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Abstract  

Nonprofit organisations (NPOs) operate in environments characterised by increasing resource 

constraints and escalating service delivery demands. At the same time, these organisations face 

mounting pressure to radically adapt and transform the way they operate; a challenge with 

which many struggle to contend. This environmental turbulence, along with wider political and 

societal shifts, increasingly drives NPOs to seek opportunities through collaboration with 

business. The problem is, however, the existing literature provides only limited insight into how 

engaging in this type of collaboration, affects how NPOs navigate within, or adapt to, 

environmental turbulence. 

This research addresses part of this gap in knowledge by exploring nonprofit–business 

collaboration (NBC) through the nonprofit experience, a perspective that has remained largely 

absent from the literature. This embedded multiple case study examines the experiences of 

twenty-eight senior decision makers from both sides of thirteen partnerships, at the 

organisation and relationship level. These experiences are examined in the context of how ten 

focal NPOs navigate the challenges of change. Using inductive, emergent analysis methods, 

interview data and archival documents were analysed to identify interrelationships between 

cross-case themes. 

Using a number of emergent relationship characteristics, this thesis explores how collaboration 

dynamics are manifest in practice, and examines how and why relationships with business relate 

to the way NPOs navigate in turbulence. This study found nonprofits engage proactively in their 

relationships, primarily to address financial uncertainty. The focal organisations employed a 

tactical approach to NBC, leveraging individual relationships often in a strategic way as part of 

their complete portfolios. By accommodating commercial realities, some NPOs were 

performing a sophisticated balancing act, accommodating requests from business partners as a 

means of accessing the resources required to sustain programmes, and support organisational 

infrastructure. 

This study contributes a new perspective on NBC with implications for practice, particularly for 

nonprofit decision makers orchestrating increasingly large portfolios. Specifically, this study 

contributes to the nascent body of literature that explores NBC as a strategic issue for 

nonprofits. At a time when nonprofit organisations are more crucial than ever, exploring that 

which affects the ability to pursue their missions is critical for research and practice. 
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Chapter One 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and motivation for the study 

As the effects of natural and man-made challenges increase in intensity and complexity, 

the role of nonprofit organisations (NPOs) becomes ever more critical. Individuals, 

communities, and indeed societies rely on these organisations, the services they 

provide, and the influential role they play. From welfare, health, and education through 

to emergency response and community development, the value of these organisations 

cannot be underestimated. At the scale of individuals, NPOs ensure the needs of those 

most vulnerable in our communities are met, and at a societal scale, they are both the 

creators and physical manifestation of the social capital embodied within civil society 

(Aldrich, 2012). Now is a critical time to explore the forces and impacts on their ability 

to achieve their goals and serve as the ‘public safety net’ (Alexander, Nank, Stiver, 1999, 

p. 452; Gorley, 2016). 

The environment in which nonprofit organisations operate has been conceptualised as 

turbulent. This turbulence is a product of unprecedented change and growing 

interconnectedness across political, economic, social, technological, and environmental 

domains (Salamon, Anheier, List, Toepler, & Sokolowski, 1999; World Economic Forum, 

2013). In the Western world, retreating governments face fiscal pressures, transparency 

demands, and rising accountability issues (den Hond, de Bakker, & Doh, 2015). This in 

turn creates an environment of uncertainty and heightened expectations for many 

NPOs, as the role they play in social service delivery continues to change and typically 

increase (Never, 2011). Volatility occurring across these domains affects both how NPOs 

are resourced and the intensity of societal challenges they strive to address. 

This type of interconnectedness compounds issues for NPOs, as the boundaries 

traditionally thought to exist between economic sectors become less apparent. 

Furthermore, as traditional fundraising models become outmoded, NPOs experience 

disruptions to essential funding and a rising need to resource their operations through 

new and innovative means (Grant Thornton, 2016). A key challenge that stems from 
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this environmental turbulence is securing the funds to support and sustain the people, 

processes, and systems required to operate effectively and efficiently (Godbout, 2016). 

If NPOs are to continue providing the services many people enjoy, benefit from, and 

indeed rely on, exploring the forces that act on the ability of these organisations to 

navigate turbulence is an issue of upmost importance for research and practice. 

As environments become unsettled and unfamiliar, nonprofit organisations must 

radically adapt the way they work if they are to remain effective and relevant (Godbout, 

2016). For decades, nonprofit sectors have been steadily transformed by a process of 

professionalisation (Hwang & Powell, 2009). This has bought about advantages and 

challenges as they watch volunteer numbers wane, while struggling to retain and 

compensate staff at levels comparable to the private sector (Sanders, O’Brien, Tennant, 

Sokolowski, & Salamon, 2008). Relatedly, becoming more ‘business-like’ is associated 

with the increasing pressure NPOs are under to demonstrate how effective, efficient, 

and accountable they are (Suarez, 2010). While this pressure comes mainly from 

governments and philanthropic funders, it can also come from rising beneficiary 

expectations and can even be self-propelling. This is because organisations operating in 

turbulent environments inherently adapt to environmental norms (DiMaggio, 1990; 

Staber & Sydow, 2002). In essence, as the environment changes around nonprofit 

organisations, to survive and thrive, they too must change. 

Marketisation and commercialisation trends are also associated with the changes to the 

way NPOs operate. The use of market mechanisms, including social enterprise activity 

and corporate branding, are outward signs of how NPOs are transforming (Z. Lee, 2013; 

Maier, Meyer, & Steinbereithner, 2016; McKay, Moro, Teasdale, & Clifford, 2014). In 

increasingly competitive and commercial environments, nonprofits must constantly 

innovate to keep up with the shifting preferences of donors and funders, and to compete 

with both peer organisations and for-profit entities. This need for relentless innovation 

also relates to the constantly changing social problems which many NPOs strive to 

address (Dover & Lawrence, 2012). Above all, funding uncertainty remains a priority 

concern for nonprofit leaders and a driver of operational transformation (Grant 

Thornton, 2016). In this context of turbulence, nonprofit–business collaboration (NBC) 
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is an increasingly attractive funding source, it is also one of the key drivers of 

convergence between the two sectors. 

1.2 Justification for the study 

To be able to navigate these external pressures and constraints, nonprofit organisations 

require sufficient capacity (ability). Interest in understanding nonprofit capacity has 

grown over the last two decades as challenges such as those described above become 

ever more pronounced (Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011). Academics and practitioners alike 

suggest an ability to adapt, in particular, is essential if NPOs are to navigate high-change 

environments (Easterling, 2016; Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015). However, even though 

working across boundaries (Alexander, 2000), inter-organisational relationships 

(Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013), and network connectedness (Strichman, Bickel, & 

Marshood, 2008) are understood to be crucial components of nonprofit adaptive 

capacity, very few studies explore this in relation to nonprofit–business collaboration 

(Struthers, 2010; Sussman, 2004).  

Nonprofits employ a number of adaptive tactics and strategies as part of navigating 

external pressures and threats to survival. The nonprofit and public administration 

literature explores these tactics and strategies from a number of perspectives. Some 

studies address, for example, the behaviour and decision making processes of leaders, 

such as “stepping up boundary-spanning activities” (Alexander, 2000, p. 293), or 

aligning missions with donor preferences (Mitchell, 2014). Whereas other studies 

explore changes made to the strategic approach of an organisation, such as employing 

a differentiation strategy (Chetkovich & Frumkin, 2003). Others still employ classic 

business theory, such as the R. E. Miles and Snow (1978) prospector, analyser, defender 

and reactor typology, to explore how NPOs navigate external change (e.g., Akingbola, 

2006; W. A. Brown & Iverson, 2004). Despite being a growing area of interest in the 

literature (Laurett & Ferreira, 2018), only recently have researchers started exploring 

nonprofit–business collaboration as a strategic issue for NPOs, with an encouraging 

studies recently published (e.g., Al-Tabbaa, Leach, & March, 2014, 2015; Boenigk & 

Schuchardt, 2015; Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). 
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Despite the relative infancy of this hybrid field, cross-sector collaboration has long been 

conceptualised as a strategy for organisations to address environmental turbulence. 

Indeed the sub-field of NBC is predicated on this notion (Austin, 2000a; Gray & Wood, 

1991). While studies suggest there are benefits for nonprofits that engage in these 

strategic relationships, the dynamic processes behind how benefits (and detrimental 

effects) are produced has scarcely been examined (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Furthermore, because very few studies have adopted the nonprofit perceptive (Boenigk 

& Schuchardt, 2015; Margaret Harris, 2012), the outcomes described are not necessarily 

representative of the nonprofit experience. For example, corporate volunteer support 

has been depicted as a beneficial outcome for NPOs, yet when the nonprofit experience 

is examined, researchers have found it to be a time and resource intensive activity with 

few tangible benefits (Cook & Burchell, 2017; Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013).  

Moreover, the main premise behind NBC theorising is the more integrative the 

collaboration, the more organisational value is generated; yet studies that examine the 

NPO experience find the more integrative the relationship, the more risks to NPO 

legitimacy (Herlin, 2013). Nevertheless, despite this picture of incomplete knowledge, 

academic research, sector reports, and anecdotal evidence suggest increasing numbers 

of NPOs are turning to collaboration with business in a search of opportunities to 

address resource and capability needs (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; Grant Thornton, 2016; 

Pedersen & Pedersen, 2013). In short, NBC is conceptualised as both a product of 

turbulence and a means of addressing turbulence; however, few studies have addressed 

the connections between the two, particularly for NPOs. 

1.3 Problem Statement 

Nonprofit organisations operate in environments characterised by increasing resource 

constraints and escalating service delivery demands (W. A. Brown, Andersson, & 

Suyeon, 2016). At the same time, these organisations face mounting pressure to 

radically adapt and transform the way they operate (Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015; Never, 

2011; Osula & Ng, 2014); a challenge with which many struggle to contend (Easterling, 

2016; Godbout, 2016; International Civil Society Centre, 2013). This environmental 

turbulence, along with wider political and societal shifts, increasingly drives NPOs to 
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seek opportunities through collaboration with business (Austin, 2000a; Bryson, Crosby, 

& Middleton Stone, 2015; Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). The problem is, however, the 

existing literature provides only limited insight into how engaging in this type of 

collaboration affects how NPOs navigate within, or adapt to, environmental turbulence. 

The literature central to addressing this research is fragmented and sits in two related 

yet separate fields; the emerging literature that occupies the centre ground provides 

limited insight. This gap in the literature is represented in Figure 1, below.  

Figure 1. The gap in the literature; two sides of the same coin. 

 

Note. The author’s visual representation of two related and overlapping fields in the literature. 

 

1.4 Purpose and research question 

In the understudied context of the Community and Voluntary Sector in New Zealand, 

and from the typically unreported perspective of nonprofit organisations, the purpose 

of this study is to explore how collaborating with businesses, relates to how nonprofit 

organisations navigate in turbulent environments. The aim is to add new knowledge to 

current academic and practitioner understanding around the intersection between 

these two. The hope is that through enhanced understanding of organisation level 

outcomes, nonprofit leaders will be better positioned to make informed decisions when 

entering into new, or managing existing relationships. 

Thus, the following central research question was posed: 

How do the dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration relate to how 

nonprofit organisations are navigating in turbulent environments?  

An integral part of the purpose is to explore the dynamic concept of collaboration; 

therefore, the word relate is used in the research question as opposed to a linear cause 

Cross-sector collaboration (CSC) literature: 

Conceptualises CSC as a means of addressing 
turbulence; does not tend to examine the 
nonprofit experience, especially with regard to 
how these collaborations affect adaptability. 

Nonprofit capacity/strategy literature: 
Explores nonprofit adaptability and 
highlights the importance of external 
collaboration; however, collaboration 
with business is rarely the focus. 
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and effect framing, such as influence or affect. This acknowledges that inter-

organisational relationships are dynamic, and that attempting to identify causality 

beyond the intricacies of isolated examples would be problematic (Bryson et al., 2015).  

The word navigate is used because there are several ways to frame how NPOs address 

challenges while continuing to operate and deliver value. Conceptualising this process 

as navigation enables the study to remain open to range of ideas and framing 

(Akingbola, 2006). The question could have been posed in specific terms, for example, 

strategic planning, capacity to act on strategic plans, or patterns of decision-making. 

Similarly, it could have been posed in terms of organisational effectiveness, 

performance, sustainability, or survivability. However, a review of the earlier literature 

and insights from pilot interviews, suggested it would be beneficial to remain open to 

what emerges from discussions with participants, rather than employ a specific concept 

or focus that may bias the research outcomes. 

To be able to address the research question systematically, the study focused on 

exploring four key areas: 

• the context in which NPOs are collaborating with businesses, 

• the NPO experience of collaborating, and 

• the nature of a range of relationships. 

• How the above areas combine and relate to how NPOs operate in turbulent 

environments. 

1.5 Rationale 

The rationale behind this study emanates from two interconnected places. On a 

personal level, there was desire to explore the idea of ‘true’ collaboration, and to 

understand the consequences of boundaries blurring between civil society and ‘the 

market’. It is safe to say this is a desire larger than the present study could possibly 

satisfy. On an academic level, there was a desire to explore a real world problem defined 

by a picture of incomplete knowledge, that is, how collaborating with business affects 

NPOs. Again, taken to its full conclusion, this is larger than a study of this nature could 

satisfy. Therefore, the measured rationale was to address part of this picture, as outlined 



| 7 

 

in this introduction and elaborated throughout the proceeding chapters. Thus, 

exploring how collaboration dynamics relate to how nonprofits navigate turbulence is 

a manageable but nonetheless important part of this larger picture. As NPOs face 

mounting pressure to transform the way they work, this study asks how the increasingly 

prevalent relationships they hold with businesses fit into this picture. 

1.6 Research design overview 

This study employs an embedded multiple case design, a strategy appropriate for 

exploring the how and why mechanisms behind a complex social phenomena such as 

nonprofit–business collaboration (Yin, 2014).  Data was collected and analysed from ten 

New Zealand-based nonprofit organisations and thirteen relationships held with 

businesses. Twenty-eight senior decision makers were interviewed from both sides of a 

range of relationship types. Both nonprofit and business experiences were explored 

through interview data and archival and publicly available documentation. Using a 

multi-case design is a deliberate response to a recognised gap in the literature. The aim 

was to identify context-specific patterns of behaviour (dynamics) within relationships, 

and subsequently, across the collection of relationships. Using an emergent, case-

orientated analysis strategy that was primarily inductive and thematic, this study sought 

to explore the nonprofit experience that is largely absent from the literature, and as a 

result, understand more fully the phenomenon of nonprofit–business collaboration. 

The methodology chapter explains the research strategy in detail, including the specific 

methods used and the underlying ontology and epistemology. 

1.7 Thesis scope 

This research focuses on the connections between how nonprofits and businesses 

collaborate, and how nonprofits are navigating challenging environments. It is not 

concerned with how successful, effective, or inclined to failure cross-sector 

collaboration is. It does not have an explicit focus on how effectively NPOs are able to 

support their beneficiaries, as difficult as that is to state and achieve. Furthermore, it 

not the aim of this study to explore linear cause and effect, as tempting as this may be, 

but instead to explore the dynamics of collaborative relationships and the ‘disconnect’ 
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to how NPOs operate in turbulence. Finally, this study not concerned with the 

experiences of organisations established as social enterprises, while these entities 

undoubtedly collaborate with business, they are not the focus here, because they are by 

definition already ‘part business’ (McNeill & Silseth, 2015). 

1.7.1 Context  

This study was conducted in Aotearoa New Zealand, a context in which very few 

academic studies have been undertaken in the field of nonprofit–business collaboration 

(Eweje & Palakshappa, 2009; Lee, 2011). The New Zealand nonprofit sector is 

characterised by a very large number of very small organisations (Sanders et al., 2008). 

Appreciating the scale of the sector is an important part of understanding the challenges 

these organisations face. At the end of 2017, there were over 144,110 nonprofit 

organisations, of which 27,327 were registered charities (The Department of Internal 

Affairs, 2018). In 2017, New Zealand had an estimated population of 4.844 million, this 

equates to one registered charity for every 170 people, and one NPO for every 45 people 

(McLeod, 2017). More pertinently, the sector is growing year-on-year; therefore, while 

organisational survival is often a topic of conversation, and is undoubtedly a genuine 

concern for nonprofit leaders, the reality is more complex. 

While there are features of the New Zealand nonprofit sector that are distinctive when 

compared to other OCED countries, there are also many similarities. These similarities 

and differences render the findings from this study a valuable contribution to the 

nonprofit management literature. The nature of the relationships examined are also 

comparable to those examined in the earlier literature on many grounds. The details 

surrounding the context of this study and the implications for the literature are 

discussed in Chapters Nine and Ten.  

1.8 Contribution and significance 

By exploring the experiences of decision makers across a number of relationships, and 

by examining emergent dynamics in relation to the challenges NPOs face, this study 

provides a new perspective on nonprofit–business collaboration. Specifically, it 

contributes insights into the proactive role NPOs can play, and the tactical way in which 
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they leverage specific features of relationships to access the resources they require. It 

also provides new insights into the co-evolutionary nature of NBC, and the significance 

of individuals that are often associated with these processes. This study uses four 

overarching dynamics, six key relationship characteristics, two key roles that emerged 

as a vehicle to examine the nuance and complexity of the nonprofit experience. With 

regard to methodology, this study contributes a unique multi-case, multi-level 

examination of NBC; these features are a response to recognised gaps in the existing 

literature (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; Bryson et al., 2015; Margaret Harris, 2012). The 

study concludes by reconceptualising NBC as an emergent balancing mechanism used 

by NPOs as part of the day-today process of navigating turbulence. 

1.9 Definitions of key terminology 

The following definitions were selected following the literature review. They were 

chosen because they are either foundational in a particular field of research; they 

represent the current consensus view on a topic; or they are a definition that is either 

official or widely accepted across the literature. 

Collaboration 

Collaborations is a process which “occurs when a group of autonomous stakeholders of 

a problem domain engage in an interactive process, using shared rules, norms and 

structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain” (Wood & Gray, 1991, p. 

146). 

Cross-sector collaboration 

Cross-sector collaborations is “the linking or sharing of information, resources, 

activities, and capabilities by organizations in two or more sectors to achieve jointly an 

outcome that could not be achieved by organizations in one sector separately” (Bryson, 

Crosby, & Middleton Stone, 2006, p. 44). This generates a form of collaborative value, 

that is, “transitory and enduring benefits relative to the costs that are generated due to 

the interaction of the collaborators and that accrue to organizations, individuals, and 

society” (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 728). 
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Dynamics 

Dynamics are the observable patterns of interaction and change in partnering 

organisations or the relationship between them (Hardy, Phillips, & Lawrence, 2003). 

