect of a less powerful and extensive public system with a 

cultural development spurring an increasing focus on the individual, a political focus 

that has facilitated the external forces, by increasingly seeking to remove the 

significance of national borders, with the massive development within the technological 

field, a picture emerges of a society that, in many ways, has seen an extensive change 

and through political policies has welcomed them. These things combined has 

transformed the American society, and many other societies, from having strictly 

defined, and for some more transparent, sectorial roles and responsibilities to having a 

society where these roles and responsibilities are becoming ever more fluent, diverse 

and dynamic. This has lead to a blurring of political and economic liabilities for the 

public to act upon, a growing of political power for both the business sector and the 

nonprofit sector due to a governing gap (or a sector failure), and therefore also a gap of 

upholding the duties and responsibilities that were formerly maintained by the public 

sector apparatus.  

Evident herein, and underlined here by its crucial importance, is the constant and 

holistic influence all aspects of the global as well as the national societies have had on 
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each other and in constant negotiation about the roles played by the different sectors 

within these. This creates a different playing field for obtaining power, promoting causes 

and achieving change in society. However minimized the role of the public sector has 

been until now, it is important to note that the state still has a great amount of power 

vested in them on behalf of the population, to pass legislation and maintain law and 

order, which in turn influences the conditions of the business- and the third sector. The 

main difference with globalization in general and America specifically is then the 

political willingness to, in higher or lower degree, make an attempt to cushion the effects 

and limit its repercussions (however futile that might seem). The political system in 

America has, willingly or otherwise, not attempted at countering the process (for more 

or less obvious reasons) (Smith 2005). 

 

The next section will make an attempt at defining the role of a nonprofit organization 

like Reach for Change in the context of the globalized society of USA.  

2.6 Reach for Change, globalization and the American society 

As a result of these developments, the nonprofit organizations has come to play an 

increasingly larger role in the globalized society in general, and in the American in 

specific. The roles and the functions of the sectors have been blurred and intersected, to 

a degree where they now have influence on matters, but also obligations of role, that 

they have not traditionally had. As a result of the development, a shift in power from the 

public sector to the business sector has been increasing. As a result, there has been a 

sectorial failure in the public sector through lack of capacity to uphold the welfare 

obligations to the public, and an incapability of doing so from the business sector. The 

role, then, of the nonprofit organizations in a neoliberalist and globalized society, like 

the American, has over time become that of a partner for providing welfare to the 

population through collaborations with either the public or the business sector. Through 

these partnerships, they obtain new institutional roles, but also societal influence. This 

influence is asserted through either performing welfare gaps defined by the public or 

through the business sector via demands for upholding the company’s social and 

environmental obligations.  
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In the nonprofit organization Reach for Change the mission is to make the world a better 

place for children, this is done through supporting and investing in social entrepreneurs. 

The organization pursues the mission by entering into partnerships with mainly 

business sector actors. Through their business sector partnerships they influence and 

help the businesses to uphold their obligations to the societies they operate within, 

which in turn provide funding. The business sector partners enter into partnerships for 

the main formulated purpose of providing positive social impact to the children and 

youths, but additional reasons are also formulated. These include co-branding benefits, 

employer branding, business-to-business customer engagement and an improvement of 

investor relations (Appendix A). The formulated mission in itself symbolizes the shift in 

the American society towards a greater obligation for the nonprofit and business sector 

to attend to the common good of the population. In Reach for Change as well as with its 

partners, the wellbeing of children and youths is the focus, but such cross-sector 

collaborations are formed for a variety of reasons. The means of pursuing the mission 

further underlines the blurring roles of the sectors, as Reach for Change, a nonprofit 

sector actor, primarily enters into social partnerships with a formulated shared 

overarching goal of creating a positive social change for a vulnerable section of the 

population. In the American society the primary role of Reach for Change might be as a 

mediator in a partnership between these two sectorial spheres or in a public/non-profit 

sector partnership, where the overarching purpose of the two kinds of partnerships 

would be to achieve a filling of the welfare gaps for children in USA, that has happened 

as a result of the decrease in the scale of the public sector. Furthermore, as the 7th aspect 

of degrees of development, within the Reach for Change Development Tracker for Social 

Entrepreneurs, impact on the system is a specific development goal and would typically 

be measured on the changes in legislations and rules in the area the Change Leader 

works within (Appendix M). However, this is not a goal or a measurement for the 

organization itself, at least not formulated, and could, in practice, leave the role of 

influencing the public sector and the potential system change this could trigger, to be 

assumed by the social entrepreneur(ship)s within the Reach for Change program. 

As a tool for the common good and as a means of providing for welfare to the rising 

amount of poor children and youths in America (Fanjul 2014) through partnerships 

with its business sector partners, through their shared collaboration with the social 
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entrepreneurs in the program, a pursuit through these steps towards political system 

change within the public sector could be made via the business/nonprofit partnership. It 

is safe to say, that, at least on paper, Reach for Change has many of the characteristics of 

an American nonprofit organization, and has the potential of assuming a role as such in 

the American society. 

 

The shift in paradigms of the modern globalized societies thus demand a new way of 

thinking from the individual sectors as well as a new way of understanding them from 

the perspective of the citizens in the societies. However, a further understanding of the 

mechanisms and logics of the sectors is necessary in order to understand which shifts 

and mutations occur when the sectors enter into cross-sector collaborations. The next 

section of the thesis seeks to achieve a greater understanding of the processes that occur 

within the sectors when attempting to find a common ground for the purpose of 

pursuing a shared mission. The first part of the section provides a helicopter perspective 

of the phenomenon of cross-sector collaborations and social partnerships. The second 

part narrows the perspective down and makes an attempt at examining social 

partnerships and social entrepreneurship in an American context. The third part 

analyses the cross-sector collaboration social partnerships through social entrepreneurs 

in America, from the purpose of assessing Reach for Change’s possible role in such a 

constellation.  

3. Adapting to the globalizing reality 

This section will begin by providing an overview and an explanation of the term cross-

sector collaboration, first with a global, then a national and lastly a local perspective 

respectively, followed by sections on how such collaborations are practiced in reality on 

the three levels respectively. Afterwards, as a manner of limiting the collaborations, the 

term social partnership will be explained (and used henceforth). Following this an 

attempt will be made at pursuing an exploration of the fundamental differences of the 

sector logics of the partners in social partnerships, implications caused by these 

differences, and lastly a framework of measures that addresses these implications for 
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the purpose of minimizing the complications and frictions that these entail, at the 

expense of the successfulness of the partnership. 

The purpose of this section is thus to make a deeper exploration of the implications the 

globalization process has caused, and the sector’s reactions to them. 

3.1 Cross-sector collaborations 

The globalization process has caused a decomposition of national borders and opened 

the internal borders; it has furthermore caused an amalgamation of sectorial boundaries 

of the business, public and third sectors. As a reaction to the new reality, an increasing 

trend to form cross-sector collaborations has emerged. These collaborations have the 

purpose of uniting the strengths of the individual sector actors into a partnership where 

the whole is meant to be greater than the sum of the parts.  

Cross-sector collaborations are then, by many, seen as an answer to filling the gaps 

created as a result of the shift in political, economic and cultural power. Furthermore it 

is used to address the shift in obligations of attending to issues concerning the common-

good of the population (Scholte 2005). These cross-sector collaborations can be formed 

in any combination of two partners from the three sectors, or in a combination that 

involves partners from all the sectors in a cross-sector collaboration, depending on the 

scope of the issue that the partnership has as a purpose to address. Cross-sector 

collaborations have then been deemed necessary for especially three reasons, first in 

order to address issues that are too complex and massive in scope to be solved by one 

sector alone. These include for example geographical cross-border problems such as 

refugee crises or environmental disasters and global warming. Secondly; to address 

issues that are cross-sectorial. Exemplified by issues within the national borders, that 

are so complex and great in scope that one sector within the society does not have the 

capacity, resources or ability to address them on their own. Thirdly, the cross-sector 

collaborations can be adapted at a local scale, where the reasons and purpose for the 

collaborations resemble those at the national scale, but can and are executed in a slightly 

different manner in relation to the context (Seitanidi and Crane 2014).  

As was stressed in the globalization section, the interconnections between the different 

regional levels are interconnected with the aspects of each societal context, which are 

then again interconnected. 
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Here the division of the different levels of cross-sector collaborations is once more made 

in order to ease the comprehension, and to examine how the cross-sectorial answer to 

the globalization processes can differ as a result of differences in scope. 

3.1.1 Cross-sector collaborations in a global context 

On a global scale, cross-sector collaborations have been a means of addressing the 

problems and issues that care cross-borders in scope, and are not deemed possible to 

address on a national scale alone. The global cross-sector collaborations have been 

formed as a result of a lack of international political strength or a lack of willingness to 

address these problems, and as a result of the complexity of the issues rendered difficult 

or impossible to address by one state or one sector alone. Business and third sector 

actors who operate at an international scope therefore increasingly enter into 

international collaborations with supranational governmental institutions, for the 

purpose of addressing the issues. The partnerships reflect the rise in influence that, 

especially the international corporations, but also the international nonprofit 

organizations have gained. It however also reflects the rise in obligations and 

expectations that the rise in influence and power has entailed (Langthorne 2005). 

3.1.2 Cross-Sector Collaborations in a national context 

On a national scale, cross-sector collaborations have primarily been formed as a means 

of lessening the implications of the shift in power and obligations of the nation states 

and of the public sector. Collaborations between the public sector, the business sector 

and the nonprofit sector have been deemed necessary in order to provide for a level of 

welfare provisions sufficiently satisfying the society as a whole. In the past, some 

countries’ welfare services are provided for by the public sector and in others the 

burden and responsibility was shifted to other sectors, but the general development 

towards a more neo-liberalistic economic philosophy has increased the tendency for 

many countries’ nonprofit and business sectors to maintain a degree of the burden, 

however to a varying degree (Clarke 2014). On the national scale the formation of cross-

sector collaborations has traditionally been made between actors from the nonprofit 

sector and the public sector in European countries, and between actors from the 

business sector and the nonprofit sector in USA (Hulgård 2007), however, due to the 

globalization process, the tendency for the latter is increasing. The public sector’s 
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willingness and ability to become involved in cross-sector collaborations is often 

determined by the strength and scope of the nation’s governmental apparatus. The 

stronger the state, the less inclined it will be to enter into collaborations, and the weaker 

the state the less able it is to contribute, and thus the less relevant it is, to the 

collaboration’s mission. However, regardless of the public sector’s active involvement in 

the collaborations it still exerts a passive influence on them, both in terms of the 

purpose of initiation of the collaboration, but also in the process of forming it, in 

implementing it and when the actual effectuation of the partnership’s purpose is 

exerted. The reason for this being the ability of the public sector to implement and 

maintain rules and regulations that can influence the collaborations, either directly or 

indirectly. These rules and regulations can, however, be of beneficial or harmful 

influence (Hamann 2014).  

3.1.3 Cross-sector collaborations in a local context 

On the local scale, cross-sector collaborations have been formed for various reasons as 

well. The collaborations on the local level, however, have mainly been pursued through 

collaborations with the public sector on a local governmental level. The reason for this, 

it is argued, is that the local authorities have the necessary judicial authority, the 

essential cohesive strength to function as the hub of the partnership, and can ensure an 

implementation of the partnership’s mission. The business sector and nonprofit sector 

partners are typically involved through one of two functions, or in a combination. The 

first function is for the purpose of knowledge and information sharing during the 

process of drawing up the solution to the problem. Depending on the complexity of the 

problem or the variety of problems, the number of partners involved is adjusted, as is 

the sectorial variety of actors represented. Nonprofit sector actors and business sector 

actors are here involved to provide their specific knowledge, information and sector 

logic in understanding the problem, and in the solutions to it. The second function can 

be that of implementing the solution to the problem. Here the business and nonprofit 

sector actors are involved in the actual process of making the partnership’s solution a 

reality, in order to pursue the shared mission. Performing these functions within such a 

partnership is categorized by a participatory involvement, whereas a combination, 

where the actors are both being part of the process of, through knowledge and 
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information sharing, arrives at a solution for accomplishing the shared mission, taking 

part in the implementation of the partnership, is categorized as a partnership 

involvement. (Clarke 2014). The level and scope of a partnership is decided by the 

complexity of the problem, the willingness of the local authority to surrender 

sovereignty, the ability to enter into such partnerships and the willingness of the 

remaining sectors to enter into the partnership, determined mainly by a weighing of 

investment and returns. 

 

Even though the progress of globalization is nondiscriminatory of global, national or 

local levels, the initial reactions towards it have differed. There are several reasons for 

it; the first is the difference in the framework of operations in the three levels. At the 

global level the different individual nations can enter into different political and 

economic partnerships varying both in the degree of their partial surrender of 

sovereignty and in the quantity and sectorial variety of actors within the partnership. 

The different nation states still have, albeit to various degrees, a substantial sovereignty 

within their own borders and can assert their political and economical power over the 

actors within it. However strong the state might be, external forces coerce the public 

sector to collaborate with other sector actors, in order to honor its welfare provision 

obligations. At the local level, there are also vast varieties of differences in the 

authorities of the local governments. This requires a highly flexible and dynamic 

adaptation of the partners within the collaboration and a constant reassessment of the 

varying needs and requirements of the partnership.  

However, due to the nature of globalization previously described, the reaction patterns 

towards adapting to globalization have in the process become globalized. This means 

that the global, national and local variants of cross-sector collaborations have influenced 

each other in a crisscross of interrelations. 

This need for a flexible and dynamically adaptability is further examined in the section 

to come.  

3.2 Cross-sector collaborations in practice  
Practices in regards to cross-sector collaborations can vary depending on the context in 

which the collaboration operates. 
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The following will provide an overview of examples of the different variants of cross-

sector collaborations, categorized by the global, national and local context.  

3.2.1 Examples of cross-sector collaborations in a global context 

The global cross-sector collaborations are, as mentioned above, most commonly formed 

when a problem is too great in magnitude for one nation or one sector to address it 

satisfactorily on its own. These cross-sector and cross-national collaborations can be 

exemplified by international nonprofit organizations like the NGOs Red Cross (Red 

Crescent), Amnesty International and the World Health Organization collaborating with 

the intergovernmental organization of nation states like the United Nations and the 

European Union (Amnesty International 2016) (World Health Organization 2016). The 

international nonprofit organizations then contribute with their knowledge and 

information, and ability to act, to the international governmental cross-sector 

collaboration, thus gaining the possibility to pursue their purposes and promoting their 

causes, which would be impossible without the collaboration. Another example of 

practices of global cross-sector collaboration is through the framework devised by the 

United Nations called the UN Global Compact. The UN global compact is a type of 

standardized framework that business sector actors can, on their own volition, agree to 

follow. The framework consists of ten principles, which together promote human rights, 

labor market principles, environmental initiatives and anti-corruption measures. The 

compact promotes cross-sectorial collaborations in the pursuit of obliging to the 

principles. The UN Global Compact was devised by the United Nations, and in practice 

works through a network of actors from the business sector and the nonprofit sector 

actors that have signed the agreement (UN Global Compact 2016). The compact relies on 

the businesses to adapt to the implementation of ten principles within their CSR-

policies, and the nonprofit actors to promote them through their collaboration partners. 

3.2.2 Examples of cross-sector collaborations on a national scale 
The varieties of cross-sector collaborations in the national context can be exemplified in 

three ways; firstly by business sector actors adopting CSR-policies either by frameworks 

of the likes of the UN Global Compact, through their own devising or by collaborations 

with nonprofit sector actors. These can, as mentioned above, be conducted on two 

levels, as a participation partnership, a partnership where the civil society actor 
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assumes the role of implementing the CSR-policy that has been agreed upon, or as a 

partnership where both the business sector and the nonprofit sector formulate and 

implement the initiative for the purpose of the shared mission, the means of getting 

there, and which set of values to follow in order to pursue the mission. The public sector 

can oftentimes be more or less inclined to, or lacking the necessary capacity to, engage 

in partnerships on a partnership basis, and more often seek a participatory model, this 

can be due to lack of will, capacity or a combination hereof, or for political ideological 

convictions. The participatory model involving the cross-sectorial participation in the 

implementation of action can be exemplified through the concept of outsourcing, where 

what would formerly be deemed an obligation for the public sector to uphold, has now 

been put out to tender for business and/or nonprofit sector actors to maintain through a 

bidding round. In the participatory model of participation through knowledge and 

information sharing, the concept of lobbyism can be of example. Here nonprofit sector 

or business sector actors are consulted on issues where their level of knowledge, 

information and expertise is their contribution to the participatory partnership, in 

return for influencing policy outcomes. 