Nonprofit organisation (NPO) 

Nonprofit organisation are “(a) organisations, that (b) are not-for-profit and, by law or 

custom, do not distribute any surplus they may generate to those who own or control 

them, and that are (c) institutionally separate from government, (d) self-governing and 

(e) non-compulsory” (United Nations, 2003, p. 26). 

Nonprofit–business collaboration (NBC) 

Nonprofit–business collaboration is “a discretional agreement between an NPO and a 

for-profit business to address social or environmental issues and to produce specific 

organizational benefits for both partners” (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014, p. 659). 

Turbulence 

Turbulence refers to uncertain, unpredictable, or unknown environmental change 

(Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Selsky & Parker, 2005; Stone, Bigelow, & Crittenden, 1999; 

Strichman, Marshood, & Eytan, 2017). 

Resource dependence theory 

“RDT is premised on the notion that all organizations critically depend on other 

organizations for the provision of vital resources, and that this dependence is often 

reciprocal” (Drees & Heugens, 2013, p. 1667), organisations are characterised as open 

systems dependent on external contingencies within networks of interdependencies. 

1.9.1 Anthropomorphism and APA referencing 

In line with the American Psychological Association (APA) 6th Edition Guidelines 

(2010), organisations are regarded as groups of people; therefore, verbs and pronouns 

typically reserved for human actors are permissible. For example, organisations face 

challenges; NPOs navigate the challenges of change (Walden University, 2018). 
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1.10 Thesis arrangement overview 

Figure 2. Thesis arrangement overview 
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Chapter Two 

2 Literature review 

The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between how NPOs experience 

collaborating with business, and the way these organisations navigate turbulent 

environments. The following review examines three areas of the literature that are 

central to achieving this. The first examines what we already know about how NPOs 

navigate challenges and change, focusing on the nonprofit capacity and strategy 

literature. The second relates to cross-sector collaboration and then specifically 

nonprofit–business collaboration. The final section reviews the literature that brings 

these two areas together. 

2.1 Turbulence: Navigating the challenges of change  

The idea that organisations operate in turbulent environments is not new. Changing 

post-industrial societies were conceptualised as turbulent several decades ago 

(Siggelkow & Rivkin, 2005). Ansoff (1979), for example, suggests there are four 

challenges that characterise these environments: novel and unexpected change, 

growing intensity, increasing speed of change, and an increasing level of complexity. 

Despite being several decades old, this research resonates with the challenges nonprofit 

organisations face today. With subtle variations in phrasing, each component from 

Ansoff’s list appears in the contemporary literature (e.g., Siggelkow & Rivkin, 2005; 

Wood & Gray, 1991). A recent survey of the nonprofit sector in New Zealand and 

Australia, for example, highlights the concerns of managers with regard to risk and 

unprecedented change, ensuring new and rapidly changing technology is used 

efficiently and effectively, and managing increased service provision demands (Grant 

Thornton, 2016). Similarly, other reports detail the challenges of leading in complex 

environments (Godbout, 2016) and the need to “evolve faster than in the past” (McLeod, 

2017, p. 5). These challenges are undoubtedly faced by nonprofit organisations around 

the world. From Ansoff’s list of characteristics, the concept employed less commonly in 

the contemporary literature is intensity. This is used to refer to the increasing amount 

of energy, resources, and attention required by an organisation to continue doing what 
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it does. Given this description of intensity, this is surely what NPOs face in their current 

environments. 

Other analogous and long-established concepts associated with turbulence include 

dynamism (Mintzberg, 1979), velocity (Eisenhardt, 1989), uncertainty (Galbraith, 1973), 

and discontinuity (Drucker, 1969), each referring to environments characterised by a 

degree of unpredictability (cited in Siggelkow & Rivkin, 2005). Authors writing about 

turbulence often refer to the idea of the unknown. While this is perhaps used more 

frequently in disaster management and with reference to natural hazards, it is also used 

to refer to seemingly banal man-made events, such as the “unintended consequences of 

policy interventions” (Nohrstedt, 2015, p. 772), or even the risks associated with cross-

sector collaboration itself (Dentoni, Bitzer, & Pascucci, 2016; Guo, 2006). Despite this 

variety of associated concepts, it is turbulence that is used most consistently in the for 

profit and nonprofit collaboration literature (e.g., Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Selsky & 

Parker, 2005; Stone et al., 1999; Strichman et al., 2017). Thus, throughout this study, 

the concept of turbulence is used to refer to uncertain, unpredictable, or unknown 

environmental change. 

As applied to NPOs in the literature, the notion of turbulence captures a range of 

seemingly disparate types of disturbances. For example, aging populations, technology 

advancements, policy changes brought about by a change in government (World 

Economic Forum, 2013), operating under the effects of economic downturn (Mosley, 

Maronick, & Katz, 2012), and co-existing with a welfare state Bode (2003). Despite the 

range of disturbance types, the inherent reliance of NPOs on external actors and 

institutions for survival related resources mean turbulence is most commonly used to 

refer to environments characterised by financial and physical resource-based 

uncertainties. 

As discussed, there are different ways to understand how NPOs navigate the turbulent 

environments they operate in, the two most notable are described here. One could 

explore the strategies employed to cope with external change (e.g., Stone et al., 1999), 

alternatively, one could explore the capacities required and how these might be 

developed, maintained, or deteriorated through various processes (W. A. Brown et al., 
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2016). While in theory and in practice nonprofit capacity and strategy are overlapping 

areas (De Vita & Fleming, 2001), for the purpose of clarity, the two are discussed here 

separately, as far as possible. 

2.1.1 Nonprofit organisational capacity 

Traditionally, funders and donors considered supporting the infrastructure of nonprofit 

organisations incompatible with the service orientation of the sector, particularly 

volunteer-led and community-based organisations (Letts, Ryan, & Grossman, 1999). 

Instead, they focused on supporting activities designed to develop innovative 

programmes and expand existing services, without investing in staff training, 

information technology, fundraising expenses, or administrative costs (De Vita & 

Fleming, 2001; Letts et al., 1999). This practice and culture of providing restricted 

funding, which is still prevalent in New Zealand among some traditional funders, comes 

with misconceived expectations of low overheads. Commonly referred to as the 

‘overhead myth’ (National Association for Voluntary and Community Action, 2015), this 

is the “false conception that financial ratios are the sole indicator of nonprofit 

performance” (Paynter, 2016). Organisational capacity is reduced, however, “when 

nonprofits limit their fundraising and administrative oversight expenses” (Chikoto & 

Neely, 2014, p. 574).  

Over time, limited investment in the organisation is associated with the emergence of 

NPOs that are unprepared and under resourced to meet the complexity of current 

challenges (Godbout, 2016; Philanthropy New Zealand, 2016). Despite practitioners 

having focused for many years on the importance of organisational capacity and the 

underlying strong infrastructure it requires, it is only more recently and in light of 

escalating challenges, that interest in understanding capacity has permeated the 

nonprofit scholarship (W. A. Brown et al., 2016; Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011). 

Encouragingly, there is evidence of increased academic interest in understanding the 

forces shaping the ‘new reality’ for NPOs in terms of their capacity to adapt (e.g., Gorley, 

2016; Vario, 2017). 
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Nonprofit organisational capacity tends to be defined broadly, and the elements with 

which it is comprised have varied over time (B. Cairns, Harris, & Young, 2005). This 

reflects the nebulous grouping of organisations under the umbrella term nonprofit 

(Frumkin, 2005). Nonprofit capacity has been described as “a set of attributes that help 

or enable an organization to fulfil its missions” (Eisinger, 2002, p. 117), this level of 

ambiguity is common. Others refer to it as “the assets and processes that are employed 

to improve effectiveness and sustainability” (W. A. Brown et al., 2016, p. 2891). More 

recently, Despard (2017) defined capacity in terms of “resources, skills, and functions” 

(p. 608), which Shumate et al. (2017) built on by emphasising the importance of 

practices and people. Because the form and function of NPOs vary widely, definitions 

tend to be generic in their application (B. Cairns et al., 2005); nevertheless, capacity is 

consistently used synonymously with ability.  

Definitions of nonprofit capacity typically focus on the role it plays in achieving high 

performance and effectiveness in pursuit of a mission (Despard, 2017). This is because 

regardless of the function of an NPO (service or advocacy), effectiveness is determined 

by an ability to achieve a stated mission, which relies on sufficient organisational 

capacity (Kapucu, Healy, & Arslan, 2011). While the link between capacity and 

effectiveness appears intuitive, in practice, it is emergent, changeable, and context 

specific (Shumate et al., 2017). The context specific nature of capacity was captured a 

decade ago for the purpose of PhD, where nonprofit capacity was defined as a long-

term, persistent re-dedication to achieving results (Hansberry, 2005).  

Consequently, there are numerous models and different sub-dimensions of nonprofit 

capacity, as well as debate around how they are composed (Shumate et al., 2017). 

According to Cornforth and Mordaunt (2011), the sub-dimensions typically relate to 

organisational functions or resources; however, they can also relate to processes and 

long-range goals. Some models have a particular bias, for example, emphasising the 

importance of managing knowledge, skills, and information resources (Loza, 2004). 

While others focus on organisations with particular functions, such as advocacy, in 

which case political capacity tends to be emphasised (De Vita & Flemming, 2001). Sector 

reports, on the other hand, are inclined to use a more practical framing, referring to, for 

example, fundraising capacity (Charity Commission, 2010). Writing several decades ago, 
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Letts, Ryan, and Grossman (1999) argued that the key component above programme 

development capacity and programme expansion capacity, which they suggest are the 

two fundamental capacities of all nonprofit organisations, is adaptive capacity.  

Across the scholarly and grey literature, a typical set of sub-dimensions recur frequently: 

• leadership capacity,  

• management capacity,  

• adaptive capacity,  

• and technical capacity (Cornforth & Mordaunt; 2011). 

Regardless of bias, variation, or the recent suggestion these are actually separate 

interrelated capacities not sub-dimensions (Shumate et al., 2017), nonprofit capacity is 

conceptualised consistently as spanning internal and external environments (Sussman, 

2003). There are two fundamental reasons for the use of these two environments; firstly, 

NPOs are established to achieve a defined societal mission and are therefore externally 

accountable to those whom they serve (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). Secondly, NPOs rely on 

external resources for survival (Sowa, Selden, & Sandfort, 2004). To be effective, 

therefore, NPO capacity must relate to an internal ability to act as stewards of these 

external resources (Letts et al., 1999).  

The group of sub-capacities that relate to the internal environment (leadership, 

management, and technical) have been explored in isolation and as interconnected 

elements. For the last fifteen years or more, a standardised set of definitions has been 

used across institutional and practice-based research:  

• “leadership capacity – the ability of all organisational leaders to inspire, 

prioritise, make decisions, provide direction and innovate, all in an effort to 

achieve the organisational mission; 

• management capacity – the ability of a nonprofit organisation to ensure the 

effective and efficient use of organisational resources; 

• adaptive capacity – the ability of a nonprofit organisation to monitor, assess, 

and respond to internal and external changes; 
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• technical capacity – the ability of a nonprofit organisation to implement all of 

the key organisational and programmatic functions” (Bolton & Abdy, 2007, p. 

43; Connolly & York, 2003, p. 21; Letts et al., 1999). 

If organisations are to achieve results effectively and efficiently in pursuit of a given 

mission, each of these complementary capacities is required to some degree (Despard, 

2017). The dimension of particular interest to this research is adaptive capacity, because 

this explicitly links internal mechanisms to the external environment (Sussman, 2003). 

Understanding the nature of internal–external interdependencies is central to this 

study, therefore, the following section focuses on adaptive capacity. 

2.1.1.1 Adaptive capacity 

The concept of adaptive capacity has moved beyond a focus monitoring, assessing, and 

subsequently responding to change. Recent studies have explored various sub-

dimensions of organisational culture, behaviour, and structure that contribute towards 

building and maintaining a capacity that touches every aspect of an organisation1. For 

example, scholars have explored the importance of NPOs having an external orientation, 

which includes how open an organisation is to internal and external perspectives and 

aware of a degree of interdependence within its operating environment (Masaki, 

Plettner, & Anderson, 2002; Strichman et al., 2008). Others have explored the extent 

to which an organisation is connected to or embedded within its networks, along with 

the nature and quality of external relationships and collaboration (Kapucu & Demiroz, 

2013). As a dynamic capability (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997), concepts such as 

inquisitiveness, innovativeness, responsiveness, and flexibility are also considered sub-

dimensions (Sherman, 2005; Strichman et al., 2008; Sussman, 2003). Nonprofit 

organisations specifically, have been described as requiring a “unique kind of adaptive 

capacity” (Strichman et al., 2017, p. 1055), which unlike businesses, includes evaluation 

capacity as sub-dimension (Gasper, 2000; Kapucu et al., 2011). Above all, and across 

various conceptualisations, the key component underlying each of these sub-dimension 

is a learning orientation (Strichman & Marshood, 2010).  

 

1 Appendix A shows the breadth of concepts employed in the earlier literature to describe adaptive capacity. 
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If NPOs are to navigate high-change environments effectively, some level of adaptive 

capacity will be required (Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015; Letts et al., 1999; Staber & Sydow, 

2002). The following section will expand on the notion of adaptability and the key sub-

dimensions of adaptive capacity indicated above. 

2.1.1.2 React, proact, or adapt to change 

Organisations (and interorganisational partnerships) exhibit different types of 

behaviour in turbulent environments. Behaviour can be reactive, proactive, or adaptive, 

in other words, a reaction to change, in anticipation of change, or as an interactive part 

of emergent change (Seitanidi, 2008; van Tulder, Seitanidi, Crane, & Brammer, 2016). 

However, there are significant overlaps between proactive and adaptive behaviour, and 

therefore a separation into two (reactive and adaptive) is more common. It is also a 

point of tension in the literature as the lines between the three behaviours are blurred. 

Staber and Sydow (2002) explain that it is possible to differentiate management studies 

by whether they adopt a reactive or proactive approach. Confusingly, they refer to a 

reactive approach as adaptionist, in other words, a reactive form of adaptation (see 

Figure 3, below), arguing this is a fundamentally different understanding to adaptive 

behaviour, particularly a capacity-based understanding. The standardised definition of 

NPO adaptive capacity introduced above – to monitor, assess, and respond – is 

therefore, representative of a reactive conceptualisation, because it depicts 

organisations as changing in response to known or anticipated conditions. In a similar 

way, McLeod Grant and Crutchfield (2007) refer to NPO adaptability as a cyclical 

learning process whereby organisations “listen, learn, and modify their approach on the 

basis of external cues” (p. 38). While they depict adaptive NPOs as externally oriented 

and experimental, they also describe them as tuned into feedback from their 

environment which provides a source of internal innovation (McLeod Grant & 

Crutchfield, 2007); this is therefore ‘adaptionist’ (i.e., reactive). 

An adaptive capacity approach, on the other hand, is dynamic; it is about addressing 

emergent issues that are changing and in flux as opposed to sustaining optimal 

performance in known conditions, or arriving at an ideal state (Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 

1998; Staber & Sydow, 2002). An adaptive capacity approach depicts organisations as 
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interacting with their environment in “a dynamic process of continuous learning and 

adjustment that permits ambiguity and complexity” (Staber & Sydow, 2002, p. 410). In 

a recent PhD dissertation, Gorley (2016) defined nonprofit adaptive capacity as “the 

ability to forecast changes based on signals and to prepare for future circumstances” (p. 

35); describing it as a “dynamic, organic approach to proactively preparing for change 

and anticipating that unpredictable forces will shape the organization’s surroundings” 

(Gorley, 2016, p. 5). A lay description might be, ensuring organisations are ready for the 

unknown. However, because it is neither realistic nor advisable to be ready for every 

unknown eventuality, this approach embodies elements of proactive behaviour (Staber 

& Sydow, 2002).  

Figure 3. Three forms of adaptation 

 

Note. Author’s visual interpretation of Staber and Sydow’s (2002) explanation of three different forms of 
adaptation. 

 

That is not to say only adaptive behaviour is valid in a context of turbulence. There are 

many tensions between adaptation and adaptive capacity; the efficacy of each approach 

is context specific (Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998; Staber & Sydow, 2002). Some amount 

of reactive behaviour is essential for NPO stability and survival (Bode, 2003; Eraković & 

McMoorland, 2014). Reactive behaviour is a response mechanism whereby 

organisations accommodate external change after it has happened (Seitanidi, 2008), for 

example, in response to changes in government policy or community needs. This type 

of behaviour is a search for stability and is associated with efficient organisations that 

are well suited to their current environment (Staber & Sydow, 2002). Organisations 

operating in this way tend to have optimised their structures and processes to minimise 

uncertainty, and may have even found a point of equilibrium, matching capability with 

the demands of the environment (Staber & Sydow, 2002). According to Staber and 

Sydow (2002), most organisations operate in this way: within the boundaries of what 

they already know and capacities they already have, an argument supported by 
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empirical findings from the nonprofit sector in the United States (e.g., Connolly & York, 

2003).  

Table 1, below, illustrates the differences between a static, efficiency driven 

understanding associated with reactive adaptation, and adaptive capacity. 

Table 1. Adaptation and adaptive capacity 

Dimension of construct Adaptation Adaptive capacity 

Environment:   

Future state Known or predictable Unknown 

Environment–organisation relation Reactive Interactive 

Organisation:   

Objectives Exploitation via best fit, avoiding slack Balancing exploration and exploitation, 
making use of slack resources, 
exploiting ambiguity 

Capabilities Given, incremental and path-dependent 
change 

Temporary or dynamic, potential  

rigidities are acknowledged 

Learning Single loop learning All kinds of learning, including double-
loop and deutero learning 

Structures Lean Open 

Organisation theories: 

(examples): 

 

Contingency theory, institutional 
economics, resource dependence theory, 
population ecology, neo-institutionalism 

 

Some learning theories, new systems 
theory, structuration theory, complexity 
theory evolutionary theory 

 

Note. Copied from “Adaptation and Adaptive Capacity” by U. Staber and J. Sydow, 2002, Organizational 
adaptive capacity: A structuration perspective, 11(4), p. 411. Copyright Sage Publication 2002. 

 

Counterintuitively, adopting a reactive, stabilising, approach can yield results that are 

appealing for NPOs, particularly those seeking favourable funding decisions based on 

performance (Alexander, 2000). Until recently, traditional funders (particularly 

governments) tended to favour organisations that can demonstrate efficiency and 

stability (Grey & Sedgwick, 2013), as opposed to those taking risks and experimenting 

with new approaches (R. O’Leary, 2014; Sergeant, 2011). However, risk taking and 

experimentation are essential components of organisational learning and adaptive 

capacity (Carmeli & Sheaffer, 2008; International Civil Society Centre, 2013; Linnell, 

2003). As thinking around NPO capacity building develops, and recognition of its 

importance becomes more widespread, there is evidence of a cultural shift occurring in 

the US, Europe, and New Zealand. Many philanthropic funders and grant makers are 
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returning to a position of encouraging innovation and innovativeness (Kasper & 

Marcoux, 2014; McLeod, 2017; OECD Development Centre, 2014). 

Nevertheless, despite appeasing funders, a reactive approach can be risky for any 

organisation operating in a volatile environment regardless of sector, because operating 

in a stabilising way is in effect resisting change (Dovers & Handmer, 1992; Staber & 

Sydow, 2002). Reactive organisations tend to have no redundancy or slack, rigid 

structures, and are unable to deal with the uncertainty of ‘unknown unknowns’ 

(Rumsfeld, 2002, cited in Chandler, 2014; Staber & Sydow, 2002). For NPOs, operating 

in a constant state of reactive crisis management can divert decision makers’ attention 

away from the organisation’s mission (Connolly & York, 2003). In essence, where there 

is uncertainty or discontinuous change, proactive behaviour and adaptive capacity can 

be more effective.  

The discussion so far has centred on creating internal change, particularly in relation to 

external change. However, there are interesting parallels and divergences between the 

business and nonprofit literature with regard to the significance of deliberately creating 

external change. Some business scholars conclude that external change is created as a 

by-product of organisations responding to their environment, suggesting that, “in the 

process of interpreting and acting on environments, they reconstruct them in ways that 

change the conditions to which they then adapt” (Staber & Sydow, 2002, p. 410). This 

echoes a similar discussion by Galaskiewicz and Bielefeld (1998), who identify feedback 

loops involving organisations making strategic decisions based on changes in the 

environment, with resultant changes to the environment. Conversely, S. L. Brown and 

Eisenhardt (1998) conclude that this behaviour can be intentional, arguing that in the 

process of experiencing and managing undesirable external change, one of the most 

effective things an organisation can do, is lead change. In other words, beyond reacting 

to and anticipating change, organisations can pre-emptively create change and 

therefore construct the conditions in which they will thrive, and to which others must 

adapt (S. L. Brown & Eisenhardt, 1998). 

A selection of the nonprofit literature also discusses creating external change as a key 

component of adaptive capacity (Sherman, 2005; Strichman et al., 2008; Sussman, 
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2003). For these authors, creating external change is part of adaptive capacity, this is 

because it links intrinsically to the idea of NPOs striving to create systemic change 

around social and environmental issues. This is a different framing to the business-

orientated literature. NPOs are often established to generate external change as a 

bottom line – this is their raison d’être – “they build social movements and fields; they 

transform business, government, other nonprofits, and individuals; and they change the 

world around them” (McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 2007, p. 34). External change in the 

nonprofit sector is an outcome of continuous experimentation, evaluation, and learning 

(Millesen, Carman, & Bies, 2010; Strichman et al., 2008). Sussman (2003) argues, this 

is the point where learning becomes generative, in other words, innovative.  

Survival is a motivator for leading change in both sectors; however, one area where the 

sectors differ is around competition. For business firms, leading change can be an effort 

to gain advantage over competitors (S. L. Brown & Eisenhardt, 1998). While NPOs do 

compete with one another for contracts and funding, external change is predominantly 

in pursuit of different goals. For NPOs, leading change is an effort to advance social or 

ecological missions, generally striving to improve (change) societal conditions. This is 

where external change is particularly relevant, because leading change is connected to 

the idea of learning and creating knowledge “at a greater pace than environmental 

change” (Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013, p. 89). More importantly, according to Kapucu and 

Demiroz (2013), this change can be achieved through network connectedness in inter-

organizational networks. 

The following sections expand on the sub-dimension of adaptability and adaptive 

capacity that are central to the focus of this study2. These sub-dimensions include,  

• learning orientation; 

• innovativeness; 

• network connectedness and embeddedness; 

• external orientation; 

• and leadership and decision-making. 

 

2 Appendix A shows the key literature related to these concepts. 
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2.1.1.3 Learning orientation 

The vast topic of learning is of central importance to organisations facing uncertainty. 

Learning is the platform on which organisations build capacity and the key component 

underlying the sub-dimensions of adaptive capacity (Gunderson, Carpenter, Folke, 

Olsson, & Peterson, 2006; Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015; Vinke-de Kruijf, Bressers, & 

Augustijn, 2014). As a dynamic capability, adaptive capacity is representative of double-

loop learning (Dentoni et al., 2016; Teece et al., 1997). This critically reflective process 

involves questioning underlying assumptions and processes as well as organisational 

goals and objectives (Ameli & Kayes, 2011). In the nonprofit sector, this can involve 

asking, “is what we are doing the best way to achieve our goals?” (Noguer Blue, 2013, p. 

7). The long-term potential value of achieving this depth of learning is increased mission 

impact. Whereas the more foundational single-loop learning is about achieving 

predetermined goals which result in efficiency gains and advances in knowledge and 

capability (Bains & Durham, 2013; Staber & Sydow, 2002). This enables organisations 

to maintain the status quo through a process of ‘error-and-correction’ (Carmeli & 

Sheaffer, 2008). 

Many different types of organisational learning exist, some that relate to mechanisms 

inside an organisation, and others relate to learning that occurs from and through 

external partnerships and collaborative networks. The latter, which often revolve 

around learning in pursuit of problem solving, are of interest to this study on cross-

sector collaboration (Scholz, Dewulf, & Pahl-Wostl, 2013). However, for these more 

‘advanced’ levels of learning to take place, organisations must already be learning 

organisations. Deutero-learning (Carmeli & Sheaffer, 2008), for example, involves 

understanding how learning takes place so that fundamental processes can be 

improved. In other words asking, ‘how do we know what we know, and how does that 

affect how and why we address our mission?’. This has been referred to as triple-loop 

learning and can involve influencing the structures and values of other organisations 

(Ameli & Kayes, 2011; Carmeli & Sheaffer, 2008; Scholtz et al., 2013). There are parallels 

to the theory of reciprocal learning or “learning to learn together” (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, 

p. 185). This type of interorganisational learning has the potential to enable knowledge 
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transfer and more importantly in uncertain contexts, the co-production of knowledge 

(Robinson & Berkes, 2011).  

Exposure to new and alternative perspectives through networks of diverse stakeholders 

can improve innovativeness through social learning (Pittz & Intindola, 2015). 

Organisations stand to gain new skills, insights, and new ways of viewing and addressing 

problems through interactive knowledge sharing and the co-creation of knowledge 

(Scholz et al., 2013; Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 2014). This is reflective of convergent learning, 

which posits organisations can learn from one another through joining networks and 

ultimately achieving an alignment in perspectives (Roschelle, 1992). This type of 

learning is possible through partnerships as well as networks, and is considered crucial 

in changeable environments where “no one organization or group is likely to have the 

full range of knowledge needed” (Robinson & Berkes, 2011, p. 1186). 

Learning and the capacity to evaluate 

Evaluation is an important issue for nonprofit organisations, and for some researchers, 

it is an important part of adaptive capacity  (Linnell, 2003; Strichman et al., 2008). If 

NPOs constantly seek input and feedback through a variety of mechanisms and across 

the strata of organisational activity, the programmes they provide and the organisation 

they run will be more relevant to the changing needs of the environment, and their 

myriad stakeholders (McKegg et al., 2016). Rising accountability demands and pressure 

to demonstrate efficiency and efficacy drive the importance of evaluation capacity for 

NPOs (Carman & Fredericks, 2010; McKegg, Wehipeihana, & Pipi, 2016). These 

demands come from many and varied stakeholders, in particular, governments driven 

to demonstrate their own accountability (Evans, Richmond, & Shields, 2005). 

Governments increasingly expect NPOs to provide evidence that programmes and 

services work efficiently and effectively, therefore giving assurance monies are well 

spent. This is part of a wider societal level shift towards focusing on results and 

outcomes, demonstrated by a rise in cost-benefit analysis and Social Return on 

Investment (SRoI) assessments (Forti & Yazbak, 2012). This shift has been taking place 

over decades, and affects social service and social development organisations in 

particular (Evans et al., 2005). 
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Learning is also a significant internal driver. For NPOs, evaluation serves as a learning 

mechanism that can lead to enhanced capacity and improved performance (Backer, 

Bleeg, & Groves, 2004) a relationship shown in Figure 4, below. To be high performing 

and create positive impact, NPOs must constantly collect, analyse, and evaluate data 

from stakeholders and the wider community in which they operate (Linnell, 2003; 

Strichman et al., 2008). By evaluating policies, practices, programmes, products, 

structures, and services, NPOs can learn what is working, what is not, and what the 

implications might be if changes are made. This enables improvement at organisation 

and programme levels. In the process, organisations become more attuned to 

stakeholder needs and environmental demands (McKegg et al., 2016). Conducting 

programme evaluation presents an opportunity to learn, understand, and subsequently 

demonstrate the good they are doing and effects they are having. Perhaps crudely, 

having evaluation capacity also makes NPOs more attractive to funders and donors, 

which can be important in turbulent funding environments. 

Figure 4. Learning through evaluation 

 

Note. Author’s visual interpretation of Backer, Bleeg and Groves’ (2004) explanation of the relationships 
between learning, evaluation and performance. 

 

Evaluation in the nonprofit context can be a contentious issue. The rise of the practice 

is interwoven into a wider discussion around the effects of neo-liberalism (Gray & 

Sedgewick, 2013), particularly when evaluation presents itself as the professionalisation 

and formalisation of charity (Hwang & Powell, 2009). This is a vast area in the literature 

with perhaps limited overlaps to the focus of this study, the reason being, this study is 

not concerned with capacity building programmes with business, although it 

acknowledges this type of relationship presents a related area in practice and research. 

These relationships tend to be established for the purpose of enhancing the capacity of 

the NPO, and are quite different to the notion of nonprofit–business collaboration. 

EVALUATION

LEARNING

PERFORMANCE
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2.1.1.4 Innovativeness 

Innovation, and more specifically innovativeness (the capacity to innovate), is of 

strategic importance to organisations operating in turbulent environments (Jaskyte, 

2004; Letts et al., 1999). Innovation in the nonprofit sector tends to focus externally, 

extending beyond the boundaries of the organisation in pursuit of mission related goals. 

To create positive change around complex, ever-changing societal issues, NPOs must 

be constantly innovative (Dover & Lawrence, 2012). Furthermore, they must innovate 

in response to political, social, and economic pressures demanding changes to the way 

they operate (McDonald, 2007). This includes addressing the full gamut of 

organisational activities from business models through to the design of the programmes 

and services. For nonprofit organisations, innovation is the key to high performance, 

effectiveness (impact), and ultimately, serving their missions (Dover & Lawrence, 2012; 

McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 2007).  

There are, however, different ways to understand innovation: “as a process, innovation 

as a discrete item including, products, programs or services; and innovation as an 

attribute of organizations” (Kimberly, 1981, p. 108 cited in Baregheh, Rowley, & 

Sambrook, 2009). In business, one might define innovation in relation to technological 

and economic change (Baregheh et al., 2009). In other words, as the product of a 

technical capacity, for example, a physical product that contributes towards 

technological advancement and results in firm competitive advantage and profitability 

(Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). This organisation-centric understanding aligns with the idea 

that innovation is a source of value for organisations, where value is used synonymously 

with the idea of benefit or advantage (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; Huxham, 1996).  

In contrast to this is the concept of social innovation (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014); while 

largely associated with NPOs, social enterprises, and civil society more generally, social 

innovation is not exclusive to this domain3. To be successful or even considered social 

innovation, all sectors must be involved: nonprofits, governments, businesses, and civil 

society (Phills, Deiglmeier, & Miller, 2008). In a broad, historical sense, social 

 

3 The word domain is used throughout to refer to a specified sphere of activity or knowledge. 
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innovation is any “social action aiming at social change” (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014, p. 43), 

it is also typically discussed as a problem solving activity. Thus, Phills et al. (2008) 

define social innovation as “a novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, 

efficient, sustainable, or just than existing solutions and for which the value created 

accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private individuals” (p. 36).  

Two tangible examples of social innovation are Fairtrade – an initiative to promote 

environmental sustainability and living wage for agricultural producers, and 

microfinance – an initiative to provide banking services to those in financial poverty 

(Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Phills et al., 2008). As well as bringing organisations closer to 

addressing complex societal issues, transformational innovations (Ettlie, Bridges, & 

O’Keefe, 1984) such as these are linked to the pursuit of organisational goals and 

outcomes. This is because nonprofit organisations that are radically innovative are 

typically competent learning organisations, networked, high performing, and 

connected to their beneficiaries in a way that ensures they are responsive and relevant 

(Baregheh et al., 2009; McDonald, 2007).  

Transformational or radical innovation is at the extreme end of a spectrum (Ettlie et al., 

1984); not every NPO can or will achieve system level change. The other extreme is 

incremental or process innovation (Ettlie et al., 1984), which for NPOs can involve 

making step-change improvements to internal processes, systems, and the design of 

programmes. Typically, this involves using ‘tried and tested’ methods and existing 

capacity. This behaviour, which some argue is not innovation (Haga, 2009), is 

representative of the reactive behaviour discussed previously, and is equally as 

important in terms of ensuring consistent outcomes for beneficiaries (Linnell, 2003; 

McDonald, 2007). Much like the concepts of organisational ambidexterity (O’Reilly & 

Tushman, 2013) and chaordic organisations (Hock, 1999), to be adaptable NPOs must 

create a culture that supports a balance of incremental and transformational innovation 

(Haga, 2009).  

The theory of organisational ambidexterity addresses the balance organisations must 

find between exploration and exploitation if they are to be successful in turbulent 

environments. Linking the work of March (1991) and O’Reilly and Tushman (2008), 
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Vario (2017) explains that exploitation is associated with “efficiency, control, execution, 

certainty, and variance reduction” (p. 16), and exploration with “innovation, 

experimentation, radical change, and creation of new products, processes, and services” 

(p. 16). For nonprofits, ambidexterity can mean balancing day-to-day operations that 

rely on existing knowledge and capabilities, with attracting resources for innovative 

activities that extend organisational capacity, impact, and potentially sustainability 

(Vario, 2017). Similarly, the concept of chaordic organisations suggests organisations 

must balance chaos and order (Hock, 1999), or too little and too much structure (Senge, 

2006). For nonprofit organisations, finding a balance in these areas exposes tensions 

between ensuring the organisation is financially viable and fulfilling its missions (Vario, 

2017). 

Although some argue NPOs are naturally innovative (e.g., Frumkin, 2005), innovation 

inherently involves uncertainty and risks (Moss Kanter, 1999), and can therefore pose 

challenges for those operating in resource constrained and politically charged 

environments (Dover & Lawrence, 2012). For NPOs, the challenges surrounding 

innovation can be explored by contrasting the innovation literature with that of 

learning—where learning has been similarly conceptualised as incremental, lurching, or 

transformational (Gunderson et al., 2006). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) explain that 

because learning is often cumulative, it can be problematic in novel situations where 

organisations have no knowledge base on which to build. 

Similarly, when organisations experiment with the design and delivery of programmes, 

if what they are doing is genuinely new it can be difficult to evaluate effectively (Backer 

et al., 2004). In these circumstances, there may be no known or understood ways to 

evaluate success, failure, or even change that may have occurred as a result. Dover and 

Lawrence (2012) explore the difficulties NPOs have in responding to external pressure 

for continuous innovation in particular. They attribute these difficulties to the distinct 

characteristics of NPOs, namely, the existence of “complex goals, volunteers, multiple 

stakeholders, and values” (Dover & Lawrence, 2012, p. 1006). Nevertheless, while the 

current climate of heightened accountability and efficiency poses challenges for those 

pushing boundaries, innovation is a key strategic approach to ensuring organisations 

are sustainable and continue to create substantial impact on intractable issues. 
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2.1.1.5 Network connectedness and external orientation 

Another sub-dimension of adaptive capacity is external orientation (Crittenden, 2000) 

or external focus (Strichman et al., 2008). In other words, how aware an organisation is 

of the interdependence it has with other actors in its surrounding environment 

(Strichman et al., 2008). For Sussman (2003), being externally focused means 

influencing and being influenced by the whole range of actors with which an 

organisation is bound in mutual interdependence. Being able to read and interpret 

external environments is central to the concept of adaptive capacity (Staber & Sydow, 

2002; Strichman et al., 2008). It means encouraging a free flow exchange of 

information, ideas, and perspectives through formal and informal connections ranging 

from casual associations, through to strategic partnerships (Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015).  

How effectively NPOs navigate turbulence is directly related to the quality and quantity 

of external connections (Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015). Networks, partnerships, and 

external collaboration present opportunities for NPOs to build capacity (de Vita & 

Fleming, 2001). These connections can expand access to tangible and intangible 

resources and alternative capacities, therefore potentially increasing innovation and 

problem solving capacity; simultaneously opening up opportunities for learning as well 

as skills and knowledge exchange (Loza, 2004; Strichman et al., 2008). Kapucu et al. 

(2011) suggest, “capacity building takes place internally, and is facilitated externally” (p. 

237). These authors take a systems thinking approach and emphasise that addressing 

complex societal issues exceeds the capacity of individual organisations. They 

persuasively argue that the idea of adaptive capacity of individual organisations is void. 

For these authors, the capacity of individual organisations is largely a function of how 

effective the institutional eco-system is within which an organisation is embedded.  

Given the overview of the capacity-related literature thus far, it may appear conclusive 

that myriad forms of external collaboration have the potential to enhance NPO adaptive 

capacity. However, the literature related to NPO adaptive capacity, and to a large extent 

capacity in general, explores networks and collaboration among like organisations 

(NPO-NPO), with government, or within multi-sector inter-organisational networks 

(Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013). Very few empirical studies explore dyadic relationships in 
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the context of their ability to adapt to change (as mentioned, this review does not cover 

capacity building programmes, nor are they the focus of this study).  