3.2.3 Examples of cross-sector collaborations on a local scale 

Local cross-sector collaborations likewise come in a variety of shapes. For example, the 

UN Global Compact created an adaptation for local contexts. The variety is called the UN 

Global Compact Cities Programme (UN Global Compact Cities Programme 2016), and is 

created with the purpose of attracting city governments to agree on pursuing the 

principles in the compact. Here it is the public local authority of the cities that consent to 

implementing the principles either through their cross-sector collaborations or through 

their legislative jurisdiction. Through the programme, both business and nonprofit 

organizations have a responsibility and a means of influence on the formulation and 

implementation of how these principles are to be reached. The programme is thus both 

based and reliant on a cross-sector perspective.  

The business sector and nonprofit sector actors also form partnerships with a local 

perspective on their own accord. The term corporate community initiatives are formed 

with the purpose of solving a problem in the local community, and are often established 



26 
 

through a partnership with a third sector actor, such as nonprofit organizations (Clarke 

2014). 

 

The three levels of cross-sector collaborations above are, of course, not limited to the 

global, national or local aspects, they are in constant influence of each other, and enter 

into partnerships across levels. A local cross-sector collaboration initiative can have an 

influence on existing or future partnerships on a national or global scale and vice versa. 

Neither are the global partnerships limited to global partners, national partnerships to 

national partners or local partnerships to local partners. A business sector actor with a 

national focus can, as an example, participate in a local scale partnership. All 

combinations are possible, which serves as an example of the progress of globalization 

where the global is national is local and where the division of the three sectors are 

constantly being negotiated internally and externally. However, the contexts in which 

the cross-sector collaborations operate do have a high degree of influence on the specific 

organization and structure of the collaboration. Furthermore, the contexts are also 

relevant in connection to the further analyzing of Reach for Change in a cross-sector 

collaboration (or rather social partnership) in interrelation with globalization. This is 

because the organization of Reach for Change is structured to operate with a global 

perspective, but within a regional, national and local context (Reach for Change 2012). 

 

When cross-sector collaborations are formed with the purpose of creating social value, 

they are called social partnerships. Naturally, as the term merely specifies the purpose 

of the overarching term cross-sector collaboration, there are mostly similarities, but the 

purpose of a cross-sector collaboration can also influence the structure of the 

collaboration and the processes within it. 

The following section thus functions as a delimitation of the scope of the terminology of 

cross-sector collaborations in order to examine the specific challenges, implications and 

frictions that might arise throughout each possible step in the path to engaging in a 

cross-sector collaboration with the purpose of creating social value.  
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3.3 Social Partnerships 

Cross-sector collaborations and social partnerships are in many ways two sides of the 

same coin. But where cross-sector collaborations is the term that encompasses any 

cross-sectorial partnerships for a variety of purposes, the term social partnership 

defines and delimits the purpose of the cross-sector collaboration to exclusively being 

aimed at creating social value. Disregarding the purpose of the cross-sector 

collaboration, the complexity of adapting different actors, from different sectors, on 

different levels can be a difficult balancing act. In the following section, the 

complications, frictions and crises that can arise in social partnerships are examined. 

3.3.1 Social Partnerships: complications and crises 

The purpose of this section is twofold, first; it is to examine the most fundamental of 

reasons for complications, frictions or crises within social partnerships, and secondly; to 

examine methods of approaching social partnerships in order to explore how to achieve 

the highest likelihood for success and in consequence, how to avoid or reduce the 

complications and crises that can occur. In order to pursue such a set of methods, the 

framework by Bryson, Crosby and Stone will be utilized (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006). The role of this section in the overall purpose of the thesis is to research the 

fundamental motives and logics of the individual sector actors that could be part of a 

social partnership. This will be done, in order to gain a deeper understanding of the 

complications and crises within partnerships, what triggers them, and how they can be 

prevented. It will furthermore serve as the foundation for the later analysis of Reach for 

Change in social partnership in the USA.  

3.3.1.1 A Fundamental Source for Complications: Sector Logics and Framing 

The purpose of the first part of this section is to examine the reasons for complications 

and crises in cross-sector partnerships that arise on accounts of differences in motive, 

logic and framing. 

 

The root of problems and complications arising in social partnerships, stem in two 

fundamental disagreements. The first disagreement concerns the initial motives and 

purpose of the collaboration. The second disagreement arises on the desired outcome of 

the collaboration.  
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The implications of these disagreements differ, according to the kind of partnership that 

has been pursued. As described in Gray and Purdy’s “Conflicts in Cross-Sector 

Partnerships”, these partnerships can be initiated from either conflict or opportunity. 

The conflict partnerships occur when actors from more than one sector conflict over 

either interests or sectorial boundaries. Examples of these could be a nonprofit 

organization or business sector actor establishing an alternative to a service that a 

public sector actor might deem best fit to be solved within the obligations and 

responsibilities of the public sector. This can result in the need for a conflict partnership. 

The partnerships can be formed on accounts of two different needs; where information 

sharing is the desired outcome, a dialogue partnership is created, and where action is 

the desired outcome, a negotiated settlement partnership is created. Likewise for 

partnerships formed out of a shared conviction that opportunities could arise from such, 

two purposes decide the outcome of the partnership. Where information and knowledge 

sharing is the desired outcome, an appreciative planning partnership occurs, where 

action is the desired outcome, a collective strategy partnership occurs (Gray and Purdy 

2014).  

 

This correlates with the section of cross-sector collaborations on a local scale about 

participatory or partnership collaborations. Here participatory collaborations, 

regardless of initial starting point, were either formed to maintain the desired outcome 

of action, or of information and knowledge sharing (Clarke 2014). A partnership where 

appreciative planning combined with collective strategies would make up for what 

Clarke would deem a partnership, where opportunity is the motive for partnering. 

Likewise a dialogue and negotiated settlement would add up to become a partnership, 

where conflict was the motive for partnering. In that way an appreciative planning, 

collective strategy, dialogue or negotiated settlement partnership, would be defined by 

the term participatory collaboration. 

 

Partnerships rooted in opportunity, despite having a shared desired outcome of 

appreciative planning can give rise to conflicts over the power balance of the 

partnership in the formulation and defining of the problem.  
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In much the same way, an opportunity partnership with the desired outcome of action 

can give rise to conflicts over the imbalance of burden in carrying out the solution to the 

problem. Partnerships rooted in conflict are by nature deemed to have elements of 

crisis. The crisis can arise where perceptions of the root cause of the conflict arises 

during dialogue, or disputes over the details of the agreement of settlements (Gray and 

Purdy 2014). 

 

In social partnerships several aspects concerning the context of the partnership thus 

shape the degrees and varieties of complications and conflicts. The first and most 

fundamental cause for these is the intrinsic difference in their traditional and 

fundamental logics and motives. 

 

A problem domain is defined by the area, which encompasses a given problem, and is 

therefore deemed relevant for examination, in order to establish a solution. The needs 

for cross-sector social partnerships arise when the problem’s domain shifts from one 

institutional sector to one or both of the others. Examples of this are, where the 

obligations, responsibility or necessary ability to solve a social problem shifts from the 

public sector domain to the nonprofit and/or business sector, when nonprofit 

organizations or business sector actors pursue influence and/or require action in the 

public sector legislative authorities, or when actors from the nonprofit sector applies 

pressure on the business sector actors to adopt a certain level of standards of working 

conditions or to assume social responsibility in the surrounding society. Grass root 

movements formed on a local level can attract enough support to enable policy changes 

on a national scale. When these sectorial boundaries are crossed and intersected, both 

the logics of the problem domain and the sector field logics are altered, and cross-sector 

partnerships are formed as a response and an adaptation to the shift. The alteration of 

the sector field logics is a cause for both challenges and opportunities, as the cross-

sector partners attempt to define the problem domain, whilst simultaneously 

negotiating the sector field logics within the partnership (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

The field sector logics are thus in constant mutual negotiation as a result of the pursuit 

of defining themselves in accordance to the new reality of constantly being negotiated, 

mutually dependent and mutually influencing intersection across border and 
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boundaries. This in terms of politics on a global, national and local level, in terms of 

economic interdependency on a global, national and local level as well as a cross-

influential cross-cultural amalgamation. All aspects facilitated and accelerated by the 

technological advances and all in a constant interrelation. 

The crises that as a consequence of the field sector logics occur are at a fundamental 

level of the involved partners. The field sector logics are fundamental socially 

constructed historical institutional constructions that consist of specific values, beliefs 

and practices, which provide meaning for it and its surroundings. The logic of the public 

sector, the logic of the business sector logic and the logic of the nonprofit sector all 

differ, which affects the way in which they perceive a problem and the problem domain 

of that problem. The public sector’s institutional logic is referred to as a bureaucratic 

state logic, which is defined by its hierarchical system of defined roles and where the 

interactions are governed by rules (Gray and Purdy 2014). As the institutional logic of 

the public sector is defined by its hierarchic structure and the interaction of rules, 

entering into a partnership with public sector partners must understand and adapt to 

the defined roles, and are forced to apply by its rules. The bureaucracy logic is thereby 

defined by its strict structure of departments and divisions, which have a clearly defined 

frame of executing their role or function in the greater hierarchical system.  

The business sector’s institutional logic is that of the market and is defined by an 

individual exchange of one commodity for the other, at the free will of both parties. The 

market logic strives to maximize the mutual benefits of both parties involved in 

exchanges based on the reason of supply and demand. To enter into collaboration with a 

business sector partner with the market logic, an understanding of the nature of the 

mutual exchange of goods is necessary. Quid pro quo can be described here as a rule for 

partnerships, as the mechanism of the supply and demand model is deeply embedded 

herein. In a business sector partnership, for example, the level of funding the business 

sector is willing to provide, is determined by, among others, the value of what they 

receive in return. This will, by the market sector logic, result in a maximization of value 

for all parties.  

The nonprofit sector (or social benefit or third sector) is defined by the community logic. 

The community logic seeks to obtain an upholding of universal rights, and is concerned 

with the common good, in particularity those rights and goods that are not accounted 
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for by the business or the public sector. In order to enter into collaboration with a 

nonprofit sector partner, it is then important to understand that the fundamental 

motives are dominated by that sector’s institutional logic of acting as both an 

instrument, but also as a protagonist, for the interests of the surrounding community 

and that as a result, and when needed to, seeks to fill a welfare gap. The nonprofit 

sector’s institutional logic then motivates it to act as a talisman for public opinion or the 

public good, and has a mission to increase the public welfare and social capital in one or 

more ways (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

As cross-sector partnerships consist of actors from two or more of the sectors, the 

difference in institutional logics entails complications on several aspects of the 

partnership. This involves agreeing on the scope, the manner and the reason for the 

problem, the so-called problem domain. It involves the manner in which a partnership 

with the manner in which the information is presented and produced in partnerships 

where knowledge sharing is the purpose. It likewise affects the manner of perception 

and opinion of how to actually solve the problem in practice. As an example, a problem 

would first and foremost be analyzed in the domain of rules and rights, through the 

public sector’s bureaucracy logic, determining for example the responsibility of the 

problem, both in terms of commencing a gathering of information and knowledge to 

identify the cause, but also on the matter of solving the problem in practice. From a 

business sector market logic, a cost benefit analysis or a return on investment 

calculation might be the best approach to assessing the problem. From the perspective 

of the nonprofit sector partner’s community logic, the social problems caused by side 

effects in implementing the solution, might be of this partner’s concern (Gray and Purdy 

2014). 

 

The difference in the intrinsic institutional logics of the sectors might cause a premise 

for conflicts and crises on a fundamental level disregarding global, national or local level 

context.  

However, for every increase in scope at the geographical level, the complexity increases. 

This is because each actor within the partnership emanate from varying institutional 

contexts, have different national or local cultures, not to mention different judiciary 

systems (Gray and Purdy 2014). The number of partners involved, the number of 
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different sectors involved, the geographical scope, and the magnitude of the problem 

therefore determine the density of complexity. The more complex the partnership is, the 

higher the risk of complications, frictions and crises. 

 

As the different sector’s logics differ, so do framing, both within sectors and across. 

Framing refers to the more concrete way of addressing issues and the means to pursue a 

purpose. The different sectors have different approaches of taking action, and different 

ways of pursuing their purpose. The concept of framing is defined by the way people or 

actors frame other people and actors, by the way they differ from themselves. The 

framing in this case occurs when sector actors define their roles, obligations and 

identity, by the roles, obligations and identities of the other sector actors. 

The different sectors then not only define themselves from a certain intrinsic logic, they 

also define themselves through their perception of how their logic differs from the logic 

of others. The framing however also acts on a more pragmatic level, as for example, for 

defining each sector’s understanding of a certain problem domain. Thereby frames set 

up boundaries for and infuse willingness to take action on certain issues. The framing 

here operates as a means of assessing the roles of the partners in a partnership, both on 

the basis of one’s own but also defined by the opposition to others’ framing. The ability 

of all implicated partners to influence and reframe the other partners has a significant 

effect on the content and outcome of the partnerships. 

Here power difference also plays a part, because where a partnership is either led by a 

unequally powerful dominant partner or where such a partner is present within the 

partnership, the other partners are likely to adopt the framing of the problem through 

the dominant partner’s institutional logic. 

There is then a possibility (or risk) that the dominant partner both defines the problem 

domain through its framing and its solution on the basis of its institutional logic (Gray 

and Purdy 2014). 

It is therefore beneficial to make attempt at leveling the power differences, when 

entering into a partnership with an unequally powerful partner. If power equality is 

obtained it could result in, through the process of pursuing a shared purpose, 

intertwining and mutual adaptation of the separate institutional logics of the actors. The 

mutual negotiation and understanding of the problem or the way to solve it, however, is 
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difficult to achieve, and so is reaching an agreement of a shared mission or vision or set 

of values. It can be argued both ways whether or not the planning of a social partnership 

is possible or even beneficial, and that leads to the next section. 

 

This following section will be initialized with the dispiriting argument that, due to the 

complex, diverse and dynamic nature, even the simplest construction of cross-sector 

collaboration, there are no guarantees for either success, or a method of predicting the 

problems that might arise throughout its lifetime. The internal as well as the external 

frictions and pressures from both partners’ stakeholders and the society at large, makes 

for an impossible prediction of the outcome of a partnership (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2015). Others even argue that the complexity of social partnerships, and especially their 

vulnerability to external factors, makes them de facto impossible to plan, organize or 

govern (Hulgård 2007). However, Bryson, Crosby and Stone also argue “A systemic view 

is necessary in order to understand how the parts fit together and to avoid unintended 

deleterious effects.” (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2015, 657) And that “Research and 

practice must pay attention to the external environment and also recognize that many of 

the components represent strategic contingencies that will influence, but not necessarily 

determine, managerial collaborative action.” (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2015, 658). 

Bryson, Crosby, Stone and Hulgård here all agree on the vast complexity of social 

partnerships, and that the vastness makes it impossible to predict the outcome of each 

action. However, as Bryson, Crosby and Stone argue, such a framework can both help to 

the understanding of the complexity and as a means to be help attempting at creating 

the strongest internal resilience towards problems in order to prevent the implications 

of the external pressures. 

Therefore the purpose of the following section is then first to examine which internal 

complications that can arise within the steps of a social partnership and second to 

investigate the measures that can be taken to prevent or limit the complications, crises 

and frictions. This will be done by utilizing the framework by Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

(Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006, 45) and incorporating Gray and Purdy’s framework 

(Gray and Purdy 2014, 217) for preventing or addressing crises into it. Where relevant, 

other theories from the sections above are incorporated, to provide detail. 
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3.3.1.2 Framework of social partnership: complications and measures to prevent them 

In order to make an attempt at providing measures to preventing complications and 

crises, it is necessary to understand the process of a cross-sector collaboration; the steps 

before the collaboration, the initialization, establishing a collaborative process, defining 

collaboration structures, establishing leadership, placing accountability and outcome. 

All steps are inherently subjected to the risk of crises, tensions and complications. 

Furthermore, many of the steps or dimensions of collaborations influence the 

establishing, maintenance or outcome of others. Furthermore the partnership, as 

represented by the framework in its entirety, is constantly subject to external pressures. 

Additionally it is worth noting that it is not necessary to follow all the steps in the 

framework, in order for it to provide usefulness. 

The figure below illustrates a framework for understanding the different steps and 

dimensions in a social partnership. 
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(Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006).  

As the figure shows, the initial conditions have an influence on the following process of forming and structure and governance 

established, of the cross-sector partnership. The initial conditions in combination of the process and the structure and governance 

have an effect on the outcomes of the collaboration and who is held accountable for the outcomes. Contingencies and constraints 

however inflect influence on how the process will plan out and how the structure and governance is implemented. 

 

Initial Conditions 

The initial conditions provide the overall reasons that caused the actors to initiate the 

social partnership in the first place (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). The initial 

conditions could be the blurring of sectors’ responsibilities or obligations, or the failure 

of a sector. It could likewise be due to the sheer scope of the problem that needs solving, 

and the subsequent realization that the problem cannot be solved within one sector, and 

that a cross-sector and/or cross-border partnership is necessary. Gray and Purdy 

distinguish between the tactics used as preventive tools for crises, by whether a 

partnership is initiated as a result of conflict or opportunity. The conflict-based 

partnership should establish initial conditions by defining the identities of the partners 

within the problem domain, identifying the leaders of the partners for the collaboration 

and attempting to level power difference (which is specified further below). The 

opportunity-based partnership should establish initial conditions by creating a shared 

strategy map for the collaboration, including searching for common identifiers within 

the partners, for example in terms of the need for the partnership and the overall 

purpose (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Environmental factors 

One of the factors termed environmental, is the institutional environment. The 

institutional environment is important when an actor from another sector enters into a 

partnership with a public actor. The reasons for this can be that the public body or 

institution that entered into the partnership is closed due to a shift in political power or 

it can be because of changes in policies, like a cost cutting within the public sector 

(Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

However, it is also important when partnerships are formed between actors from the 

two other sectors, the institutional environment can interfere actively or as a side effect.  
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The reasons for this can be changes in legislation that hampers or hinders the 

foundation of the sector partnership (Hamann 2014). 

 

Sector failure 

The forming of social partnerships only occurs when a sector fails in addressing the 

problems that lie within its institutional domain, that can be caused by the fact that the 

problem is either to complex or too vast to be solved by the sector alone. When one 

sector fails, it is assumed that another sector will fill the gap, but when all three sectors 

fail, the solution becomes that of establishing cross-sector collaboration to unite the 

strengths of the sectors to overcome the problem (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

As has been elaborated earlier, the inability of the public sector of providing the 

necessary social welfare can result in the other sectors to address the issue, usually 

within partnerships. This is especially true in nations where the most general of welfare 

is lacking, like clean drinking water, food resources etc. but is increasingly the case in 

highly developed countries as well, where the welfare no longer lives up to the 

standards expected, cross-sector collaborations assume the role of filling the gap 

(Hamann 2014). 

 

Direct antecedents of collaboration formation 

Other direct reasons for the likelihood of the creation of cross-sector collaboration are 

also present. For example when an organization in its own volition arranges for a cross-

sector collaboration, due to opportunism, when discovering a unpursued potential. 

Individuals can also function as spokespersons for addressing a certain issue, and 

thereby inspire cross-sector collaboration. The spokesperson can act on his/her own 

volition or as part of a nonprofit organization, business or public sector actor (Bryson, 

Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

An important linking mechanism between the partners is the initial agreement on the 

definition of the problem. This can help the partners estimate the stake or interest they 

have in the defined problem, and how much they need other sector actors to help them 

address it (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 
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Yet another linking mechanism between the partners, is the actors’ roles of prior 

relations and networks, where actors through achievements from partnerships of the 

past, has either become known for the potential partner, or is being referred to through 

common network. 

The likeliness of success is greater if one or the above linking mechanisms are present 

before the initiation of the partnership (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

Moving on to the components in the left box, which represents one step further than the 

initial conditions, and they are concerned with the process of establishing the cross-

sector collaboration (i.e. also social partnerships), the pitfalls that might be encountered, 

and the precautions that can be taken in order to prevent or alleviate the impact of 

them.  

 

Process Components  

Following are components that revolve around process, which are important to 

achieving a solid foundation for the partnership to build on (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006). 

 

Forging initial agreement 

Formal agreements on the; broad purpose, resource distribution, and assuring for the 

allowance of flexibility within the structure of decision-making, when agreements have 

been made on conditions that might be subject to change are examples of initial 

agreements.  

These informal agreements are important in terms of placing accountability for the 

certain areas that have been agreed upon. Furthermore, studies have shown that 

successful cross-sector collaborations had created initial informal agreements that were 

highly participatory, and that many potential complications had been, on account of 

these agreements, been foreseen and accounted for. Informal agreements involve the 

participation of all key stakeholders and implementers of the agreement (Bryson, 

Crosby and Stone 2006). Another function of the informal agreements is the building of 

trust between the partners. 
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The informal agreements thus add to the minimization of the risk of complications or 

frictions between the partners in this phase. The clearer these formulations are, the 

better in terms of preventing internal complications or crises (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

In a conflict-based partnership, when enlisting the partners within the initial agreement, 

a need for the possibility of including individual assessments of the conflicts is also 

necessary, in order for the facilitation of coming to an agreement on them. This 

assessment could be made by conducting a frame analysis that defines the conflict, as 

perceived from the frame of each individual actor. This will establish a better 

understanding of how the perception of the problem has ended in a conflict between the 

partners.  In an opportunity-based partnership, an assessment of whether or not the 

purpose of the collaboration is even possible to pursue within the partnership should be 

made, as well as inviting other partners to join (Gray and Purdy 2014).  

 

Building leadership 

Leadership roles within cross-sector collaborations can greatly limit or provide for its 

successfulness. The different kinds of leaders are defined by being either champions or 

sponsors. Sponsors are defined by being prestigious, authority radiating, and/or of 

considerable wealth. Champions are people who focus more on the work and do so 

minutely, to make the collaboration work by applying his/her processing skills. The 

manner of leadership within the cross-sector collaboration can have implications on the 

roles and types of partners attracted (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

In other words, sponsors can be seen as the crowd-pullers attracting partners to the 

collaboration by means of their charisma, fame or wealth. The champions can be seen as 

the mechanics working within the engine room of the cross-sector collaboration itself, 

crossing the screws and pulling the levers of the machinery behind it. 

The development of informal leadership in the collaboration is also of great importance, 

as the dynamism and complexity of the collaboration embodies itself within the entire 

operation, calling for quick decision-making with little or no time to consult or wait for 

permission. Cross-sector collaborations that have both sponsors and champions at 

various levels are those deemed most likely to succeed and those least likely to 

encounter complications (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 
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External leadership in the conflict-based partnerships can be necessary if the conflicting 

partners cannot find, or are unwilling to find, leaders within their own ranks, that are 

able to mediate the conflict. This is especially the case where the partnership is forced 

upon a conflicting partner through a public body (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Building legitimacy  

By virtue of being a newly formed collaboration, legitimacy is not provided 

automatically to it, by its surroundings. The reason for this is mainly the fact that, due to 

its collaborative entity, is more complicated to understand than the well-defined logics 

of the traditional sectors. The purpose is simply more diffuse. 

In order however to obtain legitimacy, the partnership could seek influence in order to 

legitimize the structural make-up of the network form. Attracting partners and 

resources into the network and in that way making the network recognizable both for 

insiders and outsiders could do this. Lastly the need to promote legitimacy of the 

network as a place for unimpeded interaction among member. The way to obtain 

legitimacy is thus to promote the new construction of the cross-sector collaboration 

network organization, as a new, but an equally legitimate construction as the more 

traditional sectors (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

As was explored in the section “A fundamental source for complications …” the sector 

logics both internally and externally within the traditional sectors is deeply anchored 

within the consciousness of society at large. Creating new forms and hybrids in the form 

of a collaboration or a partnership defies the seemingly opposing logics of the partners, 

requires tactical efforts to change (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Building trust 

The necessity for trust in a cross-sector collaboration is widely agreed upon (Bryson, 

Crosby and Stone 2006) (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2015). The degrees of trust that are 

present at the time where partnerships commence vary, but in all levels of initial trust, 

the building of it, and thereby increase in it, is important. Trust can be build by sharing 

of information and knowledge, exert competency, good intentions and display drive, a 

failure to do these things, will limit the degree of trust and create an unhealthy 
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partnership, where complications are deemed to happen (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006). 

The tactics for a conflict-based partnership in this step is to share the stories of the 

individual identities of the partners, and thereby enabling each partners’ version of the 

conflict to be heard. Gray and Purdy suggest using the “Samoan Circle” (Gray and Purdy 

2014, 219) (A leaderless meeting facilitated by an outside facilitator) as a tool for 

mutual reflective listening. For opportunity-based partnerships a tool for reaching an 

agreement of gathering and sharing of information and knowledge, for the foundation of 

the execution of actions necessary, to pursue the partnership’s purpose, or an 

agreement of the information and research as well as the actions to take, are here agreed 

upon. This is defined by the desired outcome being either information sharing or action, 

or a combination (Gray and Purdy 2014) (Clarke 2014). 

The use of the appreciative inquiry method as a tool will help partners come to an 

understanding and an insight into the other partner’s logic and frame, and thereby 

reflect on their own logic – thereby opening a passage for a shared identity and mutual 

understanding (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Managing conflict 

Conflicts within partnerships arise when the different sector partners bring their own 

aims, expectations and purposes to the collaboration and when these are not fulfilled. 

They have their roots in the difference in strategies and tactics, and can emerge when 

partners make an attempt tat protecting their initial setting. The mission of the 

collaboration can also lead to crises of differing levels and from different incentives. 

Partnerships with the purpose of system change are more prone to experience more 

heated crises. 

Furthermore, the uneven power of the partners can lead to crises due to the dominance 

of one or more of the partners over the others. This is especially evident in the process 

of drawing up the strategic plans, where the more powerful partners can subdue the less 

powerful ones. This is also the case when information is unevenly distributed among the 

partners according to their power and presumed importance within the partnership. 

The minimizing of influence within the collaboration due to power differences is also a 
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complication during the rest of the collaboration’s lifetime (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006) (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Planning 

There are two different kinds of planning involving cross-sector collaborations; the first 

kind is used in a minute and deliberate way, from the conviction that thorough and 

deliberate planning is the foundation for success. This kind of planning involves a 

careful articulation of the shared mission, vision and plans for action, as well as defining 

the roles and responsibilities and the intermediate aims, phases and steps of the cross-

sector collaboration (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

This is the type of planning that Murphy, Arenas and Batista argue for as a means to 

achieve success and delimit the risk of complications and crises (Murphy, Arenas and 

Batista 2014). 

The other kind of planning is used in a more dynamic, but also less defined way, where 

the mission, vision, values and plan for action is expected to be formed through the 

process of negotiation between the stakeholders. This kind of planning is more likely to 

occur when the partners have entered the partnership on their own volition (as opposed 

to collaborations imposed on them). It is proposed that a mixture of the two types of 

planning is being used for different purposes and stages within the collaboration, for 

example a more stringent planning for the formulation of the mission, vision and values, 

and a more flexible planning of action in order retain the dynamic action/reaction skill. 

(Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006) 

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed and to reduce the risks of 

complications or crises, when the needs and interests of the key stakeholders are being 

monitored, as well as being considered. 

This creates trust, reduces the risk for conflicts or complications and effectuates the 

different strengths of the sectors within a common plan (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006). These are also the initiatives that Clarke argues for should be implemented in 

social partnerships as a means of preventing friction between the internal and external 

stakeholders as well as increase the opportunities of success (Clarke 2014). 
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Structure and governance 

Structure typically addresses questions like labor division, rules and standard for 

operating procedures and designated authority relationships. Structure operates both 

horizontally and vertically, and therefore can create tension for actors when operating 

at a hierarchical and flat structure simultaneously (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

Structure in context 

Structure of the cross-sector collaboration is influenced by the context wherein it 

resides. The collaboration is in effect subject to external contextual changes like policy 

change, which can influence a destabilizing effect. The strategic purpose is likewise 

influenced by the context of the partnership, the composition of partners and the 

number of partners. These are mutually influenced by the scope and type of purpose the 

partnership has. 

The structures of the collaborations are also likely to change over time or due to the 

number of different partners that enter into the collaboration. Furthermore, all the 

partners are likely to enter into other partnerships simultaneously, and through a 

hierarchy must decide which collaboration deserves most attention (Bryson, Crosby and 

Stone 2006) 

 

Structural configuration 

The structural configuration should be constantly reconfigurable in order to both adapt 

to the context of the collaboration, the needs of the key stakeholders and of the purpose 

of the collaboration. A partnership that is lead by a strong single actor with participatory 

partners can be more effective than partnerships with deeply integrated actors. (Clarke 

2014) 

It is then important to take notice that the structure of the collaboration and the task 

that it performs, can affect the effectiveness at the end-user level (Bryson, Crosby and 

Stone 2006). 

 

Governance 

The concept of governance might sound self-contradictory in a horizontal system like 

that of a partnership. However, a certain level of both monitoring and governance is 
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needed in order for the collaboration to thrive. This can be in the form of frequent 

communication exchanges on a regular basis between the partners. This works both in 

order to create network, but also as a means of monitoring and governing in a subtle 

way.  

The types of governance structures are also likely to influence the effectiveness of the 

network. The different types include; self-governing structures where the partners 

negotiate decisions through meetings; governing through a lead organization that 

merely implements major decisions through the partners and, a third party network 

organization that oversees affairs. Contingencies like the level of trust between the 

partners and the size of the network influences which type of governance structure that 

is suitable, and the choice is in the end up to the leaders (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 

2006). 

 

Contingencies and Constraints Affecting Process, Structure and Governance 

When going through the process, structuring the partnership, and achieving a shared 

type of governance, there are factors that can act as contingencies and constraints on 

these categories and steps. Furthermore, they can affect the overall sustainability of the 

partnership, and have a considerable influence on the amount of complications and the 

risk of creating crises (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

Collaboration type 

Partnerships that aim to create system change are more prone to conflicts and are 

notoriously more difficult to sustain than partnership that provide services.  

This has mainly to do with the fact that system change involves a higher degree of 

complexity through involvement with and influencing on the necessary public body to 

achieve the change in the system (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

Power imbalances 

The question of power raises issues concerning trust within the partnership. These 

questions are most often raised as a consequence of being unable to come to agreements 

in negotiations.  
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The inequality of power within the partnership can be equaled by strategic planning of 

the partnerships (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006) and the complication or conflict can 

furthermore be deescalated, if these power differences are acknowledged by each 

partner (Gray and Purdy 2014).  

The power balance issue should be addressed, both in the initial conditions, through 

structuring, but also as part of a continuous process. The dynamic nature of 

collaboration, as mentioned earlier, requires constant monitoring, adjustments and 

adaptations to the context, the stakeholders (especially the partners). 

 

Competing institutional logics 

The subject of competing institutional logics has been addressed in detail earlier in the 

thesis. The fundamental and core differences between the sectors has caused this topic 

to be dealt with in such detail, as it is crucial to understanding the motives, actions and 

reasoning behind the different sectors. With that knowledge, and through empathy, the 

partners have a much better chance of understanding the logics of their cross-sector 

partners and acting and adapting accordingly. The competing institutional logics can be 

addressed by creating shared frames of the problem domain for the partners; this is 

important in partnerships regardless of their root of origin, but especially important in 

crisis-based partnerships. Here tools like reverse role-play could be useful as a way of 

obtaining increased insight into the conflicting partners’ sector logic and the 

consequential framing hereof (Gray and Purdy 2014). 

 

Outcomes 

This section considers the outcomes as a result of the partnership in terms of public 

value in three orders. 

 

Public value 

The reason for creating cross-sector collaborations in the first place is to create public 

value that could not be created by the sectors alone. The value created has been so by 

combining the strengths of the sectors and minimizing their weaknesses in the process. 

Or put in another way, that the different sectors strengths make up for the weaknesses 

in the others. The business sector’s strengths of creating value effectively, the nonprofit 
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sector’s strengths of addressing issues that are universally agreed upon as important to 

solve and the public sector’s strength of implementing change to the benefit of the 

highest amount of people, both in the present and in the future.  

In order to make that happen, the partnership must fuse together the interests of all 

stakeholders and the strengths of the different sector partners, in order to align and 

streamline the collaborate efforts in resolving the issues, achieving the vision and, 

however utopian, to accomplish the mission (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

First-, second- and third-order effects 

It is here argued that collaboration has effects in three circuits; the first is the immediate 

effect of the partnership on the collaboration level, the stakeholder level and the societal 

level in terms of social value creation. The second circuit consists of effects concerning 

new partnerships, change within the organization in terms of perception of the partners, 

coordination of joint action or changes in action. The third are long-term effects that 

might involve systemic changes, forming of new partnerships with institutions and 

creating new collaborations. Each effect is important on its own, but in order to create a 

lasting partnership, all three effects must be achieved (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006).  

 

Resilience and reassessment 

Failures within the collaboration can especially create division between the partners, 

but even success can result in an effect where partners underestimate the need for the 

cultivation of the partnership. The partners should constantly reassess the need for, the 

viability of, or the requirement of modifying the partnership after both failure and 

successes. However small, all victories should be communicated publicly both externally 

and internally, for the basis of providing a basis for reassessment (Bryson, Crosby and 

Stone 2006).  

 

Accountability 

Accountability comes in the form of inputs, process or outcomes. Success criteria for the 

partnership in achieving that, is by achieving the goals of the organization and the 

partners, while also being able to provide for the most successful choice of providing the 

social value. This means that, in order to obtain these success criteria, the collaboration 
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must provide the most attractive of all offers. In order to provide an overview and a 

basis for comparison, the value creation of the partnership in its totality must be 

provided, as well as a link to each partner’s contribution within the partnership. This 

both in order to provide data for the stakeholders to produce in their businesses where 

they see fit, but also in order for an empirical foundation of optimizing the partnership. 