A recent exception is a theoretical paper by Pittz and Intindola (2015) which explores 

NPO absorptive capacity (not adaptive capacity) in the context of cross-sector 

collaboration with business. This paper proposes a tentative model of how knowledge 

is acquired and exploited in cross-sector partnerships; highlighting the importance of 

connectedness, formalisation, and trust, as well as participation in decision making by 

both parties, ‘cross-functional interfaces’ (doing things together), and goal 

interdependence. Fundamentally, all NPOs rely on external relationships for critical 

tangible and intangible resources (Alexander, 2000). These include human resources 

in the form of volunteers and board members, and more tangible or physical resources, 

including donations, goods, and externally provided services. There is, however, a 

higher dimension to the importance of an external orientation and network 

connectedness, because addressing complex societal issues effectively, far exceeds the 

capacity of individual organisations (Gray & Stites, 2013).  

2.1.1.6 Leadership and decision making 

Many scholars and practitioners suggest leadership is the single most important 

component of nonprofit organisational capacity, and yet paradoxically, managerial 

development and attracting and retaining high calibre board members are widely 

acknowledged as key challenges to building NPO capacity (Bolton & Abdy, 2007; 

Eisinger, 2002; Strichman & Marshood, 2010). Decision-making often falls to those 

formally leading the organisation, i.e. executive managers and board members 

(Sherman, 2008), and yet horizontally distributed, participatory, and collaborative 

decision making are more aligned with notions of adaptive capacity and are more 

effective in high change environments (Strichman & Marshood, 2010). Furthermore, 

while it is typically the role of leadership to inspire and sustain a vision and to innovate 

(Sherman, 2008), the links between leadership and innovativeness are problematic, this 

is essentially because there are many different styles of leadership that in practice, are 

embedded within organisational cultures that vary wildly (Jaskyte, 2004). Nevertheless, 

in turbulent environments, leadership is of critical importance for nonprofits, the 



| 32 

 

tactical and strategic choices leaders make can mean the difference between adaptation 

and survival, or failure (Never, 2011). This includes the decision to look outside of the 

organisation, perhaps to business, to source new information, resources, and 

opportunities to enhance capability (Masaki et al., 2002; Sussman, 2003). 

2.1.2 Nonprofit strategy 

An alternative way to explore how NPOs navigate challenging environments is to 

examine the nature of the strategies they employ (Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998; 

Laurett & Ferreira, 2018). Akingbola (2006) describes strategy simply as a “process of 

taking an organization from its present position to its desired position” (p. 266). 

However, there are different perspectives around what constitutes strategy for NPOs 

(W. A. Brown & Iverson, 2004). There are commercial, survival-centric 

conceptualisations that refer to strategy as “the unique mix of activities and values that 

make a nonprofit organization stand out from others” (Frumkin & Andre-Clark, 2000, 

p. 142). This is based on the work of Porter (1996), and is a deliberate combination of 

competitive and values-driven perspectives (Frumkin & Andre-Clark, 2000). There are 

also historic notions where strategy is regarded as “the mediating force between the 

organisation and its environment” (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 25), which is a perspective 

particularly pertinent to this research. Despite the age and business origins, both of the 

above definitions have been applied in nonprofit studies (e.g., W. A. Brown & Iverson, 

2004).  

Some scholars have argued a worthwhile approach to understanding nonprofit strategy 

is to build on established and persistent business theory, rather than starting anew (e.g., 

Stone et al., 1999). This is based on the idea that NPOs essentially provide a different 

context in which to test established theories. For example, the classic R. E. Miles and 

Snow (1978) typology has recently been applied to the nonprofit sector (e.g., Akingbola, 

2006; W. A. Brown & Iverson, 2004). This influential typology consisted of four ideal 

types of strategic of organisations: defenders, prospectors, analysers, and reactors. 
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• Defenders are narrowly focused, perhaps specialist organisations that are 

intent on efficiency gains within their own ‘niche’; they are not driven to search 

for new or alternative opportunities outside of their domain or existing 

expertise (W. A. Brown & Iverson, 2003; R. E. Miles & Snow, 2003).  

• Prospectors on the other hand, are experimental, more willing to address 

emergent issues and create change while continually searching for 

opportunities to innovate, often disregarding efficiency (R. E. Miles & Snow, 

2003). 

• Analysers sit somewhere between the first two; however, they operate in two 

domains: one requiring constant monitoring of the external environment 

(including competitors), where they are poised to make changes rapidly, and 

the other, a stable domain requiring predictability and efficiency (R. E. Miles & 

Snow, 2003). 

• Reactors are at the other end of the spectrum to defenders, they essentially 

avoid environmental change and uncertainty, regarding the organisation as 

unable to respond effectively; these organisations lack a consistency between 

the structure of the organisation and strategy of choice (Akingbola, 2006; R. 

E. Miles & Snow, 2003). 

Despite being devised in and for the business context, this typology is relevant because 

it is based on the premise that organisations continuously progress through an adaptive 

cycle in relation to their environment – framed as a cyclical problem solving process (R. 

E. Miles & Snow, 2003). It describes how organisations behave in the process of relating 

to their changeable environment. When applied to the nonprofit sector, Akingbola 

(2006) found NPOs are inclined to change strategies in response to changes in their 

environment; they do not consistently pursue one type. This finding is in keeping with 

the comments of R. E. Miles and Snow (2003) in the revised edition of their seminal 

text. That said, an analyser strategy was the most common type used by NPOs 

(Akingbola, 2006), which interestingly, aligns with many of the characteristics of 

organisations with adaptive capacity. Organisations that employed an analyser strategy 

were described as willing to experiment with opportunities presented by using market 

mechanisms, and willing to support these activities through changeable funding 
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sources. These organisations simultaneously maintained an element of stability and 

security, by ensuring core services are operated efficiently and consistently through 

stable funding sources. This dual-pronged approach is also reminiscent of the concept 

of organisational ambidexterity (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2006).  

Akingbola (2006) explains that adopting a prospector strategy on the other hand, can 

be particularly risky for NPOs, despite being the second most common type found in 

his study. Although in theory, a prospector strategy is associated with innovation, in 

practice it is also associated with a shift away from focusing on long-term community 

needs, to short-term thinking and competitive relationships with peer organisations. 

Employing this strategy can also result in constant funding changes, and creates a 

stressful environment for management and staff (Akingbola, 2006). According to W. A. 

Brown and Iverson (2004), a prospector strategy as theorised is not the traditional 

approach for NPOs, because in practice, they pursue innovation through peer-to-peer 

collaboration, not through competition as one might expect in the for-profit sector.  

W. A. Brown and Iverson (2004) also applied the classic R. E. Miles and Snow (1979) 

typology to explore nonprofit strategies, and much like Akingbola (2006), conclude it 

might not be a good fit for understanding strategic behaviour in the nonprofit sector. 

The reason being, there is an implicit connection in the typology and its associated 

framework between financial wellbeing and outputs (e.g. services) that does not apply 

to NPOs (W. A. Brown & Iverson, 2004). Secondly, the complexity of NPO stakeholder 

relationships falls outside of any considerations made by R. E. Miles and Snow (1979). 

Meaning, it does not consider the way in which NPOs are required to manage “both 

upstream (donors and legitimacy) and downstream (clients and services)” (W. A. Brown 

& Iverson, 2004, p. 396). Any framework applied to NPOs must factor in the unique 

operating dynamics and philosophy of the nonprofit sector that are so influential to how 

they operate (Akingbola, 2006). Furthermore, W. A. Brown and Iverson (2004) 

conclude the four types are not ‘clear cut’; each organisation can display elements of 

multiple types in response to different environmental conditions. This conclusion is 

consistent with what R. E. Miles and Snow (2003) expected; they acknowledge that 

these are ideal types, and in reality organisations operate in dynamic contexts and 

display complex behaviour not captured in theoretical typologies (Doty & Glick, 1994). 



| 35 

 

Another relevant contribution from this classic study is the idea that to be adaptable, 

organisations must ensure a coherency or fit across strategy, structure, and processes. 

R. E. Miles and Snow (2003) explain how changes in strategy can lead to corresponding 

changes in structure and internal processes (derived from Chandler, 1962). A recent 

study of Ibero-American NPOs explores this connection between strategy, structure, 

and process in organisations that are evolving (Ogliastri, Jäger, & M. Prado, 2016). 

Extending the work of W. A. Brown and Iverson (2004), Ogliastri et al. (2016) found as 

NPOs changed strategy, for example, from start up to growth, they made corresponding 

changes to their processes, such as hiring consultants to perform particular roles. 

Structural changes were also made through the creation of new departments, and 

changes were made to core activities and missions. These studies and others (e.g., 

Matthew Harris, Dopson, & Fitzpatrick, 2009), again demonstrate how NPOs are 

inclined towards pursuing a balanced, or balancing, strategic approach.  

Other scholars have questioned how appropriate and applicable business strategies are 

in the nonprofit sector (e.g., Alexander, 2000; Crittenden, 2000). This is often based 

on the argument that the characteristics of NPOs and the environment in which they 

operate are unique, rendering the direct transfer of theory and practices inappropriate 

(Beck, Lengnick-Hall, & Lengnick-Hall, 2008; Lindenberg, 2001). These unique 

characteristics include a complexity of stakeholder relations (W. A. Brown & Iverson, 

2004), unique authority structures and accountability (Alexander, 2000), a distinct 

mission-driven, voluntary, community nature (Crittenden, 2000), and the unique 

resource characteristics that support organisational survival (Beck et al., 2008). 

However, Beck et al. (2008) demonstrate that business practices and concepts can be 

re-appropriated, rather than directly transferred, so long as the unique attributes, 

context, and infrastructure of the nonprofit sector are factored in. 

The drivers behind nonprofit strategies can vary from improving programme 

performance and efficiency (Frumkin & Andre-Clark, 2000), to ensuring organisational 

viability (Alexander, 2000), survivability, or sustainability (Besel, Williams, & Klak, 

2011). Strategic behaviour can also be driven by the need to adapt to environmental 

changes (Alexander, 1999; 2000; Ogliastri et al., 2016). Akingbola (2006) emphasised 

the rising need for NPO strategies to reflect the environmental turbulence these 
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organisations face. This reflects the idea that strategy mediates organisation and 

environment (Mintzberg, 1979). For a nonprofit strategy to be effective, the capacity 

and capabilities of the organisation must be commensurate with the challenges and 

opportunities presented by the environment (Akingbola, 2006). This also reflects the 

work of de Vita and Fleming (2001), who argue all strategies for NPOs should recognise 

that environmental change is the new normal. Nevertheless, irrespective of different 

internal and external drivers, a reoccurring theme throughout the nonprofit strategy 

literature, much like that of capacity, is that any strategic decisions revolve around the 

central importance of achieving the mission (McHatton, Bradshaw, Gallagher, & Reeves, 

2011).  

Alexander (2000) presents a more pragmatic analysis of how NPOs strategically 

respond to environmental turbulence. By examining empirical data from a large number 

and variety of organisations, she grouped the adaptive strategies they used into four 

categories, organisations that are: 

• “Pursuing strategic expansion; 

• Developing business management techniques; 

• Stepping up boundary spanning activities; 

• Maintaining public service character through commercialization” (Alexander, 

2000, p. 293). 

Using mixed methods to study Canadian human service NPOs, Alexander (2000) found 

pursuing strategic expansion the most common strategy employed. Once again, one of 

the most popular strategies identified is considered risky for NPOs, in this case, it is 

associated with the negative consequences of ‘short-termism’ (Alexander, 2000). In 

other words, by pursuing opportunities that provide short-term solutions to challenges, 

such as grants or commercial sponsorships to address sudden drops in funding, NPOs 

risk “goal displacement, resource diffusion, unreimbursed expenditures, and cash flow 

problems” (Alexander, 2000, p. 293). Polonsky et al. (2011) argue this is type of short-

term thinking and behaviour is tactical, not strategic, and the two constitute different 

types of activity. Much like the prospector type from Akingbola’s (2006) study, both 

studies demonstrate NPOs are willing to engage in risk taking behaviour. Alexander 
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(2000) acknowledges that these categories, above, represent adaptations, that is, they 

are ex post facto descriptions of how NPOs responded to external challenges. They are 

identified patterns of behaviour, and as such, the framing appears more pragmatic when 

compared to the ideal types or R. E. Miles and Snow (2003) or the above discussion of 

adaptive capacity. 

Alexander (2000) describes stepping up boundary spanning activities as a strategic 

response to dealing with environmental change. However, perhaps because of when the 

study was conducted, the author does not refer to engagement with business, through 

collaboration or partnership, as a boundary-spanning activity. Instead, this refers to 

donated professional services and media attention (Alexander, 2000, p. 298). These are 

activities referred to in the more recent literature as pro-bono contributions and 

corporate media partnerships. There is another possible reason why business 

engagement is not discussed as one might expect, Alexander (2000) also explicitly 

explored the NPO perspective. Much the like the recent approach taken by Schiller and 

Almog-Bar (2013), categorisations were drawn from the words of NPO employees, and 

therefore the descriptions one might expect to see are not there. 

In essence, exploring strategy in the nonprofit sector can be problematic because it is 

often an ‘after the fact’ construction and the result of intentions rather than actions 

(Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998; Ogliastri et al., 2016). Thus, the best way to understand 

strategic behaviour is to observe and discuss what actually happened or is currently 

happening. This means exploring the plans and intentions of decision makers, as well 

as the choices made, actions taken, and the results generated (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014; 

Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998; Laurett & Ferreira, 2018). This literature highlights the 

idea that what emerges in an organisation, particularly when responding to crises, can 

differ from what may have been included in a formal strategy. Furthermore, Ogliastri et 

al. (2016) explain that smaller NPOs tend to use formal strategies to convince funders 

and donors of their performance, whereas informal, emergent, or ad-hoc strategic 

behaviour is what constitutes NPOs day-to-day reality (Alexander, 2000). This work 

complements the empirical findings of Harris, Dopson, and Fitzpatrick (2009) who 

argue that using strategies as metaphors, as opposed to formalised plans, is a 

surprisingly effective way for NPOs to achieve organisational change. Cross-sector 
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collaboration has been described as a strategic response by NPOs to the environmental 

complexity they face (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014). This leads the discussion of NPO strategy 

to external collaboration, specifically with for-profit businesses. 

2.2 Summary  

This section has reviewed two areas of literature: that which relates to nonprofit 

capacity and nonprofit strategy. These are two vast areas; therefore, the purpose here 

was to review the research most salient to the research question. Adaptive capacity 

connects the internal and external environment for nonprofit organisations, and the 

literature suggests external connections and networks are a key component. This 

suggests NBC should, in theory, contribute towards enhancing adaptive capacity. 

However, dyadic relationships with business that resemble NBC are rarely the focus in 

this field. This section also reviewed literature related to nonprofit strategy, which again 

suggests relationships with business would be a worthwhile strategy in turbulent 

environments; yet, much like the capacity literature, dyadic relationships with business 

are seldom the focus. The following section moves to review the other side of this study, 

and therefore the literature related to cross-sector collaboration, specifically, that which 

occurs between nonprofits and business.  
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2.3 Inter-organisational collaboration 

The word collaboration is derived from the Latin collaborare, which is constructed of 

labore meaning work, and an adaptation of the prefix com, meaning with or together 

(Harper, 2016). It is still used in this way in contemporary society, meaning simply to 

work with others. This study explores collaboration as a form, as a process, and the 

relationship between the two. It acknowledges that there is a difference between the 

two, and that choosing to explore both has implications for the design of the study. This 

is because there is data that facilitates understanding collaborative form (the how of 

collaboration), and that which facilitates understanding collaborative process (the why 

of collaboration) (Gray & Wood, 1991). 

As an inherently transdisciplinary concept, collaboration appears across diverse 

academic fields and is operationalised in different ways. The present study explicitly 

explores collaboration between organisations and is therefore focused is on literature 

and theory from organisation and management research. However, it acknowledges 

that organisations are comprised of individuals who exert influence over one another, 

and therefore collaboration dynamics involve interpersonal relationships and therefore 

there are overlaps with other fields (Schminke, 1992). This section begins at this micro 

level of individuals.  

2.3.1 Collaborative mind-set 

Leaders and employees with certain characteristics are said to have a collaborative mind-

set (R. O’Leary, Choi, & Gerard, 2012). This mind-set is associated with certain skills, 

corresponding behaviours (Cikaliuk, 2011), and a long-sighted way of viewing and 

interacting with the world. Specifically, it is a particular way of thinking about control 

and change (Linden, 2010b). Associated with a less hierarchical, more dispersed mode 

of decision making, Linden (2010a) argues this mind-set allows for faster decision 

making in turbulent times. The idea of a collaborative mind-set is employed frequently 

in public administration and health service fields, where it is considered a valuable 

attribute; it also appears in a similar form in the cross-sector collaboration literature. 
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While exploring the skill set of successful collaborators in the field of public 

administration, R. O’Leary et al. (2012) found a collaborative mind-set to be associated 

with a number of personal attributes. These include being open-minded, flexible, 

change and goal orientated, and with an inclination towards bigger picture thinking. 

Writing in the field of cross-sector collaboration, Austin and Seitanidi (2014) present a 

range of dimensions associated with a collaborative value mind-set that reflect the 

findings of R. O’Leary et al.. Referring to an inclination towards bigger picture or holistic 

thinking, Austin and Seitanidi suggest individuals with this mind-set tend to view 

positive synergies across economic, social, and environmental value creation processes. 

In other words, by creating value in one area, environmental for example, it is possible 

to create economic and social value in the process. In line with this holistic thinking, 

individuals with this mind-set are also more inclined towards long-term investment 

approaches, as opposed to focusing on immediate expenses. They are more co-operative 

and inclusive in their thinking, acknowledging interdependencies and taking an 

externally orientated view of benefits created by collaboration. 

There are parallels between collaboration theory applied to individuals and the 

behaviour of organisations. Scholars use similar language, concepts, and hypothesise 

comparable outcomes. When referring to a collaborative value mind-set, Austin and 

Seitanidi (2014) apply the concept at the organisation level; in other words, to the 

collective mind-set of individuals that comprise an organisation (Austin, 2003). When 

applied to organisations, the concept naturally includes inter-organisational aspects, 

such as having an inclusive understanding of participation and engagement with 

stakeholders, and an appreciation of shared responsibility through the interdependent 

nature of organisations (Austin & Seitanidi, 2014). A collaborative mind-set is also 

associated with boundary spanners; that is, individuals that are able to translate across 

real or imagined boundaries, such as those purported to exist between business and 

nonprofit organisations (Austin & Seitanidi, 2014). Williams (2013) argues this mind-

set is crucial if those in a boundary spanning role are to “release the potential for 

synergistic and innovative outcomes” (p.28) that collaboration can bring about. While 

he is referring to public sector organisations facing resource constraints, particularly 
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financial, boundary spanners appear across the organisational literature, including 

within the field nonprofit–business collaboration (e.g., Ryan & O’Malley, 2016). 