The method of assessing the accountability data and recording them could with benefit 

be done into a system that correlates with existing ones, in order to provide 

comparability (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

 

In order to further narrow the scope within the thesis, and in order to apply the above 

theory in the framework that inserts the nonprofit organization of Reach for Change and 

the context of USA into the steps, an examination of the tradition of social 

entrepreneurship (the action of creating social change) within the context of USA is 

necessary. 

 

3.3.2 Social partnerships in the USA 
A definition of the term social entrepreneurship is needed in order to initiate this 

section. Social entrepreneurship is the common denominator for innovating something 

which has the purpose of creating social value. Social entrepreneurs can be individuals 

or organizations that take action in creating social value. Social entrepreneurial 

organizations (usually nonprofit organizations) have to work together with partners 

from one or more of the other sectors in order to achieve the social value that is their 

purpose. In brief, when cross-sector collaboration is formed, with the purpose of 

creating social value, and a nonprofit organization is the initiator, then that nonprofit 

organization is a social entrepreneur (Hulgård 2007).  

The purpose of the section is to adopt the knowledge we have hitherto accumulated, into 

a specific societal, cultural, economic and political context. It will furthermore function 

as the last stepping stone necessary for examining the interrelationship of globalization 

and social partnership in a specific society, in order to place the theory into an analysis 

that will provide the general assessments of Reach for Change’s role in the American 

society. 
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However, in order to determine the differences of the societies of a globalized world in 

general, and USA specifically, with the focus on social entrepreneurship, a brief 

determination of the similarities is necessary. 

Due to globalization processes, as described earlier in the thesis, there has been a global 

shift in welfare politics, from the universal distribution of welfare goods, towards an 

individual and job market responsibility for providing them. This has meant a larger 

degree of privatization and a shift in obligations and demand for the business sector and 

the nonprofit sector for providing public welfare, where the public sector has not been 

able. This tendency has been global rather than national and, it is argued, has been 

trending in all countries in the world, whether developed or developing (Lars Hulgård).  

To define the specific American context of social entrepreneurship, both the welfare 

state system, the definition of social capital and their shared influence on social 

entrepreneurship and social partnerships is examined in three individual sections 

below.  

3.3.2.1 Social entrepreneurship in the USA 
Social entrepreneurship in the Anglo-Saxon countries, in this case the USA, has 

historically and culturally differed from those of the European states. This is due to the 

differences in the development of two different kinds of welfare systems. Welfare in 

Europe has been understood as a universal right where the American tradition has 

traditionally been more individualistic. As a result, the tradition of social 

entrepreneurship developed differently in correlation to their contexts. In the USA the 

social entrepreneurship model is strongly inspired by traditional commercial 

entrepreneurship and its management culture. The American variety of social 

entrepreneurship thereby relates itself more to the market sector logic, and seeks to 

adapt the already existing logic of commercial companies, with however the exchange of 

a fiscal surplus with the social ditto. The three different dimensions for social 

entrepreneurship, which American social entrepreneurs accentuate, illustrate this; first, 

the moral obligation of the individual to make a difference, second; the actual act of 

taking action and, third; the adaptation of the management structure from the business 

sector (Hulgård 2007). 
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The American social politics and welfare benefits have also historically been distributed 

differently than in the European nations. This has led the nonprofit organization to 

assume a much more active role in the USA than most places in Europe. In recent times, 

the emphasis of the nonprofit sector to adapt the management culture of the business 

sector organization has been increasingly pronounced in USA. This is also reflected in 

the growth of the sector itself, and the power of attraction for the well-educated and 

professionals, that the sector has seen. In consequence, the nonprofit sector in 2012 

accounted for 10.3% of the American work force (up from 9.2% in 2009 and up from 

7.1% in 1997) (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2014). Here Hulgård also pronounces the 

linkage between the business and the nonprofit sector, as a result of the globalization 

processes, where a consensus can be observed about 1) the state’s failure in providing 

for adequate solutions to modern social problems and, 2) that new solutions have to be 

based upon partnerships between the business and the civil society sector within the 

social sphere. He does however criticize the fact that social partnerships lack the public 

sector dimension, in order to address the problems adequately and constructively. The 

actual fact that partnerships increasingly tend to bypass the public sector as a fellow 

player, he finds worrying (Hulgård 2007). 

 

The differences and similarities then, of social entrepreneurship in the United States 

compared to those in most of the European countries have first of all been minimized 

since the post-world-war period. This is a consequence of the global reorientation in the 

direction of increased privatization. In addition, a transition of citizenship to 

membership has shifted the social sense of community from being a collective affair to 

being an individual choice. Hence the rise in the amount of people involved or employed 

by the nonprofit organizations. There has been a shift from, what Richard Titmuss 

describes as, the institutional redistributive model to the purely performance-oriented 

welfare model (As referred to in Hulgård 2007). The difference between the various 

nation states’ design and construction of national policies might seem, to them at least, 

of being in their power, but quoting Neil Gilbert, the autonomy only goes so far: “When 

one peels back the outer layers of rhetoric and sorts through the different measures to 

advance privatization, targeting, employment, and individual responsibility, we arrive at 
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a common core of marketoriented [sic] social policies that in essence represents the 

triumph of capitalism” (Gilbert 2002, 182). 

The enunciations both underline the preceding sections of this thesis, but they also build 

to understand how globalization has, as the name implies, global repercussions. 

However, as globalization has not caused the world to become one single Westphalian 

nation state it could be argued that differences, especially in terms of proportionality, 

are still evident, among the societies. 

3.3.2.2 Welfare States and Social Capital in USA 

The change in the welfare state not only promotes the obligations and social 

responsibility of the individual, it also furthers the means of a meeting ground for social 

partnership between the sectors, as an incubator for social entrepreneurship. However, 

while in the European states it is usually the public sector that takes initiative in 

promoting social partnerships in order to maintain the standard or solve social 

problems, in the USA the tendency is for individual or civil society organizations to 

initiate and implement the conducting of social responsibility. Social capital and social 

entrepreneurs evolve and are carried out differently determined by the context in which 

they are placed. The concept and notion of social capital also differs, and three distinct 

types can be identified as a result of the three different types of welfare states. 

The first kind of welfare state is the residual welfare model, which is based on two basic 

channels needed, to satisfy the human needs, the family and the private market. In short, 

the welfare state is there in order to teach people how to live without it. It encourages 

voluntariness and a strong familiar responsibility. The voluntariness and individual 

commitment is encouraged in order to alleviate the unequal distribution of resources by 

the state. 

The second kind of welfare state is the performance-oriented socio-political model, 

which is based on the premise that social needs should comply with merits, performance 

and productivity. The model builds upon mixture of economic and psychological 

assumptions about incitement, performance and reward together with the importance 

of class and group loyalty. The model thus rewards individuals by their performance on 

the work place and creates trust and solidarity within the groups, but not necessarily 

across groups, and in society as a whole. The third kind of welfare state is the 
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institutional socio-political model, which is fundamentally different from the former two 

in the way that welfare here is considered as a fully integrated part and an active 

propellant for every corner of society. The welfare state is the corner stone of the society 

at large, and welfare here is not only a safety net in situations of crisis for the individual 

or the family. This kind of welfare very much resembles the ones of the Scandinavian 

welfare states. Here the citizens are encouraged to understand themselves as part of a 

larger and united society.  

The differences in the view of social capital are beneficial, as it underlines the 

differences in the different welfare states. Social capital is either provided by local 

voluntary initiative or through the perspective of complex relations between the three 

sectors. The latter could be social capital as the glue that acts as the cohesive force that 

ties the three sectors together. The performance-oriented welfare state builds upon the 

ideology that social capital is created and maintained through the individual’s 

participation on the job market. Integration into society is obtained through 

participation in groups, organizations, the job market and the individual’s role is defined 

by the performance and participation provided. This model seeks to maintain the status 

quo of the class-divided society, and does not seek to build bridges across classes.  

It is important to be aware here, that both the welfare state models and the social capital 

features that is allotted to them, are based on theoretical archetypes and societies in the 

real world are typically a mishmash and combination of the three. However, one 

archetype normally dominates the structure (Hulgård 2007). 

3.3.3 Social Entrepreneurship and Social Partnerships in the USA 

Social entrepreneurship is a fast growing tendency in the United States, and comes in 

many different shapes. The similarities for all of them however, is that they are forced to 

seek partnerships within the two main sectors, the business or the public. Achieving 

funding, network, expertise etc. is a crucial factor in being a serious contributor in 

forming the society and the welfare state in which they operate. The tendency in 

America has been that social partnerships have typically, in reality, been formed 

between the civil society actors and the business sector actors. However greatly 

promoted, partnerships between the three sectors as a holistic approach has been, the 

focus has been on business-nonprofit partnerships. This could be due to the abundance 
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of attention the field has attracted from the business schools, where market-oriented 

approaches are naturally emphasized (Hulgård 2007) 

Actually, the academic research on entrepreneurship in general also differs within the 

European and American traditions. First of all, the tradition of doing entrepreneurial 

research in USA came earlier than in Europe and therefore the magnitude of the 

research field is greater which has provided a greater foundation upon which to analyze 

the reasons for and best practiced at creating an entrepreneurial environment (Jing, 

Qinghua and Landström 2014). 

Social entrepreneurs are dependent on both their own sales but equally so on donations 

and funding from business partnerships and foundations. The work of creating value for 

a different bottom-line through differentiated, versatile and innovative solutions is an 

increasingly attractive formula for many professionals both within and outside the 

business sector.  

The rise in the number of non-profit organizations and the people employed by them 

have seen a dramatic increase, is perhaps happening at the expense of civil voluntary 

participation. In any regard, the professionalism of the nonprofit organizations and the 

shift from membership to management has been the trend. Applying the newest 

methods and tools from the commercial companies on the nonprofit organizations in 

order for them to overcome their hurdles is what American social entrepreneurs and 

social partnerships create as a bridge building of the sector’s institutional logics and 

devising of frames for collaboration. The shift from membership to management is 

however a highly contested and criticized subject, and the critique refers mostly to the 

fact that without actually contributing with your own personal and professional 

expertise by actually involving yourself incarnate, you might as well just continue 

making financial donations to the foundation of your liking. This is a risk of turning 

social capital into a simple commodity. Social partnerships through social entrepreneurs 

require a personal commitment it is argued. In that sense, the prominent protagonists 

and influencers of social entrepreneurs and civil society actors within social 

partnerships in the USA are extremely aware of the shift in the membership and 

management culture, and thus attempts at letting that nonprofit sector quality influence 

the partnership. This can be seen as a counter-reaction in order to shift the nonprofit 

sector’s institutional logic, back to its traditional values. In a sense the social 
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entrepreneurs and the civil society social partners attempt at educating their business 

sector partners and convincing them of their social responsibilities within the society. 

There is a rising tendency of the privileged and wealthy population within the 

expropriated metropolises or the gated communities, reemerging onto the arena of their 

fellow citizens in order to assume their responsibilities to the society at large through 

social capital accumulating efforts. The social entrepreneurs and the social 

entrepreneurial nonprofit organizations in partnerships with the business sector actors 

has promoted this tendency, as a filling of the gap that has been created through a 

decrease in cross-group solidarity, welfare provisions to the weakest in society in order 

to create equal opportunities and a lack of enabling possibilities of partnerships 

between the public sector and the remaining two sectors. In effect, the social 

entrepreneurs and the civil society actors within partnerships promote and force the 

two more powerful sectors to respect the work, the logic, the purpose and the raison 

d’être of the third sector (Hulgård 2007). 

 

3.3.4 Reach for Change in a Social Partnership in the USA 

Reach for Change as an organization is constructed for the purpose of being adaptable 

and dynamic when it implements new branches within new markets (Appendix A) 

(Appendix B). However, as covered in other sections, entering into cross-sector 

collaborations or social partnerships, the partners are deemed to experience frictions, 

disagreements or even crises at some point and for various reasons. 

In order to conduct an analysis of a cross-sector social partnership with Reach for 

Change in the USA, either rooted in opportunity or conflict, with one or more partners 

from the business sector or public sector or both, the organization will be implemented 

as a placeholder within the framework from the “Framework of social partnership: 

complications and measures to prevent them” section. This will create a concise 

overview of the steps that can be taken within such a partnership as well as the 

challenges and conflicts that might arise, along with tools for maximizing the prevention 

or the cushioning of them. 



53 
 

In order to obtain empirical knowledge supplying that which is available on the shared 

drive within the organization, an interview needed to be conducted in order to obtain 

answers that were not formally produced or simply not available. 

3.3.4.1 Reach for Change interviews: the search for un-recorded answers 

These interviews were conducted at the central office of Reach for Change in the 

Kinnevik Group building on Skeppsbron in the centre of Stockholm. The first is an 

interview with Jacob Stedman, the temporary CEO (former and simultaneously COO) of 

Reach for Change. The interview was made in order to obtain answers to questions 

about the organizational strategies and structure, which was otherwise unavailable. The 

second is an interview with Natalie Engdahl, country manager at Reach for Change 

Sweden and former regional manager at Reach for Change Africa. The purpose of the 

interview correlates with the interview with Jacob, but centered more on Natalie’s work 

as a regional manager in Africa. The reason for this was to pursue information on a 

Reach for Change branch in a region where a Kinnevik Group company was not present. 

The assumption was to obtain information that would be relevant for this thesis’ 

purpose of placing Reach for Change in a new country with no Kinnevik Group company 

present. However, as it turns out, the initiative was still made from within the Kinnevik 

Group along with funding. The interviews did however provide information about the 

general strategy towards expansion as it is applied through the Kinnevik Group. The 

information from the interviews will therefore be applied within the framework 

succeeding this section. 

For theory used for conducting the interview Steinar Kvales book “Doing Interviews” 

was put to practice. The book does not provide any rules on how to conduct interviews 

per se, but through extensive research gives the reader an overview over the best 

practices of the different interview forms (Kvale 2007). 

Because the need for thorough deeper lying truths about the organization was not the 

intended purpose of the interview, rather information about the practices, experiences 

and strategic implementation was the focus, the interviews were semi-structured and 

centered around getting the most information on the subjects as possible. Some of the 

pieces of information are not available anywhere else and the interviews were therefore 

necessary, in order to achieve insight into areas that this thesis concerns itself with.  
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The semi-structured interview allows for freedom of both the interviewer and the 

interviewee to adapt to the questions and answers made, in order to direct the interview 

in a direction that promotes the conducting interviewers initial and emerging motives 

and goals (Kvale 2007). 

Before each interview, both Jacob and Natalie were introduced to the purpose and the 

course of the interview, the fact that a recording device would be used and that the 

interviews were to appear in this thesis. The purpose and the design of the thesis in 

itself were also introduced, and this worked to insert the interviews into a context to 

which they could apply their answers. This was done in order to, first of all, make them 

feel at ease and calm about the situation, second of all it laid the foundation of a much 

more purposeful interview where the answers would be directed towards a common 

and shared objective. The interviews were to have been round off by catching up on the 

interviewee, asking if they had any questions to the concluded interview, and so the 

interview with Natalie was, but Jacob having received a phone call, concluded the 

interview with him (Appendix A) (Appendix B). 

Going before the interviews email correspondences were initiated with the both of 

them. Through our emails, the themes and topics that were to be covered at the 

interview were presented (Appendix C) (Appendix D).  

The thematic purpose of the interview with Natalie was to encourage both a coherent 

narrative about her time as regional manager in Africa as a means of achieving insights 

into the strategies of the Reach for Change organization when entering into new 

markets. Furthermore, it was in the interest of the thesis to make an attempt at 

obtaining spontaneous descriptions of the lived world (i.e. her interpretation and 

experience of the process) so as to compare her practical task to the more strategic role 

that Jacob had, in the same situation from another perspective. In order to achieve that, 

some inspiration from the discursive interview form set forth by Kvale was found. 

Discursive interviews normally seek to investigate the power difference and the 

differences in the perceptions of, for example, how certain situations have proceeded. 

This was done only in terms of investigating if, as mentioned above; there were 

discrepancies between the narratives concerning new launches of Reach for Change 

branches. Those differences would then be acted upon during the interviews, but were 

not present in other aspects than being complimentary to each other. The dynamics of 
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the questions needed not be short or rid of academic or technical language, as the 

questions were based on and came from the inside circles of our profession and even 

from within the same organization. For the purpose, the openness of the interview 

further allowed for a more stringent and to-the-point interview where both Jacob and 

Natalie were encouraged to be almost the sole talkers, because of both the preliminary 

emails and the introduction and briefing prior to the interviews. Furthermore, as 

another preparation, two interview guides were prepared, one for each, within each 

were both the underlying questions that were sought to be answered for the purpose of 

the thesis and then the questions that were asked to the interviewees at the actual 

interviews (Appendix E) (Appendix F).  After the interviews were conducted they were 

transcribed in order to attach them as appendices, both for the reason of documentation 

and empiric material, but also in order for being analyzed, reproduced and utilized 

within the thesis where appropriate 

(Kvale 2007). 

When analyzing interviews, it is important first to determine which interviews have 

been conducted and thereby how to decipher what has been said. However, in this case, 

the level of interpretation of the interviews is limited, as the basis of the interviews are 

not to dig for a deeper and underlying meaning beneath the words or sentences uttered. 

Therefore the concept of analyzing the interview as theoretical reading was used. This is 

a widely utilized approach, when conducting interviews about rather theme specific 

subjects, and where both the interviewer and the interviewee both have extensive 

knowledge of the subject dealt with. Furthermore, the findings will be utilized when 

relevant to the purpose of the thesis and its structure. This way of conducting, analyzing, 

and conclusively to apply them within a framework is highly similar to the way 

interviews were utilized in “The Weight of the World” by Bourdieu (Kvale 2007). 

 

3.3.4.2 Application of a general assessment framework 
Following is the application of the theory examined on the empirical data in an attempt 

to provide a general assessment of Reach for Change’s possible role within a social 

partnership in the USA. The framework by Bryson, Crosby and Stone has been utilized, 

but with the addition of relevant theories for each step, from the sections in the thesis. 

As this is a general assessment, it will not provide any final answers, nor will it function 
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as a tool for implementing a branch in the USA. What it will provide, however is 1) an 

insight into the complexity of the subject 2) a basis for the further discussion of Reach 

for Change as a nonprofit organization and 3) act as a starting point for further research 

into similar subjects. 

 

Initial Conditions 

In the case of Reach for Change entering in to a conflict-based partnership, the 

identifying of partners and their motives should be described within the Reach for 

Change manifest (Appendix L). This could prove a helpful document as it briefly 

describes the organization through its mission, vision and values, including its beliefs. A 

way of equalizing power within the partnership is however not defined within the Reach 

for Change organization. This could be because partners who are not within the 

Kinnevik Group, are all on the participatory level partnership, and thus are not engaged 

in the decision making within the organization. The decision-making power is not 

evident within the organization, and there could be several reasons for this, however a 

likely root could stem in the initialization process. Here, the Kinnevik Group was the 

initializer and as the organization was founded as a Kinnevik Group initiative, the power 

balance between the organization and the business could be speculated to be unequal. 

Opportunity-based partnerships are defined initially through the ROI framework, where 

each partner defines the partners’ purpose with and need for the partnership (Appendix 

A). Each partner’s purposes for entering into a partnership with Reach for Change could 

be formulated through the ROI tool. The tool would, however, mostly be useful for 

partnerships with businesses. 

 

Environmental factors 

The environmental conditions for a partnership have not until now been the cause for 

the initiation of new partnerships, but through the opportunistic approach (Appendix B) 

Reach for Change is constantly seeking new partnerships, where opportunities emerge. 

But for example, the shift in policies in America, towards a greater effort to help children 

in need, would be an opportune environmental factor for Reach for Change. 

 

Sector failure 
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The link between sector failures, in terms of attending to welfare gaps where other 

sector fail, could through partnerships be maintained by Reach for Change. The purpose 

of Reach for Change is to “… find outstanding social entrepreneurs and help them 

develop innovations that improve children's lives on a big scale” (Reach for Change 

2012). This mission is adaptable in a variety of ways on the basis of the six investment 

themes, ranging from deep impact to broad impact and ranging from health and 

development to expression and participation. Here basic welfare provisions in 

developing countries with a weaker state and welfare additions in developed countries 

with a strong state can be filled. In America, the issue of sector failure is evident in the 

shift in responsibility from the public sector to the business sector and the nonprofit 

sector. Additionally, due to the performance-oriented welfare system, welfare provision 

could range from both deep and broad impact throughout the six investment themes 

(Fanjul 2014) (Hulgård 2007) (Appendix R). 

 

Direct antecedents of collaboration formation 

Reach for Change was established as a corporate social responsibility strategy 

(Including an employee CSR-dimension) for the Kinnevik Group the companies within it. 

The initiative came from within the Kinnevik Group but the organization was founded in 

partnership with the social entrepreneur Sara Damber, who is also currently the CEO. 

The initial conditions for the partnership were on accounts of pressure from the 

stakeholders of the Kinnevik Group (Appendix P). For the national branches in Reach for 

Change, when established in new countries, it is done so, at the initiative of the Kinnevik 

Group companies (Appendix C).  

The initial condition of establishing the social partnership between the independent 

nonprofit organization Reach for Change and the Kinnevik Group came from the 

organization itself, but as a consequence of (here undetermined) stakeholder pressure. 

The reason for this can only be assumed, but could come from the need to obtain a 

broadening of market value or market advantage through, for example, co-branding 

value, investor relations and customer engagement (Appendix J).  

This approach to initial conditions of creating partnerships fits well into the American 

tradition of social partnerships for especially two reasons, first of all because the initial 

partnership is not only entered into by a nonprofit sector actor and a business sector 
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actor, it is even conceived within the business sector, and thusly follows the market 

sector logic tightly. Secondly, the employee CSR dimension of including the employees 

within the Kinnevik Group, to use their professional job in order to create social value. 

This correlates well with the shift from membership to management, where the 

individual’s social responsibility is managed through their work.  

Reach for Change’s proposition to new partners both speaks to those of businesses and 

of nonprofit organizations (Appendix P, 11). However, it speaks less to the public 

sector’s bureaucratic institutional logic. 

  

Process Components  

Forging initial agreement 

In terms of initial agreements the Reach for Change ROI (Return on Investment) 

(Appendix A) can be used for the initial informal as well as the formal agreements. Here 

the partners engaging with the organization, each has the possibility of formulating an 

ROI that indicates the broad purpose (Objective), resource distribution, and structure. In 

a new partnership with an American partner, this tool would help create or build trust 

and thereby lessens the risk of conflicts. If entering into a conflict-based partnership, an 

additional ROI could be used to assess of the conflict as it appears through the frame of 

each partner. In opportunity-based partnerships the assessment of the chance of success 

should also be included in the ROI. The search for other partners should also be included 

in this process.   

 

Building leadership 

Social partnerships need both champions and sponsors in order to achieve the highest 

amount of success, here Reach for Change contributes to the partnership’s diversity of 

employees by their hiring process (Appendix G). Employees are hired also on accounts 

of their personality, in correlation with the job description and title. Informal leadership 

is also considered once individuals are employed, and a dynamic and a clear definition of 

mandate are made for each employee. In a potential American partnership, where the 

individual’s unique strengths and responsibilities are part of the American tradition 

(Hulgård 2007), this would be easily adaptable and welcomed. Additionally, the rising 

power of attracting well-educated and highly professional individuals of the nonprofit 
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sectors, would also add to the ease of the recruiting process (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

U.S. Department of Labor 2014). 

 

Building legitimacy  

In terms of building legitimacy, through promoting knowledge about the network 

structure of the social partnership might be easier in USA, than in many other European 

countries, where the tradition of nonprofit and public sector collaboration is more 

widespread. In America, the tradition of partnerships between business sector partners 

and nonprofit sector partners is deeply rooted within the society (Hulgård 2007).  

 

Building trust 

In the partnerships with the Kinnevik Group companies, a high degree of trust has been 

granted to the Reach for Change organization already. 

However in a new American partnership, the trust would have to be built from scratch. 

The creation of an effective communication plan for sharing information and knowledge 

with all stakeholders would be helpful to that purpose. In the Danish branch of Reach for 

Change a combination of in-house social media (specific and exclusively for the MTG 

partner however) and external social media has been used to communicate shared 

victories, additionally principles for co-branding are available (Appendix A) and this 

could be adapted to the an American context as well. Online tools like Google Drive or 

WeShare facilitate the sharing of communication, information and knowledge, however, 

the process is not strategically defined through formal agreement, but used when 

necessary. 

Reach for Change has no specific tools for building trust in conflict based partnerships. 

This could again be rooted within the opportunistic nature, where conflicts would be 

addressed as they emerged.  

 

Managing conflict 

The purpose of Reach for Change and its partners is defined for each partnership and for 

each individual partner through the ROI (Appendix A). In the ROI the roles and 

measures are defined for each partner, which could be used in order to level the power 
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between the partners. The issue of managing conflict is not context defined, so the 

importance would be as great in America as anywhere else. 

 

Planning 

Reach for Change has a very minutely defined set of directives and steps for the planning 

of a partnership and its processes, including the roles and responsibilities of the 

partners within the partnership (Appendix A) (Appendix K) (Appendix ). This is an 

important step in the right direction in terms of achieving a successful partnership or 

not (Murphy, Arenas and Batista 2014), and can reduce the risks of conflicts, as well as 

cushion them, should they arise, however flexibility, dynamism and innovation (Hulgård 

2007, 49) might suffer from too tight planning (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006). 

Furthermore, the satisfaction and dissatisfaction with partnerships are quarterly 

monitored, and steps to address issues are taken accordingly. The minute planning of 

Reach for Change would assumingly fit well within the American tradition of the 

nonprofit organization’s shift towards management and the adaptation of business 

sector tools and planning.  

 

Structure and governance 

Reach for Change works via a balanced matrix structure distinguished by geographical 

locations. The structure concerns the vertical; the regional division and the national 

branches, the horizontally: where national branches are subordinates to the regional 

authority and the regional divisions are subordinates of the central (global) team 

authority. The different teams also provide different functions to the overall purpose, as 

well as interacting with partners in varying ways (Appendix A). In the thought example 

of a Reach for Change branch in America this would mean that to uphold the structure 

and following the logic of the purpose of the structure, a regional division in 

combination with a national branch was to be implemented, like in for example Chad 

(Appendix C), as certain functions are managed at the regional level and not the national 

and vice versa.  

  

Structure in context 
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The structure of the organization has the potential of dealing with external influences by 

limiting the impact of national policy change on the organization to only affect the 

individual national branches. The structure also allows different partners to enter into 

collaborations at different levels, for different purposes, to obtain different goals or at 

different capacities. Every level of the organization operates with partners but for 

different strategic purposes. For example, the regional divisions have the functions of 

being responsible for profits and losses within the matrix structure and as a 

consequence attract and pursue partnerships that correlate with its function. The 

national branches execute the programs for the social entrepreneurs and thereby seek 

partnerships that can support their functions in executing these programmes. A partner 

in the USA would then be able to enter into the partnership best suited for the purpose 

pursued or on the basis of the relevancy of the level for the business or public body. For 

a business sector partner in America, this would correlate well with the management 

culture of linking the business workplace with that of creating social value. 

Furthermore, it would especially create employer branding value in working to attract 

the growing number of well-educated citizens, pursuing the market of the growing 

nonprofit sector.  

   

Structural configuration 

The structural configuration of Reach for Change in its network of partners is made up 

of one strong partner, from within the Kinnevik Group, and several participatory 

partners that each has a distinguished function for the purpose. This is the case at all 

levels. Distinguished functions and roles are defined through the ROI, but apart from the 

Kinnevik Group partners (who co-founded the organization) none of the other partners, 

for example, have influence over a shared mission, vision or set of values. Therefore the 

structural configuration could prove to be effective in reaching its goals for the partners. 

In an American construction, here the market sector logic value of effectiveness could 

work to attract partners within the business sector.  

Furthermore it could help in framing the problem domain, because of Reach for Changes 

adaptation of the market logic. However, this could come at the cost of the community 

logic, which traditionally is very value-driven.  
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Governance 

Governance of the partnerships in Reach for Change is performed through monitoring of 

the status of the partnership through the ROI, where partnerships are reviewed 

quarterly. This gives each partner a chance to subtly govern through mutual feedback 

constructed as a conversation piece rather than a negotiation directive. The governing 

type of Reach for Change revolves around a lead structure where Reach for Change and 

the Kinnevik Group partner provide the framework for other partners and take the 

structural decisions. The tool of monitoring and adapting through the Reach for Change 

ROI tool is a strongly formed through a market logic adapted approach, where the focus 

is on value proposition and mutual gains for the partners.  

It cannot be easily determined whether or not the lead governance structure is 

especially accommodating for the American market, but the strong partnership 

revolving around the nonprofit and the business sector partners fits well into the 

tradition of social entrepreneurs in USA. 

 

Contingencies and Constraints Affecting Process, Structure and Governance 

Collaboration type 

Reach for Change is adapted to involving a wide array of partners through different 

partnership types (Reach for Change 2012) where the Kinnevik Group partner works on 

a deeper level through a shared purpose of creating system change in one way or 

another, this partnership also involves administrative activities through the employee 

CSR policies. Other partners provide service delivery through either pro-bono (or low 

bono) partners, others again in investing directly in the programs that Reach for Change 

execute, to invest in the social entrepreneurs. The “deeper” the involvement, the higher 

the risk for crises are. In an American context, a mixture of both could be pursued, as 

long as the necessary precautions are taken. The American tradition would speak for 

initiating a deep involvement of a partnership rather than participation. The reason for 

this being to oblige with the focus on involving individuals in the value creation and in 

the business sector/nonprofit organization partnership tradition of taking over for 

example, in filling the gap created where the public sector has failed in discharging its 

obligations of providing welfare. Additionally, the nonprofit sector needs a partner from 

one of the stronger sectors in order to pursue its purpose with any impact.  
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Power imbalances 

The power differences within the Reach for Change partnerships can be acknowledged 

and leveled initially and currently, by use of the strategic planning tools (Appendix A) 

(Appendix K). The acknowledgement of power differences might not be directly 

formulated, but they can be derived from the type of roles, obligations and influence on 

the planning of the partnership. In America, partnering with a business sector, the level 

of planning and the employment of market logic business tools would speak for the 

advantage of the organization in attracting partners from that sector.  

 

Competing institutional logics 

Reach for Change’s institutional logic being a part of the nonprofit sector, would be that 

of the community logic. This logic traditionally puts emphasis on upholding values of 

universal rights, reflects specific community demands, furthermore it seeks to fill the 

welfare gaps left behind by the two other sectors. The institutional logic of Reach for 

Change then speaks to the mission that seeks to create social value for children through 

providing fillings for the gaps of the welfare state system. The framing of the problem 

domain and especially the approach of actions needed to solve the problem is strongly 

inspired and influence by the market sector logic. Addressing the issue is especially 

important in partnerships based on conflict. In an American tradition, the trend of 

nonprofit organizations increasingly adapting the market sector logic for addressing and 

framing problems, speaks well for the adaptability of Reach for Change as a nonprofit 

organization in USA.  

 

Outcomes 

The outcome referred to here is based on the social value that the partnership provides. 

 

Public value 

Historically, Reach for Change has achieved public value by fusing together the interests 

of the nonprofit organization and the Kinnevik Group companies predominantly, but 

with outside participatory partners from both the nonprofit as well as the business 

sector. The lead governance structure of the partnership has accommodated for a 



64 
 

shared vision, mission and set of values, to be formulated within the stronger Kinnevik 

Group partnership solely (Appendix F). Reach for Change has not had a history of 

engaging in actors from the public sector to engage in partnerships on any of the 

structural levels (Appendix B). 

Forming partnerships circumventing the public sector, has long been a tradition for 

social partnerships in the American society, and is therefore not an issue expansion-

wise.  

  

First-, second- and third-order effects 

In order for creating long-lasting partnerships, the three orders of effects must each be 

obtained. The preceding steps for limiting crises and addressing complications are 

valuable tools for creating achieving effects on the three orders. This would be valid in 

an American partnership as well. 

 

Resilience and reassessment 

In order to be able to constantly reassess the partnership’s value for each partner, the 

ROI Dashboard within the Reach for Change organization provides an overview of the 

status of the qualitative indicators, which have been agreed upon at the formal 

agreements of the partnership (Appendix A). This would again fit well with the market 

sector logic within an American tradition of social partnerships, where partnerships are 

based on mutual gains, and where the mutual gain incentive is removed, the partnership 

should either be reassessed through the former steps of partnership strategies, or be 

terminated.  

 

Accountability 

Reach for Change publishes their annual Social Impact Report (Reach for Change 2015), 

where the accumulated results are presented publicly. However, a tool for analyzing 

data on the social value produced due to the commitment of the individual partner is 

provided. In an American context, the assessment of output for input in terms of value 

for money cannot be provided by the ROI on a partner-to-partner level.  
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The analysis above provides an overview of how Reach for Change engages in each step 

and dimension of the partnerships they enter into. It furthermore provides preliminary 

answers to the adaptability of Reach for Change into the American market. A 

preliminary assessment would be that Reach for Change, in many of the steps, is 

compatible with the American tradition of entering into cross-sector social partnerships. 

 

However, there are findings within the analysis that spurs questions raised on the basis 

of the analysis in the context of the rest of the thesis. This requires a deeper 

investigation in order to find answers, thus rooted in a more fundamental level. These 

will be engaged in, in the discussion below. 

4. Discussion, proposals and further research 

In the analysis many aspects of the Reach for Change organization and the American 

tradition correlated, and there could be fundamental reasons for that. One of the reasons 

for the Swedish founded nonprofit organization’s correlation with the American 

tradition of forming social partnerships is due to the globalization process.  