Having a collaborative or collaboration mind-set is comparable to having a ‘we’ 

mentality, as opposed to an ‘us and them’ mentality (Austin, 2003; Seitanidi, 2010). It 

is considered a more effective way of addressing complex problems in a networked 

world, beyond that of individualistic or ‘siloed’ mind-sets. It requires viewing oneself as 

part of a larger system and embracing the idea that collectively, with attributes, 

resources, and expertise combined, groups are better positioned to tackle complex 

problems in a way that leverages the interconnected nature of contemporary society. 

2.3.2 Collaborative value system 

In early behavioural science literature, collaboration is depicted beyond that of a mind-

set, to that of “a value system upon which solutions can be framed” (Appley & Winder, 

1977, p. 280). This is based on the idea that competition is an outmoded form of 

behaviour for a turbulent, post-industrial society, and collaboration-based values are a 

feasible way forward (Trist, 1977). Assuming a quasi-moral stance, Appley and Winder 

(1977) link competition to various forms of ecological and societal degradation and 

decline. For these authors, collaboration is a relational system based on reciprocity, 

mutuality, and caring, without which, they argue, exploitation is inevitable. Adopting a 

collaborative value system in order to transition from static, free market capitalism to 

dynamic, turbulent environments, is a familiar theme across the socially inclined 

contemporary literature. Recent collaborative models, such as the idea of a sharing 

economy and collaborative commons (Rifkin, 2014) echo these sentiments. However, 

conceptualising collaboration as the opposite of competition is interesting when 

contrasted with the popular concept of shared value (Porter & Kramer, 2011). For Porter 

and Kramer (2011), shared value is a heightened form of collaboration that has the 

potential to deliver competitive advantage to corporate partners, although admittedly 

within a reconfigured capitalist system. This suggests either the concept of 

collaboration has transformed over time, or for Porter and Kramer, collaboration refers 

to a form of working with others and does not encompass the personal values espoused 

by the earlier scholars. 
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2.3.3 Collaboration and environmental turbulence 

One theme that appears unchanged over time is the idea that interorganisational 

collaboration is a means of dealing with environmental turbulence. There are a number 

of authors whose work forms the foundation of this idea. As early proponents of this 

school of thought, Emery and Trist (1977) clearly influenced contemporary inter-

organisational theory (e.g., Diaz-Kope, Miller-Stevens, & Morris, 2015; Wood & Gray, 

1991), and cross-sectoral collaboration scholarship (e.g., Bryson et al., 2006; Selsky & 

Parker, 2010). Environmental turbulence is one of three main justifications for, or 

motivations behind, inter-organisational collaboration. Firstly, from this perspective, 

collaboration is enacted to address issues that exist in the organisational environment. 

The other two justifications, also with historic roots, are the existence of problems too 

large for one organisation to solve, and the presence of conflict which cannot be 

resolved by traditional means (Gray, 1985). These three justifications are used 

interchangeably in the literature and are often combined into one central justification. 

A turbulent environment is characterised by unpredictability, complexity, and 

interdependence. Interorganisational collaboration is considered a means of dealing 

with this, because turbulence, as described by these early researchers, exists in and 

emanates from the “interorganizational domain” (Trist, 1983, p. 270). That is, a shared 

‘space’ that exists between two or more organisations; these organisations are connected 

by this common space. Contemporary examples of societal scale issues that exist in this 

domain are unemployment, homelessness, or ecological degradation. 

Gray and Wood (1991) devised a definition of collaboration as a step towards building a 

unifying theory valid across all types of organisation. This influential research forms the 

foundation of a large number of cross-sector collaboration (CSC) and nonprofit-

business collaboration studies. These authors emphasise that collaboration is a process, 

and a collaborative alliance is a form. They describe a collaborative alliance as “an inter-

organisational effort to address problems too complex and too protracted to be resolved 

by unilateral organisational action” (Gray & Wood, 1991, p. 4). Whereas the process of 

collaboration “occurs when a group of autonomous stakeholders of a problem domain 

engage in an interactive process, using shared rules, norms and structures, to act or 

decide on issues related to that domain” (Wood & Gray, 1991, p. 146).  
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Central to this often-cited definition is the idea that collaboration is intended to address 

problems that exist in the interorganisational domain, referred to as the problem 

domain. The concept was introduced (Trist, 1983) to explain the complex challenges 

that were bringing organisations together. A problem domain, according to Wood and 

Gray (1991), is the metaphorical space in which a problem exists that more than one 

organisation is affected by, or is interested in addressing, that is external to and larger 

than the organisations. Thus, the collaborating organisations are “stakeholders of the 

problem domain” (Wood & Gray, 1991, p. 150). It is not necessary for these stakeholders 

to view the problem in the same way, and they may be interested in it for different 

reasons; it is also possible they are not the only stakeholders (Wood & Gray, 1991).  

In this pivotal definition, collaboration is an interactive process that occurs over time, 

it is not an outcome, or an end goal; it is a change-orientated activity concerned 

primarily with problem solving, exploring differences, and searching for solutions (Gray 

& Wood, 1991). It logically follows therefore that any notion of collaboration has a 

temporal element and involves interaction and implied learning, as these activities 

typically take time and committed engagement. Indeed, phrases such as “ongoing 

communicative processes” (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 323) and enduring transactions or 

pursuits are used often in the subsequent literature (Cropper, 1996; Oliver, 1991). 

Scholars refer consistently to collaborative interaction as based on reciprocity, trust, 

mutual understanding, and a need to be open and inclusive (Bryson et al., 2015). This 

process of interaction can involve sharing information, resources, and capabilities, or 

sharing more abstract notions such as norms, values, and beliefs (Bryson et al., 2006). 

2.3.4 Collaboration and champions 

Returning to the level of individuals, champions are often considered a crucial part of 

successful collaboration (Linden, 2010b; Rondinelli & London, 2003); operating alone 

or in co-ordination with others, they are typically profiled in terms of individual 

characteristics. For example, a champion is “a tireless, process-savvy organizer and 

promoter of the change effort” (Crosby & Bryson, 2010, p. 219). Champions are 

impassioned risk-takers, trusted in their ability to positively influence others (Linden, 

2003); although for some, this capacity to influence through persuasive language and 
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vision is in reality, a form of salesmanship (Dorado & Vaz, 2003). These champions are 

inherently optimistic, committed, and have personal leadership qualities that make 

them particularly suited to collaborative problem solving (Crosby & Bryson, 2010). They 

are able to leverage these qualities and the position of influence they typically hold, to 

create forward momentum and change (Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Plewa & Quester, 

2008). They are the individuals who ‘make things happen’ in collaborative projects 

(Huxham & Vangen, 2005), and according to Linden (2010), are central to the theory 

of collaborative leadership. 

2.3.4.1 Champions and leadership 

Across the organisational collaboration literature, champions and leadership are 

consistently connected; they are discussed in terms of either the qualities of individuals, 

or the champion role as a form of leadership (Adobor, 2006). In some instances, the 

two concepts are used interchangeably (e.g., R. O’Leary, 2014). The type of leadership 

that champions are typically, although not exclusively, associated with is informal, non-

hierarchical, and appearing across multiple levels of an organisation (Bryson, Crosby, 

Stone, & Saunoi-Sandgren, 2009). Huxham and Vangen (2005) refer to collaborative 

leadership as “the mechanisms that lead to actual outcomes” (p. 75). Champions do not 

typically rely on formal authority (Crosby, 2010), and they are able to overcome 

blockages in management that might hinder the progress of a project (Caplan & Jones, 

2002). They are, nevertheless, sensitive to internal organisational politics (Dorado & 

Vaz, 2003). The role of champions and the leadership qualities they possess, positions 

them as a powerful force in collaborative arrangements.  

2.3.4.2 Champions as boundary-spanners 

Champions are also associated with boundary-spanning; this means these individuals 

can add significant value to cross-sector arrangements if they co-ordinate with those on 

the other side of perceived boundaries (Plewa & Quester, 2008), particularly where 

power inequalities and differences in worldviews exist (Williams, 2013). Boundary-

spanning champions are able to translate where a difference in culture, practice, 

language, perspective, motivation, and process exists (Crosby & Bryson, 2010). They are 

able to communicate in language understood by peers (Danaher, 2011, p. 12), and 
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typically enjoy the process of engaging in and sustaining, relationships with others in 

different environments (Plewa & Quester, 2008). A boundary-spanning champion in 

the context of NBC enables nonprofits to tap into diverse perspectives, this is a crucial 

asset in terms of extending innovation and problem solving capability. Crucially, a 

champion in this multi-faceted role must have legitimacy on either side of a boundary 

(Crosby & Bryson, 2010). 

Champions exist across different organisational levels and perform subtly different roles 

depending on context. Whether champions are self-selected or selected by others is a 

point of difference in the literature, and depends on the context of the project or 

relationship (cf. Bryson & Crosby, 2010; Linden, 2010; Dorado & Vaz, 2003; Rondinelli 

& London, 2003). More important is the suggestion a champion with too much 

ownership can pose a risk to a partnering NPO, particularly if they are operating in 

isolation, and without a succession plan in place (Caplan & Jones, 2002). A champion 

considered an asset can become a liability in the wrong circumstances (Crosby & Bryson, 

2010). 

2.4 Summary 

While there is a variety of conceptualisations and definitions of collaboration across the 

literature, it is widely acknowledged that the central motivation is the ability to achieve 

together that which would not be possible alone. While this study focuses on inter-

organisational collaboration, this section has outlined some of the important roles, 

behaviours, and mind-sets that exist at the individual level that should not be 

overlooked when exploring collaboration dynamics. The following section addresses the 

phenomenon of cross-sector collaboration, portrayed as a strategic arrangement 

between organisations from two or more economic sectors, where the driver is the 

ability to address complex societal problems that cannot be solved by single 

organisations acting alone within their own sector. 
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2.5 Cross-sector collaboration 

As a form of inter-organisational collaboration, cross-sector collaboration (CSC) it is the 

product of a complex array of social, economic, environmental, and political factors 

(Austin, 2000a). There is no single driving force behind this phenomenon, instead an 

inter-connected web of societal ‘mess’ (Ackoff, 1974). The complex challenges facing 

communities cut across each of these domains, and as a result, the interdependence 

between economic sectors are increasing (den Hond et al., 2015). Often referred to as 

‘wicked problems’, societal challenges such as health inequality, climate change, and 

child poverty have key stakeholders in all sectors. Because no one organisation, 

discipline, or sector alone is equipped to address these indivisible challenges, a 

concerted effort that is truly collaborative is required (Gray, 1985). 

While the word sector can be used in different ways (e.g., service sector, tertiary sector) 

it is used here to describe the economy as divided into three by ‘ownership’: the public 

sector, the private sector, and the nonprofit sector (Economy Watch, 2015). Therefore, 

there are the four possible combinations of cross-sector collaboration:  

• public–private, i.e. government organisations and for-profit businesses; 

• public–nonprofit, i.e. government and nonprofit organisations;  

• private–nonprofit; and  

• tripartite, involving all three sectors and often referred to as multi-sector 

collaboration (Kupers, 2014).  

This study is focused on the third type, between private nonprofit and for-profit 

organisations, referred to as nonprofit–business collaboration (NBC).  

The breadth of research into cross-sector collaboration and the overlapping field of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) is reflected in the array of terminology used. 

Research stems from a range of disciplines and perspectives, and the terminology often 

reflects the research focus or academic field. For example, studying the effect of cause-

related marketing, or the strategic nature of social partnerships. The terminology can 

also reflect the purpose of the alliance, the nature of the partners involved, or the degree 

of involvement between organisations. For example, cross-sector collaboration, 
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strategic alliance, social partnership, cause-based partnership, or issues management 

alliance. In essence, each describes a grouping of organisations from two or more 

economic sectors working together to achieve outcomes they would not be able to 

achieve alone (Bryson et al., 2006).  

Much of the recent CSC literature focuses on arrangements designed to address issues 

referred to broadly as social (Bryson et al., 2009; Waddock, 1991), such as youth 

development or “education, health care, poverty alleviation, and community capacity 

building” (Selsky & Parker, 2005, p. 850). Collaboration addressing environmental 

(ecological) issues has tended to receive less attention (Selsky & Parker, 2005). In many 

studies, researchers implicitly include ecological concerns when referring to a 

motivation to address social issues, using inclusive language and referring to CSC as a 

means of addressing issues of public concern (Bryson et al., 2006), or societal issues 

(Glasbergen, Biermann, & Mol, 2007). However, one could argue there is a sub-field 

addressing CSC with specific environmental or ecological concerns (e.g., Rondinelli & 

London, 2003; Polonsky et al., 2011). In sum, cross-sector collaboration is understood 

to have a social raison d’être (Le Ber & Branzei, 2010), and is viewed as a vehicle for 

addressing and ideally solving complex public domain level issues.  

Bryson et al. (2006) describe CSCs as a form of partnership between government, 

business, nonprofits, philanthropies, communities, and interestingly, the public. 

Defining it as “the linking or sharing of information, resources, activities, and 

capabilities by organisations to achieve jointly an outcome that could not be achieved 

by the organisations separately” (Bryson et al., 2006, p. 4). Definitions of cross-sector 

collaboration can vary considerably, with some authors emphasising the voluntary and 

deliberate nature of arrangements (Le Ber & Branzei, 2010; Waddock, 1991), while 

others emphasise the self-organising and non-hierarchical characteristics (Glasbergen 

et al., 2007; van Huijstee, Francken, & Leroy, 2007).  

A useful distinction can be made between studies that view arrangements as a means of 

addressing organisational needs (emanating from as a resource dependence platform), 

and those that view arrangements as a means of addressing social issues (emanating 

from a social issues platform) (Selsky & Parker, 2005). Although, some studies appear 
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to address both, Austin (2000b) for example, refers to collaborative alliances as 

inherently strategic, bringing together two or more organisations’ complementary 

capabilities as “vehicles for achieving each participant’s mission” (Austin, 2000b, p. 15). 

The reason for the author suggesting this definition addresses both organisational needs 

and social issues is because of the function nonprofit organisations play in society. The 

‘organisation-specific’, social nature, and societal scale of many nonprofit missions, 

means the lines between serving the mission of the organisation (social issues) and the 

organisation itself (organisational needs) are unclear. The present study assumes these 

arrangements inherently emerge from the space in between. 

2.6 Nonprofit business collaboration 

Nonprofit–business collaboration is a particular form of cross-sector collaboration, 

defined as “a discretional agreement between an NPO and a for-profit business to 

address social or environmental issues and to produce specific organizational benefits 

for both partners” (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014, p. 659). The purpose of this section is to 

review the current literature that examines the nature of this type of relationship; what 

the outcomes are for nonprofit organisations; and how these outcomes relate to 

collaboration dynamics, processes, and forms of NBC.  

In this context, dynamics refers to non-linear patterns of interaction and change 

(Tikkanen & Touminen, 2000), whereas process refers to the linear stages a relationship 

passes through. Form, on the other hand, refers to the structure of a collaborative 

relationship, and nature generally refers to how partners interact, for example, 

informally (although this is an over simplification). While there are overlaps between 

these different ways of examining NBC, understanding the nuances of these dimensions 

and how they inter-relate, can enable a more in-depth examination of how outcomes 

are generated for nonprofits (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). 

2.6.1 Understanding dynamics 

The dynamics of collaborative relationships have been referred to as ‘moving 

components’ (Berardo, Heikkila, & Gerlak, 2014), this captures the multifaceted and 

often-contradictory processes and outcomes of collaboration (Brinkerhoff, 2002a; 
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Huxham & Vangen, 2005). In isolation, the idea of dynamics is abstract and can appear 

inconsistently operationalised. Typically, it refers to patterns of observable individual 

and collective behaviour within organisations, described as “patterns of movement over 

time in the interactions between the people who are the organization” (Stacey, 2007, p. 

3). When exploring dynamics, the patterns of behaviour observed are then 

conceptualised, for example, as dependence, conformity, or trust (Stacey, 2007). As a 

concept, trust for example, can then be used to explore and differentiate between types 

of partnership (Hardy et al., 2003). Dynamics are often studied in order to understand 

how organisational behaviour relates to strategy, and frequently, although not 

consistently, dynamics are linked to the idea of change, be it emergent or abrupt, 

internal or external. Therefore, despite being somewhat abstract, examining dynamics 

is a useful way to explore how nonprofits experience relationships with business in a 

context of turbulence. 

Inter-organisational dynamics, the focus of this study, have been defined as “changes in 

the conditions (e.g., goals), processes (e.g., organizational structure), or mechanisms 

(e.g., interaction style)” of inter-organisational relationships (Majchrzak, Jarvenpaa, & 

Bagherzadeh, 2015, p. 1339). Dynamics are continuously occurring and manifest 

differently depending on external and internal change stimuli. Majchrzak et al. (2015) 

explored the sources of change dynamics both internal and external to partnerships, 

and concluded that because external sources of change are difficult for partnerships to 

adapt to or control, they can often lead to relationship failure. Thus, dynamics not only 

occur continuously but can also be proactively initiated in successful relationships 

(Majchrzak et al., 2015). While exploring context is crucial, the aim is not to understand 

the sources of change dynamics, but the experience of collaboration in a change context. 

Therefore, for the purpose of the present study, the decision was made to use a 

definition that encompasses organisational and inter-organisational levels. Dynamics 

are therefore defined as the observable patterns of interaction and change in 

collaborating organisations or the relationship between them (Hardy et al., 2003).  

The way in which the concept of organisational dynamics is often change-focused and 

time-based, suggests longitudinal research is perhaps more appropriate than case study. 

However, not all research exploring dynamics is exploring emergent change; change 
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(external or otherwise) can also be abrupt. Furthermore, dynamics can also be inherent 

(Adobor, 2006), meaning they can be inherited from the relationship origin or the 

context in which the relationship was formed. For example, if a relationship is forced or 

imposed it will have different inherent power dynamics to a relationship that emerges 

spontaneously. Seitanidi (2008) also suggests exploring dynamics is less concerned with 

identifying variables, and more concerned with understanding the complexity and 

interrelationship between context and action, to which case study is well suited. 

Therefore, with a sensitivity to context and experience, case study is an appropriate 

methodology for understanding how dynamics are associated with how NPOs operate. 

2.6.2 Understanding motivations 

The dynamics of collaboration are often explored by examining the differences between 

private and nonprofit organisations. The two sectors are portrayed as having distinctly 

different motivations for collaborating, and even when organisations are driven to 

address the same issues, the way in which they think about them and the goals they set 

are unlikely to be the same (Austin, 2000a; Selsky & Parker, 2005). This is often 

attributed to the social raison d’être of the nonprofit sector (Le Ber & Branzei, 2010). 

Whether addressed explicitly or as an underlying theme, understanding motivations is 

a key component of the collaboration scholarship. Motivations can influence individual 

and organisational behaviour (Evers, 2003) as well as the form a partnership takes 

(Austin, 2007; Seitanidi, Koufopoulos, & Palmer, 2010), for example, philanthropic or 

commercially strategic. In addition, if there is insufficient alignment or 

complementarity between partner motivations at individual or organisational levels, 

this can serve to derail value creation processes (Gray & Stites, 2013; Selsky & Parker, 

2005). 

Gray and Stites (2013) identify four distinct types of motivation applicable to nonprofit 

and business partner organisations: legitimacy-orientated, competency-orientated, 

resource-orientated, and society-orientated (p. 31-32). Others have devised nuanced if 

not complex categorisations; Seitanidi et al. (2010), for example, differentiate between 

two dimensions based on the intentions behind a motivation, and the mode of a 

motivation. With regard to intentions, they identify instrumental, idealistic, and 
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intrinsic motivations, again applicable to both sectors. Instrumental motivations refer 

to partners who view a collaborative alliance as a strategic "means to an end” (Seitanidi 

et al., 2010, p. 147). For an NPO, this might mean securing a reliable funding source 

through a sponsorship arrangement. Idealist motivations can manifest at both 

individual and organisational levels, they are non-strategic and relate to individual 

beliefs. Whereas intrinsic drivers are less easily defined and relate to a perceived 

alignment between the core of each organisation. With regard to the objectives and 

framing of this study, the second dimension (the mode) provides a relevant insight as it 

encompasses notions of change and influence. This dimension comprises two forms: 

static and dynamic motivations. Static relate to the central mission of an organisation, 

thus, generally remain unchanged by partnership processes. Whereas dynamic 

motivations relate to the way an organisation operates and can “change over time in 

order to adapt to internal or external circumstances” (Seitanidi et al., 2010, p. 149). 

Austin (2007) adopts a practice-orientated, goal driven approach to understanding 

motivation, concluding that it operates differently in each sector when examined in 

relation to the forces at play, and the actions that flow on from them. Unlike the 

frameworks discussed above which use a conceptual framing, Austin (2007) described 

NPOs as either motivated by access to funding, and therefore sustainability and survival; 

access to or enhancement of capabilities and resources, and therefore optimisation; or 

driven by the organisational mission, and therefore focused on outcomes (p. 52-53). 

This is illustrated in the table, below. 

Figure 5. Collaboration motivation action framework 

Motivational categories Funding-driven Capabilities-driven Mission-driven 

Behavioural forces Organisational survival Organisational effectiveness Social cause 

Management orientation Financial sustainability Optimizing resources Goals 

Action focal points Fundraising 

Earned income 

Personnel skills 

Organisational capacity 

Outcomes 

Assessment 

 

Note. Copied from “Collaboration motivation action framework: NGOs” by J. Austin, 2007, Sustainability 
through partnering: Conceptualizing partnerships between businesses and NGOs, in P. Glasbergen, F. 
Biermann, & A. P. J. Mol (Eds.), Partnerships, governance and sustainable development: Reflections on 
theory and practice (p. 53). Cheltenham, UK. Copyright Pieter Glasbergen, Frank Biermann, Arthur P.J. 
Mol 2007. 
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The extent to which collaboration outcomes benefit from organisations having aligned 

goals and motivations is a point of contention in the literature (Bryson et al., 2015; Lee, 

2011); however, a less contentious point is that motivations influence outcomes 

(Huxham & Vangen, 2005). Seitanidi et al. (2010) suggest we can understand the nature 

of changes inside a partnership by observing changes in motivations, as these reflect 

external change. Therefore, one way in which we can see how the external environment 

(which includes external partnerships and collaborations) is affecting an NPO, is by 

observing how motivations change. For example, changes from viewing partnership as 

a source of funding, to a source of expertise exchange, this may indicate the NPO has 

increasing certainty in its financial situation and is able to utilise a relationship for 

purposes beyond immediate survival. 

2.6.3 Outcomes and value generation 

It has long been understood that external partnerships effect the way organisations 

operate (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). For nonprofits, the effect of collaborating with 

business can range from enabling access to much needed technical expertise, 

supposedly expanding organisational capacity, through to experiencing pressure to 

adapt internal structures in response to business demands (Ashman, 2001; Austin, 

2000). However, the dynamic processes that lead to different effects and outcomes, and 

how these processes might vary across types of relationship, are recognised gaps in the 

earlier literature (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012, p. 744). Exploring these processes is 

important for NPOs, because being able to orchestrate increasingly large portfolios of 

relationships, based on improved understanding of how operations may be impacted, 

would put decision makers in a stronger position in relation to partners and primary 

funders (Austin & Hesselbein, 2002). Moreover, understanding how the NPO ability to 

navigate change may be affected, would enable executives to make informed decisions 

when entering into new, and developing existing partnerships (Austin, 2003). This 

study contributes towards addressing these gaps by exploring collaboration processes 

in a number and range of relationships. 

At the core of the nonprofit–business collaboration scholarship is the idea of value 

creation. Used synonymously with benefit (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013), value is 
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“created by combining each organization's distinctive resources and capabilities” 

(Austin, 2010, p. 13). Most recently, Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) reviewed an 

array of literature related to the notion of value creation in NBC. Value in this context 

is amorphous; it can take both tangible and intangible forms, and have immediate, 

intermediate, and long-term effects across different levels (Bryson et al., 2015). Value 

can accrue inside organisations at both organisational and individual levels, as well as 

outside the organisations at a societal level. It can derive from the nature, directionality, 

and specific deployment of resources, as well as through the existence of common or 

connected interests (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a).  

Intangible value in this context refers to broad spectrum of outcomes that NBC can 

generate, for example, “reputation, trust, relational capital, learning, knowledge, joint 

problem solving, communication, coordination, transparency, accountability, and 

conflict resolution” (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 231). Confusingly, value, outcomes, 

and resources are concepts used somewhat interchangeably. The reason being, 

knowledge for example, can be bought to a relationship, can be exchanged with another 

party, or can be a co-created outcome of a relationship. Generally, businesses would 

prefer to move away from providing tangible resources, towards interactive 

relationships where distinctive expertise are valued and shared in a way that enables 

them to benefit (Porter & Kramer, 2011). Thus, ‘intangibles’ represent the value that is 

generated by partners interacting, and are considered of higher significance in terms of 

creating positive societal change than more traditional, tangible value and resources 

(Seitanidi, 2007).  

Tangible resources, at the other end of the spectrum, include “money, land, facilities, 

machinery, supplies, structures, natural resources” (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b, p. 933). 

There is much debate and few conclusions in the literature as to whether tangible or 

intangible resources are more beneficial for nonprofit partners, as well as a lack of 

studies examining the role each play in value creation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Debate is interwoven into broader discussions around whether highly integrated 

relationships that often involve higher-level resources, value, and therefore potential 

outcomes (i.e., intangibles), are worthwhile for NPOs given that engaging these 

relationships requires more time and resources (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). This is one 
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of the many paradoxes surrounding the phenomenon of NBC: to generate what is 

portrayed as higher-level value, often requires investment from nonprofits of the very 

resources they lack or struggle to divert from their missions. 

Nonetheless, the central objective of and justification for this type of collaboration, is 

an ability to create together, that which would not be possible alone (Bryson et al., 2006; 

Gray & Wood, 1991). This is typically discussed in terms of collaborative value or 

advantage (Huxham, 1996), and has been conceptualised a synergistic value (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a). The importance of this synergistic value (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b), 

or a ‘two heads are better than one’ approach (Gray & Stiles, 2013), is employed 

consistently across the related academic fields. Inter-disciplinary collaboration, for 

example, is defined as “an effective interpersonal process that facilitates the 

achievement of goals that cannot be reached when individual professionals act on their 

own” (Bruner, 1991 cited in Bronstein, 2003). Although these descriptions are simplistic 

representations of complex phenomena, striving to understand how this amorphous 

notion of value is created, and sustained, drives the wider collaboration scholarship 

forward.  

2.6.4 Collaboration processes 

Despite wide consensus that collaboration is a process, not an outcome or end goal, the 

‘process component’ of collaboration is the most misunderstood ‘black-box’ (Diaz-Kope, 

Miller-Stevens, & Morris, 2015; Gray, 1985; Thomson & Perry, 2006). That said, the idea 

of process is utilised in different ways, for example, to refer to the nature of the 

phenomenon (i.e. as a process of interaction), and to describe the steps or phases that 

partners go through when implementing an alliance. Frameworks related to the latter, 

typically separate the process of collaborating into distinct stages for the purpose of 

exploring and explaining the phenomenon; these include formation, partner selection, 

implementation, design, and operation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b). Other distinct 

components identified include structural elements and outcomes (Bryson et al., 2015). 

Processes have both macro dimensions referring to inter-organisational level, and micro 

dimension referring to the inter-personal level. Some of the earlier models are simple in 

their conceptualisation, such as problem setting, direction setting, and implementation 
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(Gray, 1989). The intriguing thing about this body of literature, is that while the process 

of collaboration is depicted typically as stages or phases that are sequentially progressed 

through, it is widely acknowledged that in practice, collaboration is an iterative, cyclical, 

dynamic, and emergent process.  

As the NBC field and number of empirical studies have grown, so too has the complexity 

of the models and frameworks exploring process. Several frameworks have been 

developed over the last two decades to capture the mechanisms that create value 

(Bryson et al., 2015); one of the most cited being the Collaborative Value Creation (CVC) 

(Austin, 2000a). This holistic framework, developed following an extensive review of 

the literature, sets out different types or stages of cross-sector collaboration; different 

levels at which value is created; different sources of value creation; the processes 

partnerships go through, and the outcomes of collaborating (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 

2012b). It depicts collaboration as existing on a spectrum, differentiating between the 

nature and intensity of interaction. This is an approach that echoes the early literature, 

which describes collaboration as the highest form of interaction on a spectrum, above 

co-operation and co-ordination respectively (Gray, 1989).  

The CVC framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b) is a conceptual tool developed, 

in part, for defining and analysing the sources and types of social, economic, and 

environmental value creation. Value is conceptualised as sitting on a continuum from 

‘sole creation’ (i.e. by the action of one of the partners, independently), to ‘co-creation’ 

(i.e. by the joint actions of partners working together). There are four sources and five 

types of value identified, as depicted in the following table set against the collaboration 

stages/types: 
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Table 2. Collaborative Value Creation Spectrum 

 Type/Stage 1 Type/Stage 2 Type/Stage 3 Type/Stage 4 
 Philanthropic  Transactional  Integrative  Transformational 

 Sole-creation   Co-creation 

SOURCES OF VALUE     

Resource complementarity Low   High 

Resource nature Generic   Distinctive 

Resource directionality Unilateral   Conjoined 

Linked interests Weak/Narrow   Strong/Broad 

TYPES OF VALUE     

Associational value Modest   High 

Transferred resource value Depreciable   Renewable 

Interaction value Minimal   Maximal 

Synergistic value Least   Most 

Innovation Seldom   Frequent 

 

Note. Copied from “Collaborative Value Creation Spectrum” by J. Austin and M. Seitanidi, 2012, 
Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering between nonprofits and businesses. Part 1: Value 
creation spectrum and collaboration stages, 41(5) p. 745. Copyright James Austin and Maria May Seitanidi 
2012 

 

For nonprofit organisations, 

• Associational value is the benefits or outcomes generated by associating with a 

partner (e.g., increased reputation, and public awareness of and support for the 

NPO mission). 

• Transferred value is the benefit or outcomes derived from receiving a particular 

resource from a business partner (e.g., financial, material, and human 

resources, typically volunteers). 

• Interactional value is the benefit or outcomes generated by interacting and 

working with a partner (e.g., knowledge, skills, and expertise). 

• Synergistic value is the value generated by all cross-sector collaborative 

relationships, through the combining of resources in order to achieve 

something together, which could not have been achieved separately (e.g., 

innovation and political power) (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 731; Seitanidi, 

2010). 
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The following table (Table 3) is the crux of the Collaborative Value Creation framework.  

Table 3. The Collaboration Continuum 

 Type/Stage 1 Type/Stage 2 Type/Stage 3 Type/Stage 4 

 Philanthropic  Transactional  Integrative  Transformational 

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP     

Level of engagement Low   High 

Importance to mission Peripheral   Central 

Magnitude of resources Small   Big 

Type of resources Money   Core competencies 

Scope of activities Narrow   Broad 

Interaction level Infrequent   Intensive 

Trust Modest   Deep 

Internal change Minimal   Great 

Managerial complexity Simple   Complex 

Strategic value Minor   Major 

Co-creation of value Sole   Conjoined 

Synergistic value Occasional   Predominant 

Innovation Seldom   Frequent 

External system change Rare   Common 

 

Note. Copied from “The Collaboration Continuum” by J. Austin and M. Seitanidi, 2012, Collaborative value 
creation: A review of partnering between nonprofits and businesses. Part 1: Value creation spectrum and 
collaboration stages, 41(5) p. 736. Copyright James Austin and Maria May Seitanidi 2012 

 

The theory of value creation that underpins this framework suggests that the more 

integrative the collaboration, and the more conjoined the actions and interactions 

between partners, the more value generated at individual, organisational, and societal 

levels. While this is not intended to perform as a one-directional framework with a 

beginning and an end, the underlying premise is that collaboration passes through 

stages that are of a differing nature and level of intensity (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 

2012b). The creators of the framework acknowledge the many gaps that remain in our 

collective understanding of NBC, including how partners move between stages, what 

types of value are created in which stage, and more importantly, how they are created.  

2.6.5 Nonprofit–business collaboration: A matter of perspective  

Despite the inherent multi-disciplinary nature of cross-sector collaboration research, 

previous research has overwhelmingly adopted a business-orientated perspective, and 

is often derived from a corporate social responsibility viewpoint (Harris, 2012). Harris 

(2012) called for the development of NBC as a sub-field within nonprofit studies, 
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highlighting a lack of research by nonprofit scholars. Moreover, it was suggested that 

theories of generic inter-organisational collaboration and nonprofit–government 

partnerships are well developed; however, only a limited amount of research represents 

or is applicable to the nonprofits experience (Margaret Harris, 2012; Herlin, 2013). 

Since, the publication of this call to action, there is evidence of a shift towards adopting 

an NPO-centric view of cross-sector collaboration. Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013), for 

example, devised a tentative typology of NBC that specifically adopts an NPO-centric 

perspective, and Boenigk & Schuchardt, (2015) explored the effects on NPOs that 

partner with luxury brands (these studies are discussed later). Each of these studies 

offers new insights that may not have been possible without explicitly examining the 

nonprofit experience. Nevertheless, studies adopting an NPO perspective remain a 

rarity, and are in the most part single case.  

Single case studies predominate NBC research, a lack of multiple case studies is a 

recognised gap in the literature (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b; Bryson et al., 2015). The 

problem with single case research is the data relates to a particular context; 

furthermore, it is common for single cases to explore or compare a particular facet of 

nonprofit–business collaboration. This allows researchers to understand crucial 

characteristics in isolation, but prevents exploring patterns of how characteristics differ 

across contexts or relationship types. Context in this instance refers to the 

circumstances that make a case unique, such as cultural, political, and environmental 

factors, but also relates to certain internal aspects of the organisations involved. By 

studying multiple organisations and relationships, unique, context-specific, and 

common features can be factored into analysis. As well as a lack of multi-case research, 

there is a lack of multi-level research, in other words research that factors in context, 

partnering organisations, the partnerships itself, and the individuals involved. 

Furthermore, there is a need for research that factors in the significance of NCB 

structure, process, and outcomes, as well as the significance of the focus of the 

collaboration (Bryson et al., 2015).  

Beyond the simple matter of research methods, these are methodological choices that 

will allow researchers to explore the dynamic complexities of cross-sector sector 
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collaboration, and thus move the theory underpinning the field forwards. In sum, more 

research is required that embraces the complexity and dynamism of NBC.  

2.6.6 Theoretical perspectives 

Various theoretical frameworks have been used to explore the phenomenon of 

interorganisational collaboration; the most salient being resource dependence theory 

(RDT), institutional theory, and stakeholder theory (Drees & Heugens, 2013). Multi-

theory approaches are also used although less frequently. Guo and Acar (2005), for 

example, combine network theories with resource dependence and institutional theory, 

to explore the NPO tendency to enter into formal relationships. This blending of 

perspectives is important if researchers are to advance collaboration scholarship 

(Bryson et al., 2015). Each theory offers a different vantage point on collaboration 

processes and can be used to explain different aspects of the phenomenon. Stakeholder 

theory, for example, can shed light on why businesses engage in collaborative alliances 

with a sustainability focus (Gray & Stiles, 2013), whereas network theory lends itself to 

exploring structural aspects of collaboration (Head, 2008).  

Resource dependence theory is the most common ‘platform’ in the CSC and NBC 

literature (Selsky & Parker, 2005). This theory is based on the premise that 

organisations are open systems that transact with their environment in order to survive 

(Cobb & Wry, 2016; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). In a ground-breaking text The External 

Control of Organisations, Pfeffer and Salancik (1979) argue that processes inside 

organisations are connected to external interdependencies. Organisations are not self-

contained units; they require tangible and intangible resources often controlled by 

other organisations, institutions, or actors in their environment. They depend on one 

another, often reciprocally, for access to these critical resources (Drees & Heugens, 

2013), which can result in those with control over resources having power over those 

that require them; thus, the mediating effect of power is one of the central tenets of 

RDT. It is unrealistic, therefore, to discuss environmental interdependencies without 

addressing power (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). With this in mind, RDT is an appealing 

framework to study the often power-laden relationships between nonprofit and for-

profit organisations, particularly in times of unprecedented resource constraints.  
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An explicit focus on the external environment ‘as context’ distinguishes RDT from other 

theories of organisational behaviour; the external environment is prioritised above 

internal organisation dynamics or characteristics of individuals. It differs from 

institutional theory, for example, in terms of which external elements are taken into 

consideration. While institutional theory emphasises “social rules, expectations, norms, 

and values” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. xv), and how these elements can constrain and 

pressure an organisation to conform, RDT focuses on understanding the strategic 

transactions and interactions that take place with external parties. The original RDT 

framework stresses that organisations are embedded within “networks of 

interdependencies” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. xi), a logic comparable to that of 

complexity theory and systems theory. This emphasis on interdependencies is derived 

from the idea that organisations are situated within a dynamic ecology, and as such, 

changes or evolution in one area can directly or indirectly effect changes in other areas. 