 The expansion of the neo-liberalist economic ideology has occurred through various 

trade agreements and reform packages. This has been done for a purpose of promoting 

free trade and looser economic policies with an effect of the lessening of restriction of 

the market forces. Along with the promotion of the American economic trend, the 

cultural and political aspects of the American society have also spread globally. All 

aspects are mutually influencing each other, facilitated and accelerated by the 

technological advances. As a result, the American tradition of placing the market in a 

prominent and central position within society has been spread globally. With the 

subsequent effect of shifting the responsibility of providing welfare, to now be placed on 

the shoulders of the nonprofit sector. As a result, the nonprofit organizations, through 

admitting institutional failure, must seek partnerships in order to pursue its new, but 

close to the heart, purpose. Partners need to be found, and as it is economic power that 

the nonprofit sector lacks the capability to provide on its own accord, the market sector 

is the obvious choice for cross-sector collaboration, in this case, a social partnership. 

This partnership is based on a shared mission, vision and set of values in order to 
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accommodate the sector logics of each partner, and in doing so creates a shared frame in 

order to address the problem and if successful can create a win-win situation for the 

nonprofit organization, the business sector actor and the individuals affected by the 

problem. In that sense, globalization has manifested itself within the Reach for Change 

organization, meaning that the shift towards the American tradition of linking the 

business sector and the nonprofit sector together, as opposed to the European tradition 

where the nonprofit sector traditionally has collaborated with the public sector, as well 

as a movement towards melting the professional life together with volunteer work in 

combination can be seen as an example of the result of a globalizing effect. 

One could argue that Reach for Change’s initiation history, its processes, structure, 

method of governing and outcome (re) assessment, both in merits and demerits, is more 

American than it is European. Furthermore, as the traditional American features more 

or less permeate through every level of the organization, one can therefore view Reach 

for Change as a product of globalization, and the cradle for the aspects and traditions 

that characterize globalization is USA – in which case Reach for Change would easily be 

able to adapt to the American context. However, is the accumulated strength of a cross-

sector collaboration social partnership between actors from the two sectors enough to 

pursue the mission of the partnership, in order to create lasting, valuable and impactful 

change in the societies? It could be argued that no social partnership that only consists 

of actors from two sectors, regardless of the sectors, is enough to address the cross-

border and cross-sector problems that the nations in specific and the world in general 

are facing. A well-planned and well-managed tri-sector partnership would, however, 

contain the necessary economic, legislative and public support to create change with a 

necessary impact, in a global as well as national context.  

The aspect of attracting public bodies into a network of partners should be considered, 

when entering into a new market, as for example one like the American. However, as is 

argued in earlier in the thesis, every increase in contextual level as well as for every 

increase in partner and sector into the partnership, there is an augmentation of 

complexity and thereby risk of complications and crises. Furthermore, the tendency for 

individuals to pursue the provision of social capital through individual contributions 

(work-related or otherwise) is growing. Therefore it is proposed that, in a new market 

on a new continent, the approach should be that of starting from the ground and 



67 
 

gradually building up the new branch. In a Reach for Change context in USA, if a branch 

should be decided to be established, would mean beginning with the establishment of a 

partnership with one partner from the business sector and at a national or stately level. 

The choice of whether it should be a stately or national branch, and if stately, the choice 

of which state to establish the branch in should be based on further research. The 

research should seek to answer questions regarding the scope of legislative differences 

of the states, as well as looking into differences in regards to the tradition and 

environment for entrepreneurship in the respective states (Appendix B) as well as in 

regards to the social purpose of the organization, looking at the scope and variety of the 

problems children are facing in the different states (Fanjul 2014). This would give a 

better foundation of choice in where to establish the branch or division of the 

organization. In any regards, a Reach for Change branch of any scope, should be created 

as a mixture of national and regional in terms of functions (based on the current 

structural division), for practical as well as, one would assume, economic reasons 

(Appendix B). Reach for Change currently works nationally in all its markets (including 

for example Russia), and the local aspect of the organization is provided by the social 

entrepreneurs they support, so it could be argued that a national branch would have the 

local aspect provided by the social entrepreneurs it supports. The global, regional, 

national and local aspect is however unclear if implemented purposefully within the 

organization as a means of addressing cultural differences or globalization trends of 

local involvement on an individual level (Appendix B) (Appendix C), however if not, it 

could be useful to communicate and apply it strategically within the organization and 

throughout its partnerships. All the discussion points and propositions have been made 

with a focus on a business sector partner, mainly because the organization fits so well 

with the sector logic. But, is this tight integration with a business sector partner only a 

positive thing? Does the partnership happen at the expense of the values and traits 

inherent in the nonprofit sector’s institutional logic, and thereby reducing it reason for 

existence? Lars Hulgård argues that, that is certainly a risk for any nonprofit 

organization at any partnership, when the sector logic of the (often) stronger business 

partner is inherited at a high degree. Reach for Change unmistakably works highly 

professional and have adopted many management tools from the business sector in 

their way of achieving their purpose. Additionally, within their partner portfolio, 
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partners from outside the Kinnevik Group works at a participation level (Clarke 2014) 

for providing services or administrative activities, but are not what would be deemed 

fully fledged members of the social partnership. It is not necessarily disadvantageous to 

have a combination, but it could provide for Reach for Change becoming a merchant of 

social value instead of a hub for social capital creation through the involvement of 

individuals on accounts of their moral obligation to society in other words a question 

about if the ends justify the means, and to what degree. 

This leads to another point, namely that of the degree of independency that the Reach 

for Change organization actually has. This point unfortunately merely amounts to a 

mere wondering on the basis of the theoretical and empirical knowledge dealt with 

hitherto, as it has not been formally formulated in the data I have had the access to. It 

would be an essential question to have answered, before looking into any expansion 

from the initiative of Reach for Change outside the countries where Kinnevik has 

companies.  

It is no secret, neither internally nor externally, that the Kinnevik Group and its 

companies are strong and tight partners of the organization. What is unclear, however, 

is the degree of equality in the power relations in the partnership. The unclear points 

are both concerned with the level of influence Reach for Change has on the level of 

strategy in entering into another strong partnership with, for example, a relevant public 

body, with the effect that the Kinnevik Group (or a company under their ownership) 

should surrender and share the power over processes, structure and governance and 

accountability.  

 

5. Conclusion 
 
The purpose of the thesis was to investigate the interrelationship of globalization and 

cross-sector collaboration in general, and in the USA specifically. This is done to provide 

the foundation for a general assessment of Reach for Change’s possible role in the 

American society. And thereby answer the questions:  
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By operating on three geographical levels, how does globalization influence the 

organization? Does the partnership approach influence their operations? And what 

would it entail if Reach for Change was to establish a branch in USA? 

 

In the top of the globalization funnel, through a general overview and individual 

assessments of the major developments within economic, political, cultural and 

technological aspects since the mid-20th century it was established that globalization 

was neither of these on their own. It was shown that it is all of the above, and through an 

interconnectedness, interrelation a mutual influencing and interrelation, all in a 

continuous and constant process, add up to the term globalization. The second layer of 

the funnel placed USA’s role in the globalization process, as the hotbed, origin and 

protagonist was determined and the societal implications examined. The examination 

showed that through a decrease in the role of the public sector, the other sectors had 

attempted at filling the gap it had left, especially in terms of the provision of welfare to 

the public. The last and most narrow end of the globalization funnel lead to the next 

section where an attempt at defining the role of a nonprofit organization like Reach for 

Change, in the context of the globalized society of USA was made. It showed the tradition 

of nonprofit organizations, in partnerships with the business sector, assume the 

obligations formerly within the public sectors domain. The top of “adaptation” funnel 

initiated by an examination into the term cross-sector collaboration, both by theory and 

by examples and examined at a global, national and local aspect respectively. The 

section concluded that though there are variations of cross-sector collaborations 

determined by context, these were not limited to the confines of them. This means that 

the local, national and global aspects were in an interrelation that through constant 

mutual influences had repercussions between the contexts. This served to underline the 

intrinsic complexity and hybridity that the globalization process has. For the sake of 

precision, the term cross-sector collaboration would have to be narrowed down, and the 

term social partnership, specifying the social purpose of the collaboration, replaced 

cross-sector collaboration as a term where applicable. Subsequently, the examination of 

the possible partnership complications of entering into social partnerships was 

commenced. This was explained first by the different institutional logics, that through 

partnerships are challenged and then in a framework that functioned as an overview 
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and a placeholder for theories. It showed that the fundamental differences of the logics 

of the different sector actors, along with the framework of probable problems and 

possible solutions, accumulated to an increased understanding of the complexity and 

dynamic interweaving of all dimensions within the globalized society. It however also 

provided the framework as a placeholder for the later general assessment for the later 

analysis. In the middle part of the funnel provided an insight into the tradition of social 

entrepreneurship in USA. The term was first explained and henceforth interchangeable 

with that of nonprofits or social partnerships, where most suitable. Thereafter the 

reason for the American variant of entrepreneurship in USA was established. It was 

found in the tradition of the welfare state and thereby also the understanding of the 

concept social capital. As the American welfare state focuses on the individual, social 

capital is perceived through the same focus. This has resulted in a focus for social 

entrepreneurs to form social partnerships predominantly with the business sector. The 

business sector tradition of social partnerships for the American social entrepreneurs 

has meant an increasing adaptation of the business sector logic in the nonprofit sector. 

This has meant a risk for social capital being sold as a commodity to business, and a 

subsequent counter reaction from within the nonprofit sector, to demand for personal 

and individual dedication for the purpose. The bottom of the last funnel was introduced 

by empirical data in the form of interviews with Jacob Stedman (CEO) and Natalie 

Engdahl (former Regional Manager in Africa), these including other forms of empirical 

data was subsequently used in the general assessment of Reach for Changes possible 

role in a social partnerships in the American society. The overall conclusions from the 

assessment was that Reach for Change as an organization was based on the same traits 

as the American nonprofit organizations, and as such would suite well into a 

partnership. As the last section, before this conclusion, in the superior funnel was the 

“discussion, proposals, and further research” section where specific discussion points 

were found from the analysis and further examined and discussed on the basis of the 

information produced in the thesis. Among other things, the great focus of Reach for 

Change on the business sector and its values were discussed, and in consequence the 

implications of the strong partnership with the Kinnevik Group in relations to, whether 

or not Reach for Change was in fact, in reality, an independent organization. Then to 
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answer the questions in the introduction that formed the basis for the purpose of the 

thesis would be that: 

The organization of Reach for Change has accommodated its structural level with a 

global focus, hereby being present at every interrelated context of the globalization 

process. Whether through its commencement as a CSR-policy for Kinnevik Group, 

through a later influence, or otherwise is difficult to determine, likewise it is difficult to 

determine through which process Kinnevik was influenced to establish Reach for 

Change, which can be explained with the intensity, complexity, all-encompassing mutual 

influence, hyper dynamism of the globalization process. In the consideration of 

establishing a branch within USA, first and foremost the framework should be 

considered, and as a guideline, rather than an actual tool. For there is no exact step-by-

step guide to establishing a cross-sector collaboration, that could even begin to list all 

the possible influences that could affect such a partnership, within such a complex 

context as the globalized American society. 
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Appendix B: Interview with Jacob Stedman 

Interview with Jacob Stedman, acting CEO of Reach for Change 

At Skeppsbron in Stockholm on the 21st of April 
A: First of all, can you explain what your role here at Reach for Change is? 
J: So, yeah, my name is Jacob Stedman, I'm the acting CEO and I'm acting until September 
when the permanent CEO, if you will, returns and then I'm "Deputy Sheriff" which is my 
normal role. The thing is, the deputy part, or also COO Chief Operating Officer means I 
run the operations, our permanent CEO Sara is more externally focused towards 
partners and funder 
J: But now I carry both hats. 
A: Can you tell me a bit about the organizational structure, just overall of Reach for 
Change? 
J: Sure, I mean it's very simple, it's a matrix if you will, but with a strong axis is the 
geographical, so we have three regions which have 17 countries between themselves. 
Each region has four to seven countries and then there are functions, or staff functions if 
you will, that both gives directives to the regions and also supports them in executing 
the strategy, but each region is what you call a P&L unit (Profit and Loss Unit) so it has 
revenues and costs, profits and loss, so it has responsibilities both for revenues and also 
for costs, and the functions, they have their people in the units as well, but they do not 
execute in that sense, it's the regions that execute programs. 
A: So, can you explain to me why it has been chosen to have this structure of the global 
head office, or central office, and then regional offices and local offices - the three 
aspects of the structure? 
J: The regional and the national offices?  
A: Well, the global aspect of having a headquarters like this in Stockholm office, the 
central office - and then below them having regional offices and below then having local 
offices, so why this structure of the three. 
J: The three levels? I mean I think there are two questions, if you don't mind; one of them 
is why they are regional and not functional? Because I mean in some organizations 
which are functionally organized, so you would have let's say I programme function and 
then they might be geographically organized within the programme, but it's still, like 
everybody here works programme and the programme director reports to me, and then 
you might have a let's say, a fundraising function which might also in itself have it's 
different geographies but the fundraising director reports to me. But we have then 
chosen the opposite, which is the regional structure, so you have a Northern Europe 
director who reports to me, and then there is also, let's say the fundraising or the 
programme function but they do not contain most of the staff people, they don't contain 
most of the money for example, so the money is in the regional structure. And the reason 
we chose the regional focus, the reason the power resides with the region is because our 
markets are very different, I think for example if we had ran a programme in the 50 
states of America which are more similar, then we would have a more functional 
structure, or if we run a Scandinavian programme maybe we would then have a more 
functional structure, because the Scandinavian markets are quite similar. But here, the 
markets are very different, I mean so, for example, what is good in Ghana and what's 
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good in Norway are very very different. Very summarizing, I think the geographical axis 
determines more how you run the programme than the type of things you want to do 
from head office. So you need a very strong country manager that can say this is how it 
works in Ghana and this is how it works in Norway, and similarly at the regional level. 
So that is the main reason why we have this regional structure, then when it comes to 
why we have three levels. You could say one question is why do we have two levels of 
reporting line? And I mean I think, I could not oversee 17 markets  reporting to me, for 
example, I would not have time to support 17 country managers, and so therefore you 
will need someone sort of intermediate level, and then you could say, well okay then 
should the regions just be, you could say, how light should the region be? Should it just 
be the regional director like Ronnie? Or should he have a staff function as well? I mean, I 
don't think we have taken a strong philosophical view there, it's more practical things, 
so I mean Northern Europe and Eastern or Central Europe are very light, it's just the 
regional director there. Africa is much, has many more regional resources with like four 
or five people working for the region in Africa.  
A: Okay. 
J: And that's partially because, in Africa being a large and developing market, central 
markets, things take more time, it's more complicated. Just, finance functions you can 
easily run that from Stockholm for the Scandinavian countries, but for like Ghana and 
Tanzania relations might be very different so you need a person actually sitting in the 
country, or at least in the region to do that. So things take more time in emerging 
markets, so therefore you need more people. You can also outsource more things 
easilyer in more mature markets, for example we have outsourced our accounting 
function in Northern Europe entirely. But you cannot find a really good outsourcing 
partner in Ghana to the same extent, so they have an in-house accounting person. So that 
is the reason why we have some regional resources in Africa. The other reason to why 
these resources don't sit on the local level, and why does it sit on the regional level? And 
that's because we think it's more efficient. Let's say you need some finance capabilities 
somewhere in Africa and instead of duplicating it to six or five markets, you can have it 
in one place and then he/she spends his time across the markets. And having the finance 
person of Africa in Stockholm would just be super complicated, because he/she wouldn’t 
know the geographical details that you need, for Ghana or for any other market. 
A: So, when going from, let's say, head office and thinking about the mission vision 
values of Reach for Change globally, what is the leeway, the flexibility of adapting, let's 
say the visions and values in different regions and local branches? What is the 
sovereignty of the branches under the regions? 
J: I think the mission, the vision and the values stay the same across regions, but I think 
many other things do change. So I mean, for example the mission, is to find and develop 
strong social entrepreneurs. That is the same mission everywhere. The values, such as, 
our group rules, we have "Strong, Brave and Passionate" and we have "Four Eyes 
Principle", you need two people signing contracts or ABC (Always be Closing), like a 
biased towards action. For example, those things we try to uphold everywhere but then I 
think, the how we run a programme for example, and how you engage with partners, 
which is our two main activities - those are very different. I mean, in Denmark you might 
do like six events in a year, maybe in Tanzania you do one, and maybe Denmark has a 
strong accelerator, maybe in Tanzania you have a two-day equivalent - well, not 
equivalent, but a two-day accelerator for example in Denmark maybe it's six weeks - so 
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the countries have a lot of flexibility. That also is very related to your question about 
why we have a geographical axis organization. That is really because we want the 
countries to have this flexibility; we believe that in Tanzania the country manager, 
programme manager, knows more about what works in Tanzania than we do. So she, in 
this case, should take that, make this call. 
A: I know I have asked you this before, at some point, but can you tell me a bit about the 
going from expansion idea, the idea of unrolling a new Reach for Change to another 
country? Can you tell me a bit about the path from idea to implementation? 
J: When we are to launch in another country? 
A: Yeah, well, where does the idea come from? Who takes the initiative? 
J: Historically, it has been very opportunistic, so what we have not done is to, you know, 
sit with a rotating globe and try to put pins like, here is where we want to be, we don't 
do a deep analysis and say this country need us most. That we have not done. So what 
we have done is that we have got a phone call from a funder that would say "Hey guys, 
I'm calling from Tele2 in Lithuania, could you please run a programme for us?" And then 
we would say "Yes, of course". The question is, is that the right way? I mean I think 
that's, you could argue that, I think we need to be very pragmatic, so if we don't have 
local money, it is a big operation to place money locally, I mean if we didn't have any 
operation in Denmark, just trying to set up shop in Denmark without anyone else’s 
money - then there is opportunity, no business. It is one thing for maybe the Red Cross 
to launch in Denmark, then they would be like "Oh, you're the Red Cross, of course you 
can be in Denmark, we would give you money". But if you are a totally unknown 
foundation from another country, it's harder. I think the pragmatic approach is 
necessary, then I mean, I think we can be more, and we are increasingly being more, let's 
say thoughtful - "Should we be in country X? Do we have a sufficient strong social 
entrepreneurs in this country?" or do we think that we see the social need as big enough 
here.  
A: So that would be things that you would look at, if you were to start a new? 
J: Fundamentally the same question is, to me, the enter and the stay decisions are the 
same questions. Of course it makes, you would ask it more thoroughly if you were to 
enter a market, but we should be asking ourselves the same questions like "Should we 
enter Estonia?" "Should we stay in Estonia?” Just because it is a decision that has been 
made in another context doesn't mean we need to uphold it forever. So, coming back to 
your question, I have described how the processes have been, but I mean I think, if you 
were to say "Okay, if you were to attempt at the US, what would you look at?" That to me 
comes back to our main stakeholders, our primary stakeholders is of course our social 
entrepreneurs - so we should think, like, do we add value to social entrepreneurs here? 
And then you get into like competitive landscape, are there other people providing this 
type of incbuator-services? Are there strong social entrepreneurs to begin with? That 
need our support, ask for our support? Can we recruit people that can be effective 
managers or coaches towards social entrepreneurs for example? And then you have 
other central questions which is about, let's say, or secondary target group which is the 
people who pay for it, so partners or funders, and then we would say, well do we have 
existing partners? Maybe we have like Tele2 or MTG who wants to work with us in 
Denmark, because they already work with us in Sweden, okay so that's great, then we 
can tick that box, that we have an existing source of money. But then you could also say, 
okay but you have other potential sources of money here? Do you have like Lauritzen 



85 
 

Fonden or other sort of local capital, and like, okay, that's interesting, here is lots of local 
capital, let's see if this makes the business case better. The questions I would ask, would 
be around these two axises. The value that we can provide the social entrepreneurs and 
the value-added we can provide to funders, and then the value-add, I mean if it's 
commercial funders/partner, then it's about CSR and we provide like marketing and 
happy employees and so on, and if it's foundation then the value-add is more, let's say 
intangible, but you want to be a good [inaudible], the foundation needs to feel, like 
Lauritzen they need to feel that these guys from Reach for Change, they really do a good 
thing, and they match our criteria. 
A: Now I'm actually going in a bit of another direction, a little bit, I would like to ask you 
which branches, national branches, do you think are the most successful? And why? 
J: It's a bit of a sensitive question because many people spend their lives or years of their 
lives building their branch. Let me answer a little slightly more, let's say sanitized way 
without pointing to. I can give you a few examples that doesn't mean other countries are 
unsuccessful, but I can point at what I think makes branches successful. 
A: Mmhmm. 
J: Rather than overall judgments. I think one thing that makes a branch successful, of 
course is having strong programme, you know, managing to find strong social 
entrepreneurs, and then having a very strong programme to support them. Sweden of 
course comes to mind since we also started here and have the most experience here. I 
think we have been very instrumental in defining what social entrepreneurship is and 
we are one of the first players to really, you know, look for people and say "Hey guys, 
you have an idea to improve the lives of children, you know, we can help you" so we 
have other years, probably gotten 3000-4000 ideas from 3000-4000 different people in 
Sweden, I don't think there are possibly any more people who can apply *Laughing*. 
Which is another problem in itself, but, having a setup of good supply of social 
entrepreneurs and running a strong programme for them, we have always been 
fortunate enough to have very good local funding here, like ear-marked money for 
Sweden, so we have had a bigger team, I mean, you can the Swedish team is like four 
people, half of them are unpaid interns, but still, it's a big team. And that also makes it 
easier, like they can have like one incubator-manager, like Nina focusing on just the 
incubator for example, and you can have like Alex before who was also doing that, and 
now Natalie is probably more partner relations for example. So I think running a good 
programme is one super critical thing, but many other countries, like Ghana of course 
has also been really great at attracting very strong social entrepreneurs, for example 
Russia was also really good, now it's been kind of sold, or we have, let's say outsourced 
our operations there, but let's not get into that. I think another critical aspect of what 
constitutes a good national operation is partner relations, so managing to make yourself 
indispensible in the eyes of the local partner. I mean, I think Denmark is a great 
illustration of that, Marie-Louise and yourself has really become very intertwined with 
the local partner, when you speak to the MTG people in Denmark it feels like you guys 
are almost their own staff, you are very sort of like, part of a core fabric, and I mean, 
Marie-Louise even got a contract that says "If you don't fundraise, we'll carry your back, 
or we will add extra money", so clearly, that's strong local support, and that's not the 
case everywhere, I mean, other markets where local CEOs might feel "I didn't make this 
decision to have Reach for Change here, it's been kind of pushed down my throat" then 
they are less positive, some of them. So I think a strong part of a franchise is a super 
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critical part. I mean, I think these are the two most important, then there are other 
things that also matter, like communications for example, have you managed to be a 
strong brand? Or, a network with the right people, do we know the right power players? 
Like the media, or people who can influence policies for example. 
A: Do you think there are any aspects of the different societies, the societal aspects 
within the different nations that are beneficial to the specific Reach for Change branch? 
Like, the role a big state in a country? The different build-ups of society? 
J: The markets are very different in many ways, from like personal security; you should 
not travel across Chad by yourself that is of course very different from like Denmark. But 
I think one of the big differences are what type of pressing issues that the social 
entrepreneurs focus on, so for example in developed markets you see a lot of things 
related to bullying for example, obesity like in Denmark and integration like also one of 
the Danish entrepreneurs I think works with [inaudible] kids, this woman, integration 
like refugees or immigrants. In Africa the problems are much more basic in many sense, 
like reading or health, like in Chad, malnutrition, so of course if you have strong state 
that for example provides healthcare to people like Scandinavian states do, then you 
don't have entrepreneurs to provide the same type of services, because they are not 
needed, but then you might have, you know entrepreneurs who sort of do things which 
are putting the edge of the public sector should do. Like one who we have in Sweden, 
who have a way with dealing with rape victims, in a way which is more based on trauma 
and how to treat trauma, so it's a different psychiatric method but it's not the same thing 
as starting from where there is no psychiatric support at all. 
A: Do you think that influences the way that the different nations run their business or 
how the different Reach for Changes run their operations? 
J: I think the investment theme or the pressing issues don't necessarily influence the 
way that the businesses are structured, you could say, all of our ideas are focusing on 
education here, and here it is all about child protection, and that in itself doesn't make a 
difference I think, in the structure. When you say structure, do you mean how many 
people you have, or what roles that you have? 
A: I'm thinking about the whole build up of the organization, the difference between a 
Reach for Change structure, both employee-wise but also operation-wise, when trying to 
attract social entrepreneurs or getting them to apply. 
J: Then that's not linked to the pressing issues, I think that is much more linked to the 
thing we talked about before, the how easy it is to do business in a place, so I mean for 
example, in Ethiopia you actually by law need a person who is an accountant, that is fully 
employed by the local branch, well, then we have a local accountant. In Tanzania you can 
actually say, well our accountant is sitting in Ghana and that's fine, and in Sweden you 
can say, well, we don't have an accountant employed because she works for an 
outsourced company, we buy the services. But that's under the label of, ease of doing 
business, or maturity of the business climate, even though we are non-profit there are 
still many similar things, I mean, how hard is it to have basic services like electricity, do 
you need to check you generator? And where, how easy is it to do normal processes for 
when making a payment, can you click on the internet bank or do need to go to the 
physical bank and line up for six hours? So these kinds of things of course make a big 
difference in staffing, if the payment can be made in two minutes, or you need one 
morning lining up at the bank. So I would put it under ease of doing business more 
than... I think that's them main driver between the different structural differences.  
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A: Then I was talking about cross-sector partnerships; there is the social partnership of 
the private organizations like MTG, Kinnevik, Tele2 and stuff like that. How about, and 
what about public sector partnerships? Has that been done anywhere? Or is it 
something that is encouraged? 
J: Sure, no but it is, I mean we are fairly, let's say, agnostic and open-ended when it 
comes to funding sources, so we do some public sector partnerships. In Sweden for 
example we have a bigger partnership with the Swedish equivalent of DanAid, it's called 
SIDA, so we do a, actually this campaign (Points to a poster in the room) came from a 
SIDA project a few years ago, so it's part of SIDAs infocom. That means, a small part of 
the foreign aid goes to towards telling the Swedish public that Swedish foreign aid is 
good. To keep up the long term support for having foreign aid development cooperation. 
So maybe it's a few percent of the total foreign aid, but it's, but we get for example part 
of that for the last three years, so we get 1-2 million SEK each year, for different things 
related to promoting international development cooperation, and for example showing 
that Africa, you know is taking off for example, so we focus on our social entrepreneurs 
and I think that is a great example on the wall here, and also the hackathon for example 
last year was sponsored by SIDA. 
A: Do you engage in say, a partnership with SIDA or is it "just" outsourcing from SIDA?  
J: Maybe I think it is a partnership, like it's called a partnership, I mean I guess it is, it 
depends on what is put in the word, I mean, I think also by law it's more of a public 
tender in a sense. So I think, yeah, they kind of acquire the services of public 
communication. We write them a long document telling them how we can do it, and then 
they get a few hundreds of those documents and then select the best ones. Like in a sort 
of public tender. We also do things with the EU; some of the EU funds have funded our 
work in Ghana. 
A: So it's mostly funding?  
J: Yeah exactly, in that sense it's "only" funding, but of course there are a few meetings 
here and there, but it's not like, they don't send a SIDA employee sitting at us for two 
months. I mean it's, they provide some guidance, but overall we make a proposal, they 
say "this is great, let's do this", then we have check-ins now and then to tell them about 
the progress, that we stick with the original project plan, but it is our design and 
execution.  
A: Are there any other examples of public partnerships with Reach for Change in other 
countries maybe? 
J: In Ghana for example we have the EU, that's putting in, I don't remember which part of 
the EU, I mean our African probably could tell you, but we spend, or they spend 50 or 
100.000 Euros on supporting our social entrepreneurs in Ghana, for some specific 
purposes. 
A: So they are supporting them in a way that they are providing education or training? 
Or? 
J: I'm not sure about this brief about the EU funding, I don't know too much about it, 
Emma or Julia could tell you more, I'm not sure, but again, the money in the end were to 
promote the same social courses that we fight for in Ghana. These are the main 
examples, maybe there is one more, but it's, I mean public sector things, maybe that's 3-
4 percent of our budget, so it's quite small. 
*Jacob get's a phone call and we round up the interview* 
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Appendix C: Interview with Natalie Engdahl 