For nonprofit organisations, this ecology is comprised of comparable organisations, as 

well as many other actors and institutions.  

From a RDT perspective, one of the underlying motivations behind why NPOs enter 

into collaboration with business is to access the resources they require for survival 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Gray & Stiles, 2013). Studies adopting this perspective 

typically emphasise the role of financial resources and consequently, financial 

dependence on the part of nonprofit partners. Although NPO survival is about much 

more than finances, indeed intangible resources such as reputation are just as 

important, the inherent and eternal need to access financial resources is an important 

issue for NPOs, because financial dependencies are also one of the greatest threats to 

autonomy (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013; Mitchell, 2014). In other words, while financial and 

other ‘generic’ resources are considered a low-level concern in nonprofit–business 

collaboration (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a), financial dependencies are a risk and can have 

detrimental effects. 

Despite its prevalence, RDT is not without limitations. Employed as a framework, it 

typically adopts a focal organisation as the unit of analysis, and assumes “fixed sectoral 

roles” (Selsky & Parker, 2010, p. 26). In other words, the traditional roles held by the 

two sectors. As such, RDT can fall short of explaining dynamics, complexities, and the 
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diversity of stakeholders involved in CSC processes (Selsky & Parker, 2005). It also 

assumes dependence is the reverse of power, which some empirical studies have 

demonstrated is not always the case in practice. Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013), for 

example, examined the case of an NPO that used power imbalance in the context of 

NBC to their advantage. They argue that when studies adopt the NPO perspective, the 

role and experience of power relations can appear different to that depicted in the 

earlier literature.  

In addition to being the lens through which the majority of CSC studies are conducted, 

resource dependence is also described as a platform from which practitioners can 

operate (Selsky & Parker, 2010). Practitioners operating from an RDT platform are 

inclined towards transactional, short-term partnerships that serve organisational needs 

(operational), as opposed to social needs (mission-related) (Selsky & Parker, 2010). In 

sum, a multi-theory, multi-perspective approach is considered a more effective strategy 

for understanding the nonlinear, emergent, and socially embedded processes behind 

NBC (Bryson et al., 2015). 

2.6.6.1 Resource dependence theory: An alignment with adaptation 

The framing of the research question in this study suggests an inherent inclination 

towards assuming a resource dependence platform. In other words, it is asking how, in 

an environment with particular characteristics, a set of focal organisations relate to 

specific actors in said environment. However, in elaborating the differences between 

adaptation and adaptive capacity, Staber and Sydow (2002) explain how a resource 

dependence perspective is aligned with adaptation thinking, not adaptive capacity. 

Adaptation is reactive and about achieving best fit for the current environment, (i.e., for 

a known or predictable future state). Whereas as adaptive capacity is interactive and is 

about unknown future states (Staber & Sydow). For these authors, adaptive capacity is 

aligned with dynamic constructs such as systems theory, complexity theory, and 

evolutionary theory, theories that view partnerships between organisations as sites for 

learning, experimentation, and innovation. This is a view that aligns with that of Selsky 

and Parker (2010), who argue institutional theory and complexity theory may be more 

appropriate for understanding collaboration. 
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It could be argued that the present study is inherently conducted from a resource-

dependence platform, because the purpose is to explore the nonprofit experience and 

organisation level outcomes (i.e., it is organisation-centric) (Selsky & Parker, 2010). 

Furthermore, the focus on understanding aspects of the external environment 

(turbulence) in relation to the NPO internal environment (i.e., how they operate in 

turbulence), also suggests RDT is the obvious platform from which the research 

question emerges. However, this study also focuses on exploring dynamics, interaction 

processes, and patterns that might emerge across multiple relationships, which calls for 

a more inductive strategy that allows dynamic processes to be explored as the partners 

interact. Therefore, in line with the pragmatic orientation of this study and in response 

to the call for research to be more open to blending theoretical and research 

perspectives (Bryson et al., 2015), this study has not applied one overriding theoretical 

lens. 

2.7 How dynamics relate to how NPOs navigate turbulence 

This final section of the review highlights some of the crossovers in the existing 

literature around how the dynamics of collaboration relate to how NPOs navigate 

turbulent environments. This is a fragmented area in the literature, hence being a key 

motivation for this study to explore the connections between these two domains; 

therefore, this section is framed by two areas universally important for NPOs, legitimacy 

and accountability (Linnell, 2003). 

2.7.1 Nonprofit legitimacy and nonprofit–business collaboration 

The dynamism and diverse stakeholders involved in CSC accentuates the multi-

dimensional nature of legitimacy (Balser & McClusky, 2005; Lister, 2003). Many studies 

related to organisational legitimacy use the classic Suchman (1995) definition, where 

legitimacy is defined as a “generalised perception or assumption that the actions of an 

entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of 

norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). Although the theoretical basis resides 

in business organisational behaviour, scholars writing on nonprofit issues have 

subsequently recognised this definition as applicable (Baur & Palazzo, 2011; 
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Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998). Comparing the work of Suchman (1995) and Edwards 

(1999), Lister (2003) concludes if we are to understand legitimacy in the nonprofit 

context, it is important to understand that it as a socially constructed idea. Studies in 

the field of CSC typically address legitimacy at the organisation or relationship level, 

although there are studies that address sector level legitimacy (Anheier, 2009). With 

regard to NPOs specifically, the more abstract level of legitimacy of an organisational 

mission is also a consideration (Babiak, 2009). Nevertheless, given the prevalence of 

business-oriented perspectives and theory within the CSC literature, it is perhaps 

unsurprising that organisation level legitimacy is most prominent (Herlin, 2013). 

In studies where the unit of analysis is the collaborative relationship, there are typically 

two critical dimensions addressed, internal and external legitimacy (Provan & Kenis, 

2008). With internal relating to how individuals inside the partnering organisations 

view the legitimacy of the relationship, and external to how stakeholders outside view 

the legitimacy of the relationship. In studies where the unit of analysis is one or more 

of the partnering organisations, researchers typically explore how the relationship as an 

entity influences organisational legitimacy, again internally and externally. As these two 

different foci demonstrate, legitimacy in the context of CSC is complex. 

NPOs rely on external legitimacy for critical support in the form of government backing, 

volunteers—including board members, and access to funding and other externally 

sourced resources (Balser & McClusky, 2005; Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015; Strichman et al., 

2008). Therefore, damage to legitimacy is a threat to organisational survival (Alexander, 

2000; Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998). Acquiring legitimacy from an institutionalist 

perspective requires conforming to the rules and norms of dominant forces in an 

environment (Bode, 2003; Powell & DiMaggio, 1983; Suchman, 1995). In other words, 

organisations are considered legitimate if they are perceived to be consistent with 

societal norms. From this perspective, an organisation that successfully adapts to the 

challenges posed and changes required by these dynamic norms, is more capable of 

fostering enduring support (Alexander, 2000; Grimshaw & Egerman, 2006).  

These external forces can take the form of government pressure on NPOs to rationalise 

or professionalise through the adoption of business management practices, corporate 
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governance models, or pressure to quantitatively measure and evaluate outcomes 

(Suarez, 2010). Conforming can mean adjusting organisational behaviour (including 

processes and practices), or organisational structure and modes of service delivery 

(Bode, 2003). Bryson et al. (2015) reiterate that stakeholders observe and make 

judgments about not only actions, but also structures, procedures, and strategies. 

Making change in response to these pressures can enhance institutional and public 

legitimacy (Eikenberry & Kluver, 2004). In turn, acquiring and maintaining this 

legitimacy enables NPOs to gain, and potentially retain, access to resources essential for 

survival (Salamon et al., 1999; Suarez, 2010).  

Traditionally, there are two schools of thought with regard to organisational legitimacy, 

strategic and institutional. The strategic view depicts legitimacy as a ‘resource’ 

managers can purposefully acquire from their environment (Suchman, 1995), by 

associating with established social norms, or attempting to change them (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003). This perspective portrays organisations as an interdependent part of 

their operating environment, simultaneously shaping and being shaped by social rules 

and norms (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Whereas the traditional institutional view depicts 

legitimacy as socially constructed; actors within the environment accept the 

organisation by determining if behaviour is consistent with normative, legal, and 

regulatory elements (Bryson et al., 2006; Lister, 2003). From this traditional 

perspective, legitimation is a social process and legitimacy is retrospectively constructed 

and bestowed on an organisation. Both perspectives acknowledge that legitimacy is 

generated outside of the organisation; however, they differ around issues of power and 

control (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. xv). In the revised edition of The External Control 

of Organisations, Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) discuss how the two schools of thought 

have converged over time around the issue of organisations being able to exert strategic 

choice.  

Adapting in response to external norms and pressures may be essential to survival; it is, 

nevertheless, problematic for NPOs in terms of maintaining stakeholder legitimacy 

(Eikenberry & Kluver, 2004; Salamon et al., 1999). Some researchers have argued 

marketisation and commercialisation trends, which are often regarded as a process of 

adapting to environmental change (Hwang & Powell, 2009; Strichman, Bickel, & 
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Marshood, 2008), can lead to diminished stakeholder legitimacy (Herlin, 2013). This 

argument is ideologically driven (Hwang, 2006) and based on the idea that any 

perceived incongruence between NPO activities, and what stakeholders deem proper or 

appropriate, can threaten legitimacy (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014). The use of market 

mechanisms, for example, can be regarded an intrusion on the social values of the sector 

and lead stakeholders to question the legitimacy of NPO practices (Babiak, 2009). 

Professionalisation and formalisation, also regarded as long-term processes of 

adaptation (Alexander, 2000), have been described as problematic in relation to NPO 

legitimacy and accountability (Stewart, 2014; Strichman & Marshood, 2010). As 

organisations respond to accountability and efficiency pressures from government and 

key funders, the level of formality and requirement for professional, specialist 

knowledge increases, which can increase institutional legitimacy, but also threaten the 

passion-driven, community-based, volunteer-lead culture that has traditionally 

characterised the sector (Hwang and Powell, 2009). Although this process has been 

ongoing for decades, there are still stakeholders who attribute legitimacy with perhaps 

outdated notions of the voluntary sector, and have fears around resultant mission drift 

or goal displacement (Sanzo-Perez et al., 2015). 

From an institutional perspective, acquiring or maintaining legitimacy is considered a 

key motivation for organisations entering into cross-sector collaboration (Gray & Stites, 

2013; Sowa, 2009); and yet, for nonprofit organisations who receive less attention in the 

literature, there are no conclusions to suggest these arrangements consistently enhance 

or threaten legitimacy (Lister, 2003). This reinforces the context specific and 

idiosyncratic nature of these relationships (Balser & McClusky, 2005; van Tulder et al., 

2016). That said, using a standalone case study in Finland, Herlin (2013) deduced the 

legitimacy of NPOs is potentially threatened in integrated relationships, that is, 

relationships with high levels of engagement and interaction between partners (Austin 

& Seitanidi, 2012a). Herlin (2013) explains how integrated partnerships, which typically 

involve pronounced power asymmetries in favour of the business partner, could result 

in a loss of autonomy and independence, and as such, pose a threat to the core values 

and identity of an NPO. This explanation assumes the operational dynamics that 

characterise integrated relationships threaten NPO legitimacy (Adobor, 2006).  
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These findings are supported by the earlier work of Seitanidi and Ryan (2007), who 

discuss the seemingly paradoxical notion that as partners from different sectors build 

trust, the lesser powerful partner (typically the NPO) adapts to become more like the 

powerful partner. This process is attributed to a search for stability within the 

relationship, but consequentially, threatens the identity and accountability of the 

weaker partner. Support for this argument lies in the interconnected nature of identity, 

accountability, and legitimacy (Herlin, 2013; Heuer, 2011). Brinkerhoff (2002a) similarly 

concludes that integrated relationships often lead to a blurring of cultures that 

threatens nonprofit identity, which it is argued is the one thing that should remain 

unchanged. This is an interesting point of contention given that divergent perspectives 

and diverse resources are understood to be a source of synergistic value in collaboration 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a), which if eroded, threaten value renewal (Austin, 2000). If 

these fundamental differences are diluted through the process of integrated 

engagement, therein lies a crucial question that continue to drive the CSC scholarship, 

what value is created, for whom, where, and how? 

The independence and autonomy of NPOs (actual or perceived) is a crucial component 

of institutional identity, particularly for NPOs with an advocacy function; any change 

or threat to this status is a threat to identity and ultimately, legitimacy (Brinkerhoff, 

2002b, 2002a). By examining the concept of identity, Brinkerhoff (2002a) illustrates 

that understanding the complexity of legitimacy is a critical step to understanding how 

collaboration dynamics relate NPO survival strategies. The notion of identity is manifest 

across two levels: organisational and institutional. At an institutional level, maintaining 

identity means maintaining the characteristics typical of the sector or organisation type 

(Brinkerhoff, 2002a). In the nonprofit sector these characteristics include being 

independent from government, nonprofit distributing, autonomous, and voluntary 

(Sanders et al., 2008). Whereas maintaining organisational identity relates to 

preserving values, beliefs, and discrete missions. Brinkerhoff (2002b) combines the 

ideas of Gagliardi (1989) and Gioia et al. (2000) to illustrate how in volatile 

environments, maintaining institutional identity becomes less important. In this 

context, it is more important for NPOs to adapt, even if this means changing internal 

systems, processes, strategies, and elements associated with institutional 
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characteristics. Nevertheless, it is crucial for NPOs to simultaneously maintain the 

values and beliefs that are an intrinsic part of organisational identity; a feat Simpson, 

Lefroy, and Tsarenko (2011) argue is feasible for NPOs, although there are risks involved. 

Maintaining legitimacy does not remove risks to performance; the exit of a significant 

partner, for example, can result in discontinued service provisions and as such, negative 

ramifications with regard to accountability.  

In a similar vein, legitimacy can also be threatened by the short-term survival strategies 

of NPOs, such as vying for smaller, short-term grants or contracts to address immediate 

needs (Alexander, 1999; 2000). If an NPO is not able to sustain services when a grant 

runs out or the funding period finishes, inconsistency or loss of service provision can 

have negative implications for legitimacy and accountability (Alexander, 2000). Herlin 

(2013) recommends NPOs perform risk assessments prior to entering into cross-sector 

relationships, or alternatively, limit engagement to philanthropic or transactional 

partnerships. However, these recommendations would result in NPOs forgoing access 

the potential benefits from heightened engagement (Austin, 2000), therefore limiting 

opportunities to develop capacity at a time when it is arguably most critical.  

In contrast to these concerns, Boenigk and Schuchardt (2015) argue that NPO 

stakeholders are able to rationalise the purpose of a partnership if it means the NPO is 

able to maintain day-to-day operations. For these authors, rationalisation extends to 

NPO relationships with luxury brands. Writing from the business perspective, some 

scholars hypothesise the legitimacy of an NPO mission can be enhanced through CSC, 

in particular, through cause-related marketing (Boenigk & Schuchardt, 2015). This 

argument is predicated on the link between credibility and legitimacy. If stakeholders 

perceive an NPO’s mission to be credible because of links to a credible corporate brand, 

by extension they may see the NPO as legitimate (Wymer & Samu, 2009). 

In an effort to devise a framework to evaluate the effectiveness of inter-organisational 

collaboration (IOC), Babiak (2009) uses legitimacy (along with other broadly defined 

conceptual metrics) as a measure of effectiveness. This study explains that legitimacy in 

the context of inter-organisational and inter-sectoral collaboration has several 

dimensions, including the legitimacy of the collective mission (in the eyes of 
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stakeholders), and the legitimacy of collaborating organisations as mechanisms to 

address the mission. Different stakeholders will have different perceptions and 

assumptions about each entity, a complexity requiring careful consideration and 

management from both partners (Balser & McClusky, 2005). In Babiak’s (2009) study, 

the issue of legitimacy is further complicated by the nature of the focal IOC, as it 

embodies the characteristics of a network, i.e. involving government, private 

organisations, nonprofit organisation, and individuals. Thus, there are multiple layers 

and multiple stakeholders with diverse objectives and perspectives with regard to 

effectiveness. Babiak (2009) concludes hesitantly that if the legitimacy of the mission 

or participant organisations are enhanced as a result of the IOC, it can be deemed as 

contributing towards IOC effectiveness. In the context of the present study, the 

relationships that are examined are dyadic; nevertheless, legitimacy is similarly multi-

dimensional, because the unit of analysis is embedded. Data collection and analysis 

methods will be open to exploring the internal and external legitimacy of the NBC 

relationships, as well as how they relate to the internal and external legitimacy of the 

nonprofit organisations (this is discussed in the methodology, Chapter Three). 

2.7.2 Accountability and nonprofit–business collaboration 

There is an inherent link between NPO accountability and legitimacy: if an organisation 

is not able to demonstrate accountability to its stakeholders, its institutional or 

organisational legitimacy may be called into question (AL-Tabbaa et al., 2014). It is 

therefore pertinent to discuss how increasing accountability demands are contributing 

towards the rise in and nonprofit–business collaboration (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). 

Firstly, NPO accountability has been conceptualised as “the process of holding an 

organisation responsible for its behaviour and performance” (Young, 2002, p. 3), and as 

defining the “relationship between an organization and a set of stakeholders” (Baur & 

Schmitz, 2012, p. 14). However, these two conceptualisations are not wholly consistent 

with one another. For organisations in the nonprofit sector, accountability has multiple 

dimensions. It is, therefore, difficult to neatly conceptualise for a grouping of a 

seemingly endless variety of organisation types and missions under one banner – 

nonprofit (Frumkin, 2005). Nevertheless, broadly speaking, NPOs are primarily 
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accountable to society for achieving or pursuing their mission (Young, 2002, 

Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998). In this unique capacity, they are granted special legal 

status that allows tax benefits, and thus, they are accountable to taxpayers (Tennant, 

Sanders, O’Brien, & Castle, 2006). NPOs are financed through a wide variety of 

mechanisms and therefore are often held accountable to a number of diverse funding 

stakeholders, each with their own expectations. Government, philanthropic 

foundations, and other funding bodies provide grants and contracts. Depending on the 

function of the organisation, there may be service users and members who pay fees, 

corporate partners and foundations who provide funding, and members of the public 

who contribute donations and bequests as individuals or collectives (McLeod, 2017). 