Interview with Natalie Engdahl Country Manager of Reach for Change 

Sweden and former Reach for Change Regional Manager of Africa 

At Skeppsbron 18 in Stockholm on April 21st 2016 
Anders: "First of all I just wanted to ask you, what your current role is here in Reach for Change? And the 
former roles you have been having at Reach for Change? 
Natalie: All of the former roles? 
A: Yeah. 
N: My current role is Country Manager for Sweden. It is my fifth title within the organization. I started out 
as an intern writing my thesis, then I was trainee for a year. Then after that I was Country Manager for 
Congo and Chad. 
N: I was launching us there, and then after that, I did that for about ten months, and then after that I was 
regional operations manager for Africa 
N: For about a year and a half and then most recently before this I uniquely was a country manager for 
Ethiopia. 
A: Okay. Can you tell me a bit about, especially Africa and especially your time as regional manager before 
the Ethiopia launch? 
N: I can talk about the expansion that we were doing too. Which ties into the Congo and Chad, well, they're 
connected. So I was sitting in Stockholm and we were at the time operational in Ghana and had decided to 
launch into five new countries in Africa and that was through the partnership with Millicom, so Millicom 
committed to launch us in all of their six markets in Africa. And we started doing that then actually 
through Millicom staff so we had some people in a regional office in Ghana, who were both working with 
the partner programme and also coordinated this expansion. And then we were actually working with 
Tigo/Millicom people in each of the countries so it was their CSR-managers who were doing the work. The 
expansion there was the same as we do everywhere else, where we do a campaign to get entrepreneurs in 
and then we did the selection and then we chose them. And that whole time Reach for Change did not have 
staff in the country. 
A: Okay. 
N: So we were flying people from Ghana and sometimes from Sweden, I was actually running the selection 
in the Stockholm offices for half of them, and this is when we first set up Django (Internet Web 
Framework) and during that time we also realized that we, no, we actually need people in the countries. 
So that was what I went to Congo and Chad, so I was living in Congo but also covering Chad, so I was there 
once a month, uhm, and setting us up, so running the programme and so, it was kind of okay to run the 
campaign, well, we should have had people there during the campaign too, but as a first step it was kind of 
okay, but you can't run the Incubator through a CSR manager at a company. And so, I was there and then 
the purpose was to, or the point was to recruit someone, train them, onboard them, which I sort of did 
specially in Chad sort of in Congo and then, so when I was done with that it was kind of still clear that 
Chad was functioning, Congo we actually hadn't found someone, but we also had lone people in Rwanda 
and Tanzania, we did not have someone in Senegal and we were about to launch in Ethiopia and we were 
still kind of, we figured, we had only been in Africa for two years, these countries for one year a lot of 
things still to figure out so then I stayed on in Africa as Regional Operations Manager to kind of work with 
essentially all of the countries where we were alone and to kind of figure out even further how to adapt 
our programme and what does it mean to be run this kind of Incubator in Africa and how should we be 
working with Millicom, 'cause their strategy was changing a bit at the time too. 
A: Okay. 
N: And to make sure that we had, truly had stable, we did a shift from one our own programme managers 
reside so we had a vacancy again and some vacancy in Congo and still with a lot of on boarding and 
recruiting happening during this time, so we needed to make sure that we had good people in each 
country, and an easy way to work between the country people (country-based staff) and the regional 
people (staff at the regional office), so that was my job. And during this time as well we were launching in 
Ethiopia. 
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N: So I was just travelling around and would stay in Ethiopia for a few days at a time to work on the 
growth preparation and then the registration. 
N: So networking there and preparing all the documents for the registration - was working with some 
consultants on the ground too but I was the one from Reach for Change doing it. 
N: Uhm, so those two roles kind of, they all kind of overlapped, I stayed country manager for Congo while I 
became regional operations manager, while I got Ethiopia. 
A: Quite a workload. But uhm, could we maybe go back to where you told about - you were here in the 
headquarters when you, could you tell me a bit about how the expansion came to be? From, just from the 
idea phase, where is the decision making? From idea to implementation?  
N: Uhm, I, all of our expansions, I would say, they have come so far from, uhm, an interest from the 
partner, from the partner group. 
N: so at this time, when I joined Reach for Change, which was really in these early days, uhm, we were only 
in two countries, in Sweden and in Ghana, and we were launching in Russia, so actually John our 
Communications Director now, he was in Ghana and he had just gone there to set it up. 
N: And that was our first country in Africa, it was kind of a test, uhm, and at that time we were then talking 
to Millicom who wanted to increase their partnership with us, so they were the ones that were interested 
in launching this in all of their markets. 
Anders: So usually, the initiative comes from the partner corporations? 
N: Yeah, well, when it comes to especially a new launch, that's how it's been. 
N: So it was similar kind of, with, I mean its, the global CEOs are on our board as well and they think about 
it, the Kinneviks are on our board. They often get the question, too, how could you work more closely with 
Reach for Change or how can you take advantage of this, this in-group NGO kind of, uhm, so it kind of 
comes from both ways, but then it's been dialogues on the global global level with Millicom and with MTG 
about, "okay, let's do this together" and then they say "let's launch", so we've launched with the global 
corporate group company CEOs backing often. 
A: Okay. 
N: And then that was like, uhm, to figure out how, uhm, so uhm, then John was in Ghana and he was still 
coordinating a bit, and that was when they hired Alma as well as the Regional Director, she was essentially 
she ended up being responsible for figuring out how to run an Incubator for Social Entrepreneurs in five 
new markets, half of which had never heard of the concept before. 
A: Yeah, sure.  
N: And then they were running with the, so she had a programme manager in Ghana who was running the 
Ghana incubator which was kind of, getting started going then like a communications manager and a 
programme officer, so there were four people in Ghana as we were expanding to some of the most 
complicated countries in the world.  
A: Impressive! 
N: So that was, I was helping out from here too, we had just created the Django at the time. So I was doing 
the selection periods, the whole process in the system, I was doing that from our office here in Stockholm. 
I was also an Expert-reader. 
A: So usually when, when you are expanding, it comes from the headquarters, and all the tools for 
expanding comes from headquarters, when you expand to another country, you get supervision, tools and 
help from? 
N: Some kind of support yeah, I mean things have changed quite a bit that, when we did that expansion in 
Africa we were going from three countries to eight countries, and really early in our life-cycle as well, we 
were two years operational, now these day when we expand it's different. Like if we expand this year 
we're going from 17 to 18 countries. 
A: Yeah, exactly. 
N: It's really different, phase now, but it comes from an interest and even with the MTG expansion we did 
have support from the central team, this, and that kind of early days of the expansion, like I said, the 
interest comes from corporate level. So there is, for us, corporate is still a big customer and then we're at 
the same time developing the partnerships locally in the countries through our local staff. 
A: Exactly, yeah. 
N: But because there is so much coordination and interest from the corporate teams as well then our 
corporate team are our central team, and a lot of that, so Laura just to be much more involved in the MTG 
countries, in the roll-out phase, and now she's not as much, because they're more independent. 
N: In Ethiopia, it was uhm, just completely different, because it was just one country and it was also a 
country where, uhm, we were trying to go into a country where a (Kinnevik) company wasn't.  
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A: Mmm. 
N: and we had the backing from Kinnevik and from H&M Conscious Foundation, so, neither of them were 
actors on the ground in the country. 
A: That's quite interesting, if there weren't any partner companies within the country, who figured out 
that, or who came up with the idea to expand to Ethiopia? 
N: Kinnevik. The interest still came from them, and them and H&M Conscious Foundation, so they wanted 
to go together essentially and Ethiopia is a country in transition, so an interesting country as well and that 
was the market where they had overlap. So they had interests in the market. 
A: Can you explain a little bit more about the interest. 
N: Kinnevik had done an initial investment, and was looking into doing investments and H&M was 
launching offices, H&M the company [i.e. not the foundation] was launching offices and I think [H&M] 
Conscious Foundation was actually operating and working with some organizations there. So there was in 
interest. 
N And as I said it's also a market in transition so an interesting market that is on a lot of peoples' minds, 
and it's massive! 
A: And it's also a country with, it would suspect, quite a lot of social problems. 
A: What would you say were the greatest challenges of expanding to a market where there were no initial 
partnerships? 
N: Uhm, I think the greatest, the thing is, I come from a slight perspective, there's a reason I did Congo, 
Chad and Ethiopia, I like a challenge. 
N: I see a challenge, and there's a solution somewhere, you just have to find it. So I'd say the challenge with 
launching in Ethiopia was a bit less about not having a partner, and more about that the market is really 
difficult. Because we actually did, we knew we didn't have a partner and we knew that it would take some 
time, so we kind of buffered in a bit of time - still took longer, but we did it record-fast. But, we knew that 
the situation was difficult because we, well different, because we didn't have a partner. But the challenges 
were more around the market itself, which I'm not sure would have been easier or less complicated with a 
partner on the ground. 
A: Okay. 
N: Actually. But it did require, I mean, if we compare to the other expansions, it requires longer, longer 
time, before you are actionable, because you can't, like, I said, with the Millicom expansion, we just started  
running the campaign. We didn’t have people on the ground, so there's like, ran the campaign 6 months 
after we signed the contract or probably even less, and we could do it with their staff on the ground and 
you can start acting while you're figuring things out, in Ethiopia we, we actually had to figure things out 
before we could start acting. So that does make a different, takes longer. 
A: So you, the aspect of having a global/regional/local aspect of an organization, what's the most 
important thing about having a local division or local branch? You think? 
N: It's understanding the local markets, they are so vastly different, and we work with humans and with 
relationships. The core of our business model is relationships and working with other entities and people, 
and networks, and that is something that is just really different, and it also means you need to physically 
be there to build relationships and networks, uhm, so there, that's one aspect of it, and the other aspect is 
also that the markets look different legally, so for our entrepreneurs it looks different. For some countries 
there is only one form of a nonprofit that you can have and they are really complicated. In others you can 
choose between 5 different legal entity forms that are all nonprofits and they are social entrepreneurs, in 
some places they are social companies that is a form. It is so many complex issues we are working with in 
addition to the people and the local aspect gives both, I'd say a better, just fundamentally better, vision for 
the country too, and we can be more strategic in contributing to social development. Because it is different 
if you want to contribute to social development, if you as the leader of that work has a stake in the 
country, and you have credibility as well when you are talking about the future of your country, because it 
is your country. So that makes a massive different, I would say, and on the regional level when going into a 
new country, like, Ethiopia, we could say, we are in six other countries in Africa - and I could say, I've been 
doing this in Congo and Chad, I know it is complicated in some places, and that again was legitimacy, even 
if we were new in Ethiopia. 
A: How do the mission, vision and values of Reach for Change, and the organizational strategies and 
structures, how are they implemented, are they implemented differently in each country - are they 
adapted? Are they - what's the leeway? 
N: different in different places too, in a way the mission, vision and believes, the core stuff, is the same 
everywhere, and then it's almost like the biggest thing that has changed some of the fundamental ways of 
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how we work ends up in our partnerships as well. So in Millicom, when they changed the amount, they 
changed the time-frame that they can give us for a commitment of financing, then we have to change the 
time-frame that we give the entrepreneurs as well. And we have had some strategic shifts in that 
partnership as well, when Millicom going to digital going to working with their local teams and their 
corporate teams. And that has a huge impact on the country levels as well and similarly like in some 
countries CSR is prioritized in a different way in the company, than in another, and that does also impact 
how we, what strategy we can use. If we have a corporate partner that is not interested, then we just get 
their money and we do the programme ourselves. If we have one that is really committed, then we do 
more through them, so those things all matter quite a lot. And the other thing that does matter is 
obviously market maturity. So in a country like Chad, no one was talking about entrepreneurship, so we 
had to, which was amazing, but we were pioneering that as well and had to dissect, go through like the 
concepts that we were using. And even more so, also just in the French countries in general because the 
language around social entrepreneurship, even in Swedish we use English words for half of them, and so 
you don't have the same academy learning in French, and even in France social entrepreneurship isn't 
developed in the same way as it is in the UK or in the US. So there's actually just not the same academy 
learning in French, so we had to make a lot of stuff up, and that was like a pretty big process in itself. But 
also really helpful, because then in a country like Chad, it meant that we had to really break down what 
these concepts were, we didn’t just industry jargon. 
A: Yeah, exactly. 
N: But, we were breaking it down and finding even local phrases that kind of worked, and that it obviously 
really different from a country like Rwanda or Ghana that have multiple incubators, and if we went to 
Kenya, I mean, that's what they do, half the market is incubators. uhm, so they those things do impact, I 
would say in the beginning we didn't think too much about that, necessarily, we'd just go ahead, and that's 
also what makes a difference to have a local person who can network and kind of understand, learn the 
market, which is what I spent about a year doing in Ethiopia together with the consultants to kind of 
figure out how to navigate and what's done and not done. 
A: With the local partners, uhm, is there a progress where there is a discussion or formulation about 
shared values? 
N: With the local corporate partners? 
A: Yeah exactly, is there a formulation about how the partnership is going to plan out and how the shared 
values are going to be incorporated within the partnership? 
N: What do you mean by shared values? 
A: If you have a partnership with the local company, a local partner, you probably have the same shared 
goal - the mission is probably the same - the meaning is that you want to help children - but is it 
formulated somewhere between the partners, Reach for Change and the local partner which roles to play 
within the partnership? 
N: Yeah, and that was something that I actually worked a lot on as a regional operations manager too. We 
started doing it a little bit with the ROI framework [Return on Investment Framework] as well. The ROI 
framework was something that we used in a, between us and our corporate partner to agree on what the 
objectives were with the partnerships. And that one includes the social impact, so it includes everything 
that is our core business of creating a better world for children and the specific impacts that they get, 
which is the part that we compare to other philanthropic CSR donations that they could be doing. That's 
just giving money but if they give it to us, they get different kinds of social impact for it. And then the other 
part of the ROI framework is, what are other specific priorities for the company, some companies want to 
do this because they want to get, they want to engage their employees, some company want to do this just 
because of brand or they want to do this because it also helps them in government relations. So the social 
impact is always at the core, but then there is added values that can come out of it as well. So you would 
decide on those, agree on them, and that framework, the objectives and that framework becomes kind of 
our shared values - those are our shared objectives of this project that we are doing together. 
And then, we broke those down, and broke them down also in terms of brand for instance, so okay, if you 
want to get brand from it, we are not going to like, us as Reach for Change, we are not going to working a 
lot for the brand-value of your company. So you need to deliver the brand, you need to pay for the space, 
we can deliver content based on our relationship but we then define those things in a PowerPoint. The 
framework. So, we do this, you do this, this is how we split it up. And, some parts of that we've gone into 
pretty detailed project planning as well. That was the basis. 
A: Actually, we've covered a lot of it, but the last question - what would you say was the biggest difference 
about Reach for Change and other non-profits, and especially how important Reach for Change is, or the 
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importance of having a Reach for Change in, let's say in the Nordic welfare countries - and the difference 
between that and having it in a slightly less developed welfare state? 
N: There are many less developed welfare states, yeah I think that is actually a very interesting question, I 
think we fill a very very different role in different markets. In Africa I think one of the biggest things we 
contributed with as just a nonprofit [inaudible] was that we were an international organization that had a 
really strong local focus, where the whole core model is that we don't come with a solution, you have the 
solution, we invest in your solution, which took a really long time to establish that that's a way, especially 
in Congo I would almost say but also, in Chad nobody believed, people wanted it, but they didn't trust it 
and were still surprised and still thought that we wanted to steer a lot. And it took a while to say, no, we 
are a partnership and we really do want. And I think that's an amazing addition that we actually 
contribute within Africa. In a country like Sweden that's not really the problem. A country like Sweden, I'd 
say almost one of the problems personally, but there is so much believe and trust in the welfare state so, 
how can you as an individual contribute and having ideas and acting on them, that's not a part of how we 
think of solutions to social problems that much. We think that the state is going to deal with it. We write 
an angry article somewhere and we go vote or we mutter to our family. I think that is an interesting 
addition instead, seeing how we can use innovative ideas in creative ways within the welfare state that 
makes it more fast-acting and innovative. In a country like the US, that is not the problem, people do have 
ideas, and I think New York is one of the cities with the most community run organizations. Innovation is, 
like, all talked about, and then there are other factors that maybe becomes about unequal access, fixing the 
gap of the welfare states in other ways, and then a country like Kazakhstan, like Russia, I love the work 
that we are doing in those places. Again, countries where no one is talking about social entrepreneurship 
and then we just go in and start it, and that's a system change in itself because it is so new as a concept. So 
even if we do exactly the same thing, in 17 countries, there's a really big difference to what that thing is.  
A: Yeah, well. 
N: That's it? 
A: That's it, actually, time flies. Do you have any questions for me, or anything? No? Perfect! 
N: I don't think so. Let me know if you have any follow-up questions. 
A: Sure, thank you very much. 
N: Thank you. 

 

 
Appendix D: Email correspondence with Jacob 

 

Anders Jochumsen 
<anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 

Interview on Thursday. 

3 messages 

Anders 
Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 

Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 10:47 AM 

To: Jacob Stedman <jacob.stedman@reachforchange.org> 

Hello Jacob, 
 
Just as a preparation for the interview Thursday, I wanted to give you a heads up on the topics and themes 
that we will be talking about:  
 
- History and current role in Reach for Change. 
- Reach for Change as an organization (MVV etc.) 
- The history of Reach for Change. 
- Strategies concerning the global/regional/local aspect. (glocalization, sovereignty, structures etc.) 
- Expansion strategies and implementation. 
- Reach for Change and societal elements' importance for succeeding. 
- 

 The role of Reach for Change in the different societies in which they operate. 
 
The interview will be a semi-structured one, so I might have other questions that could arise during our 
conversation. 
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I am looking forward to seeing you, and your colleagues in Stockholm - and to see your beautiful city 
afterwards! 
 
All the very best, 
 
Anders Nyhold Jochumsen 
Communications Officer | Reach for Change Denmark 
Visit at MTG Strandlodsvej 30 | 2300 Copenhagen | Denmark 
Mobile: +45 2276 1780 
Mail: anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org |  Website: http://reachforchange.org 

 
 

 

Jacob 
Stedman <jacob.stedman@reachforchange.org> 

Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 10:59 AM 

To: Anders Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 

Hi Anders, 
 
Sounds great! Let's try to make sure we keep the interview to 30 min as agreed though, so let's assume a  
joint responsibility of prioritizing questions. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Jcob 
--  
Jacob Stedman | CEO (acting) 
Reach for Change 
Box 2094 | SE-103 13 Stockholm | Sweden 
Visit at Skeppsbron 18 | Stockholm 
Mobile +46 70 684 65 00 

 

 

Appendix E: Email correspondence with Natalie Engdahl 

 

Anders Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 

 
Interviews thursday in Stockholm. 

3 messages 

 

Anders Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 
Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 10:30 

AM 

To: Natalie Engdahl <natalie.engdahl@reachforchange.org> 

Hey Natalie, Just as a preparation for the interview Thursday, I wanted to give you a 

heads up on the topics and themes that we will be talking about: 

- Former and current role(s) in Reach for Change. 

- Global/Regional/Local aspect of Reach for Change. 

- Expansion into new markets. (process, idea to reality, challenges etc.). 

- Reach for Changes role in the societies in which they operate. 

- Organizational structure and sovereignty. 

I have questions on these and maybe some more, but we will cross that bridge when 

we get there.  

The interview format will be a semi-structured interview, allowing room for 

spontaneous questions if they arise. 

I am looking so much forward to coming to Stockholm, see where you work and say 

hello to everyone! 

All the very best, 
Anders Nyhold Jochumsen 

https://www.google.dk/maps/place/Strandlodsvej+30,+2300+K%C3%B8benhavn+S/@55.665017,12.619005,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x4653acb5f3d72949:0x5207565da6e9ee16
tel:%2B45%C2%A02276%201780
http://anders.jochumsen/
http://anders.jochumsen/
http://reachforchange.org/
tel:%2B46%2070%20684%2065%2000
https://www.facebook.com/ReachforChangeDenmark/
https://www.instagram.com/reachforchangedenmark/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/2688588?trk=vsrp_companies_res_name&trkInfo=VSRPsearchId:1424579381448532924199,VSRPtargetId:2688588,VSRPcmpt:primary
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Communications Officer | Reach for Change Denmark 

Visit at MTG Strandlodsvej 30 | 2300 Copenhagen | Denmark 

Mobile: +45 2276 1780 

Mail: anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org |  Website: http://reachforchange.org 

 
 

 

 

Natalie Engdahl <natalie.engdahl@reachforchange.org> Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 12:45 PM 

To: Anders Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 

ooh interesting, and we'll cover all of this in 30min?  
[Quoted text hidden] 

 

 

Anders Jochumsen <anders.jochumsen@reachforchange.org> 
Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 

12:58 PM 

To: Natalie Engdahl <natalie.engdahl@reachforchange.org> 

Hehe, I know it seems a bit much - but let's see how the interview runs along - then I might skip a 
few questions if the time doesnt permit - I will watch the clock to make sure I don't take up too 
much time :) 
 
All the best, 
 
Anders 

 

Appendix F: Shared values with MTG 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.google.dk/maps/place/Strandlodsvej+30,+2300+K%C3%B8benhavn+S/@55.665017,12.619005,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x4653acb5f3d72949:0x5207565da6e9ee16
tel:%2B45%C2%A02276%201780
http://anders.jochumsen/
http://anders.jochumsen/
http://reachforchange.org/
https://www.facebook.com/ReachforChangeDenmark/
https://www.instagram.com/reachforchangedenmark/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/2688588?trk=vsrp_companies_res_name&trkInfo=VSRPsearchId:1424579381448532924199,VSRPtargetId:2688588,VSRPcmpt:primary
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Appendix G: Way we Work
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Appendix H: Reach for Change Our Manifest

 
 



108 
 

 
 
 



109 
 

Appendix I: Change Leader Development Tracker



110 
 



111 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



112 
 



113 
 



114 
 



115 
 



116 
 



117 
 



118 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



119 
 

Appendix J: Advisory board introduction
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Appendix K: Stakeholder Guide 
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