NPOs are often held accountable by each of these stakeholders to use resources as 

efficiently and effectively as possible. This is where the issue becomes problematic at a 

philosophical level. Depending on how accountability is reconciled, there are risks 

stakeholders take on a role more akin to shareholders (Schmitz & Mitchell, 2009), 

which ultimately serves to undermine the societal function of NPOs, and the central 

importance of accountability to the mission and beneficiaries. 

At the core, public serving NPOs are morally accountable to beneficiaries (Kaldor, 

2003), that is, those that stand to benefit from the value these organisations generate 

(Le Ber & Branzei, 2010). This moral accountability enables organisations to speak on 

behalf of beneficiaries, a notion referred to as representativeness (Lister, 2003), or 

downward accountability (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). NPOs, both service- and advocacy-

orientated, must manifest this accountability through their structures, practices, and 

processes otherwise, their legitimacy may be threatened (Anheier, 2009). However, the 

diversity, complex layering, and sheer number of stakeholders, along with the changing 

nature of organisations and the increasingly blurred boundaries between sectors, means 

meeting accountability demands for these organisations is hugely problematic. 

Prioritising upward accountability to funders, which increasingly include business, 

complicates the issue of downward accountability (Frumkin, 2005; Young, 2002). 

Traditionally, funders support the development of programmes, not organisations, and 

so as increasing accountability demands intertwine with issues of efficiency and efficacy, 

NPOs struggle to meet mounting expectations (Sherman, 2008). 
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Rising accountability demands are significant environmental force driving NPOs to 

collaborate with business (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). As the behaviour of NPOs is subject 

to greater scrutiny, there is also mounting pressure to evaluate and demonstrate impact, 

while simultaneously reducing overheads and increasing operational efficiency. These 

compound factors are driving NPOs towards the opportunities and potential benefits 

presented by NBC (Pedersen & Pedersen, 2013). However, Schmitz and Baur (2012) 

argue that the complexity and conflicting nature of these demands means NBC 

relationships pose significant risks to NPO accountability. Young (2002) discusses 

accountability in relation to performance and behaviour, and it is this relationship that 

is fundamental Baur and Schmitz' (2012) argument. Increased pressure to measure 

quantifiable results over set timeframes reduces the focus on creating sustainable 

impact, and instead priorities short-term outputs (Schmitz & Mitchell, 2009). For 

example, measuring the number of vulnerable people housed, rather than achieving 

sustainable improvements to the psychological wellbeing of those repeatedly unable to 

secure safe housing. Thus, while there are potential opportunities from engaging in 

NBC, accountability to the many stakeholders of NPOs, and of NPOs themselves 

(Young, 2002) can be put at risk. 

2.8 Summary 

This chapter has reviewed the extensive and fragmented literature that relates to the 

two areas of interest: nonprofit–business collaboration and the ways nonprofit 

organisations navigate challenging environments. The breadth of topics addressed 

reflect the complexity of nonprofit–business relations. Specifically, this chapter has 

addressed the notion of collaboration and how this can involve than simply two 

organisations working together, for some, it can be a way of viewing the world. It has 

also reviewed the nonprofit–business collaboration literature, highlighting that as a 

process, NBC can pass through stages of varying integration with different outcomes 

associated with each stage. It has also highlighted the idea that for NPOs, there are 

various risks involved in engaging in NBC, often relating to legitimacy and 

accountability. 
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Chapter Three 

3 Methodology 

This chapter describes the rationale for the study design, methods, techniques and 

analysis processes used, and discusses how and why each component forms part of the 

methodology. Figure 6, below, illustrates the iterative process that was followed.  

Figure 6. Overview of research process 

Note. Adapted to suit the process in the present thesis followed, from “Doing case study research” by R. 
Yin, Case study research: Design and methods, 2014, p. 1. Copyright 2014 Sage Publications Inc. Permission 
received. 

The purpose of this study is to explore how the nonprofit experience of NBC relates to 

how these organisations navigate in turbulent environments. The aim is to add new 

knowledge to academic and practitioner understanding by capturing some of the 

complexity of these relationships in the form of a conceptual model. 
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The central research question is: 

How do the dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration relate to how 

nonprofit organisations are navigating in turbulent environments?  

In order to address this question there were four areas of interest: 

• the context in which NPOs are collaborating with businesses (focusing in 

particular on challenges and changes in NPO operating environments), 

• the NPO experience of collaborating, and 

• the nature of a range of relationships. 

• How the above areas combine and relate to how NPOs operate in turbulent 

environments. 

To address the research question and attend to these focus areas, a multi-case study 

design with an inductive approach was used, a strategy appropriate for exploring the 

how and why mechanisms behind complex social phenomena such as nonprofit–

business collaboration (Yin, 2014).  

3.1 Research philosophy 

Crotty (1998) proposes a framework for explaining the different elements of a 

methodology, and in doing so offers guidance on how to address the philosophical 

question of ontology—the study of being, or an understanding of what is. He argues 

there is little value in separating out one’s ontological position, as this serves to 

complicate the issue unnecessarily. Instead, by discussing how the theoretical 

perspective selected contrasts with that of others, the ontological position emerges 

without the need to wrestle with an issue further obfuscated by the methodology 

literature. Therefore, the following discussion centres on the implications of the 

overarching philosophy and theoretical perspective adopted. Figure 7, below, is an 

adaptation of Crotty’s (1998) framework adapted to this study. 
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Figure 7. Elements of the methodology 

 

Note. Adapted to suit the methodology of the present study, from “Four Elements” by Crotty, M, 1998, 
The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in social research, p. 4. Copyright 1998 
Michael Crotty. 

 

3.1.1 Philosophical Orientation: Pragmatist 

There is an affinity between the author’s research philosophy and the Western 

philosophical ‘tools’ of pragmatism, as derived from the work of Peirce, James, Mead, 

and Dewey in the United States (Biesta, 2010; Guba & Lincoln, 2011). Pragmatists argue 

the design of a research strategy should be driven primarily by the nature of the research 

problem (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009), not adherence to a particular paradigm 

or set of methodological rules (M. B. Miles, Hubberman, & Saldana, 2014). As such, 

pragmatists choose tools best suited to address specific problems, including from either 

end of the subjective–objective spectrum (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2011). This is because 

for pragmatists, “experience emerges in a continual interaction between people and 

their environment” (Greenwood & Levin, 2008, p. 71); therefore, both subjects and 

objects are an important part of human experience. In the context of this study, the 

research problem exists in the realm of complex social phenomena; however, the nature 

of problem means it also spans multiple domains: organisational, inter-organisational, 

and environmental. Designing a strategy to capture some of this complexity was 

therefore paramount. 

Theoretical Perspective: 
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Pragmatists tend to use multiple methods to address a research problem, and as a result, 

pragmatism is often associated with studies involving qualitative and quantitative data 

and analysis methods. Dialectic pragmatists add an additional dimension, they believe 

“all paradigms have something to offer, and that employing multiple paradigms 

contributes to greater understanding” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2011, p. 291). These 

pragmatists are open to blending worldviews and exploring different assumptions and 

mental models (Creswell, 2014; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2011). Although this is not a 

mixed methods study in the typical sense, it was designed to be open to insights that 

traditionally stem from different paradigms, while maintaining a problem solving drive 

and ensuring the research problem was central throughout—each characteristic of a 

pragmatic approach (Greenwood & Levin, 2008). 

Flyvbjerg (2011) argues that case study research is an important part of a contemporary 

post-paradigm era, where research can be more “realistic and balanced. . . . 

commonsensical” (p. 313). Aligned with the pragmatic approach, Flyvbjerg (2011) 

explains that by choosing to do a case study, you are “not so much making a 

methodological choice as a choice of what is to be studied” (p. 301). This insight reflects 

how the decision was made to use a multi-case approach: by deciding what needed to 

be studied in order to address the research problem. In this study, the ‘what’ is the 

phenomenon of nonprofit–business collaboration, and in response to calls in the 

literature (e.g., Bryson et al., 2015), a multi-case structure enabled the exploration of 

multiple sites or manifestations of NBC (Stake, 2006), as well as multiple perspectives 

and types of data.  

For many pragmatists, reality is “complex, diverse, plural, fragmented, contextual and 

even constructed” (Z. O’Leary, 2007, p. 207). A study designed from this perspective 

recognises that different people can interpret the same phenomenon in different ways, 

and that there can be different interpretations at different times in history and in 

different cultures. It can be argued, therefore, the philosophy embraces a degree of 

epistemological relativism (Saunders et al., 2009), a position also held by social 

constructionists and critical realists. In other words, it subscribes to the idea that 

knowledge is culturally and historically situated (Crotty, 1998), and research “always 

occurs in social, historical, political, and other contexts” (Creswell, 2014, p. 11). It was 
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therefore important to design a strategy that allowed NBC to be explored in the ‘rich, 

real-world context’ in which it occurs (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

3.1.2 Epistemology: Social constructionist 

This study is aligned with social constructionism, a theory of knowledge that regards 

meaningful reality as “constructed through social interaction in which social actors 

create partially shared meanings and realities” (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, p. 

130). Researchers operating from a constructionist epistemology assume there are 

multiple realities (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008) and that we construct, not create, meanings 

from elements that are already there—a prior context. According to Crotty (1998), “the 

‘social’ in social constructionism refers to the mode of meaning generation and not the 

kind of object that has meaning” (p. 55). There is an underlying assumption that we 

assign meaning to objects, but that does not mean the objects would not exist or were 

not there prior to our constructing meaning. Social constructionism assumes that the 

process of observing or interacting with the natural and physical world is inherently 

embedded within a social world, and that this has pre-subscribed complex layers of 

meaning. In other words, social constructionism refers to the collective human 

construction of meaningful reality, not to the human construction of a social world, as 

this is a truism (Crotty, 1998). Herein in lines a point of contention, do we create these 

meanings individually or collectively? 

There are two subtly different words used throughout the literature: constructionism 

and constructivism. According to Crotty (1998), social constructionism generally 

regards meaning making as a collective act, whereas constructivism regards it as 

occurring within the minds of individuals. This study aligns with the former (collective), 

for after all, the language, culture, conventions, and values we are born into shape our 

meaning making processes regardless of whether we are exploring the natural, physical, 

or social world. 

3.1.3 Theoretical perspective: Interpretivist 

According to Crotty (1998), it is possible to occupy a central ground between a realist 

and relativist ontology, which social constructivism successfully achieves. From this 
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position, there is a difference between physical and social phenomena, a belief held by 

those who ascribe to an interpretivist theoretical perspective (Crotty, 1998; Saunders et 

al, 2009). In other words, a ‘reality’ exists outside of the mind; one need only look to 

the fundamentals of physics, biology, or chemistry to see that. However, this does not 

mean this research ascribes to the epistemological notion of objectivism (Crotty, 1998). 

More importantly in the context of this study, adopting this position assumes “some 

reasonably stable relationships can be found among the idiosyncratic messiness of 

[social] life” (Miles et al, 2014, p. 7), which is why the theory building approach of 

Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) and the methods of M. B. Miles et al. (2014) are 

compatible. 

Many pragmatists assume that “truth is equivalent to ‘for the time being this is what we 

know—but eventually it may be judged partly or even wholly wrong’” (Corbin & Strauss, 

2008, p. 4), which is the position adopted in this study. In keeping with this, pragmatists 

tend to believe that social knowledge is cumulative (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), and 

therefore when interpreting the world (as researcher or research participant), we are 

operating from a perspective influenced by the unwritten assumptions that come with 

language and culture. This means there was a level of sensitivity around the role and 

influence of the researcher’s perspective and values, and an appreciation that the 

accounts of participants were also interpretations of events from their own perspective 

and imbued with their values. 

This brings the discussion to the most important point: for pragmatists “’reality’ is the 

practical consequences of ideas” (Saunders et al., 2015, p. 137). This means the concepts 

and theories we use and construct are relevant and useful when they enable us to 

understand something better, or enable a desired action. For pragmatists, the practical 

implications are of upmost importance (Hookway, 2013). This means the ‘reality’ of any 

conceptual or theoretical model is determined by how well it achieves its intended aim 

and purpose. As such, pragmatists strive to tailor a methodology towards intended 

outcomes, which in this study is a conceptual model to enhance understanding for 

academics and practitioners. 
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3.2 Case study approach 

Qualitative case study is a well-established approach used in the interorganisational and 

cross-sector collaboration literature, and has been for several decades (Austin, 2000a). 

As a strategy of inquiry, case study is well-suited to understating "complex, situated, 

problematic relationships" (Stake, 2005, p. 448), and has been attributed with 

significantly advancing understanding around how collaborative alliances form, 

operate, and are sustained (Austin, 2000a; Gray & Wood, 1991). This study continues 

this established practice, but with important differences in the design of the study. 

Case study research can be used to explain or describe phenomena, as well as generate 

or test theory (Eisenhardt, 1989); as such, it is well suited to addressing how and why 

research questions (Yin, 2014). Yin (2014) argues one of the most important criteria for 

differentiating strategies is how well they fit the nature of the research question. Far 

from a superficial concern, the question formulation can reveal how the nature of the 

problem was viewed, and therefore how it should be addressed (Hammersley, Gomm, 

& Foster, 2000). This study asked a multi-dimensional how question with the aim of 

ultimately interpreting why (see Figure 8).  

Figure 8. Research domains 

 

Note. Author’s diagrammatic representation of the research question. 

 

Previous studies have explored the nature and dynamics of NBC (reviewed by Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b), and in a separate domain, researchers have explored how 

organisations navigate turbulence (e.g. Staber & Sydow, 2002). Within the earlier 

literature there are established relationships between constructs that cross these two 

domains, for example, between collaboration and learning (Ameli & Kayes, 2011), value 

and trust (Austin, 2000a), and networks and adaptability (Staber & Sydow, 2002). 

However, because of the lack of empirical research addressing how collaboration 
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dynamics relate to how NPOs navigate, this study follows a theory building approach 

(Eisenhardt; 1989, 2007). 

Case study research is well suited to multi-layered problems such as this, and Tikkanen 

and Touminen (2000) argue it is particularly appropriate for understanding “dynamics 

in settings where the phenomenon under scrutiny is embedded in complex 

relationships with its context” (p. 5). Capturing this complexity would not be possible 

or appropriate through large-scale data collection methods such as a survey. The study 

needed to explore a large number of features from a small number of cases for the 

purpose of theoretical generalisation; this combination of requirements discounts both 

survey and experimentation as the main source of data collection (Hammersley et al., 

2000). 

This does not mean surveys are inappropriate for studying CSC (Sanzo, Alvarez, Rey, & 

Garcia, 2015, p. e.g.,) or as a method used within case study research. Yin (2014) argues 

survey data is effective in case studies when there is a particularly large number of cases 

and the research aims to ‘quantify’ findings across cases. In addition, using a survey 

within a case study can be an effective means of capturing data related to what 

questions, thus enabling ‘factual’ data to be gathered related to, for example, the 

characteristics of organisations (e.g., Hatton, 2015). Survey data was not considered 

necessary in this study; instead, any what questions were incorporated into semi-

structured interviews or were answered by analysing various types of documentation 

and online sources of secondary data (as will be discussed in Section 3.6).  

In addition to suiting the nature of the research question, case study also suits the 

nature of the phenomenon; this is to be expected, of course, as one is derived from the 

other. NBC is a contemporary and emergent phenomenon and as such, is ‘accessible’; 

Yin (2014) argues the ability to ‘gain access’ is another key reason to choose a case study 

approach. That NBC is happening now in society means observation and interviews are 

possible, both strengths of a case study approach, as well as the ability to access various 

other types and sources of contemporary data. Therefore, unlike other strategies, case 

study allows a phenomenon to be explored in the context in which it occurs and through 

the multiple interpretations of those who experience it day-to-day. We know from the 
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wider cross-sector collaboration literature that exploring NBC in context is crucial to 

understanding dynamics (Bryson et al., 2015); this is something in which case study 

research is well suited (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Tikkanen & Touminen, 2000).  

The final advantage of this approach is triangulation, which Yin (2014) refers to as a 

corroboratory data collection and analysis strategy whereby multiple sources and types 

of data are used to corroborate the same finding. This technique involves collecting and 

cross-referencing multiple types and sources of data as a means of adding a robustness 

to the theoretical contribution. This study triangulated two primary perspectives 

(nonprofit and business) and multiple sources of data. Triangulation of multi-form data 

is one of the key strengths of case study research when compared to experiments or 

histories (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2014) and is described in Section 3.7. 

Finally, case study research is more than simply a method; Hammersley et al. (2000) 

argue it is part of a distinct paradigm informed by a set of “assumptions about how the 

social world can and should be studied” (p. 5). Social worlds are complex, messy even, 

and open to many diverse interpretations; therefore, case study is the ideal means 

through which to capture this. 

3.2.1 Multiple case study design 

In recent years, there has been a noted lack of multiple case study research exploring 

cross-sector collaboration (Bryson et al., 2015). Since several influential frameworks 

were published (e.g., Austin, 2000a; Bryson et al., 2006; Waddock, 1991), researchers 

have tended to employ single case designs focusing on select aspects of the 

phenomenon (Bryson et al., 2015). For example, Herlin  (2013) explored legitimacy in 

cross-sector collaboration through a single case, and Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013) 

devised an NPO-centric typology of NBC using a single focal organisation. This use of 

single cases is recognised as a limitation in the earlier body of literature, with some 

authors proposing more multi-case, multi-layered, and multi-method studies are 

required if we are to fully understand how dynamics and outcomes vary across different 

contexts and types of partnership (Bryson et al., 2015; Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). 

Therefore, this study uses a multi-case approach to achieve the greater level of insight 
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required to move the conversation forward. This should also enable researchers to 

explore how relationships can be beneficial and detrimental simultaneously (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Nonetheless, multiple case studies are used in this field (Austin, 2000a; Hardy et al., 

2003; Schirmer, 2013), and typically discover organisation level outcomes differ across 

the numerous relationship sub-types that exist under the banner of NBC (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012b, 2012a; Wymer & Samu, 2003). Existing studies also emphasise that 

understanding collaboration dynamics relies on understanding the context in which 

they occur (Bryson et al., 2015). Therefore, using a multi-case design enabled multiple 

manifestations of NBC to be explored in context, and across multiple sites (Stake, 2006); 

thus, adding to the variety of empirical evidence and ultimately the robustness of the 

theoretical contribution (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

The particular approach used here is referred to as an instrumental and extensive case 

study, where cases provide a context in which to study a wider phenomenon (Mills, 

Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010; Stake, 2003). An alternative approach would be to use an 

intrinsic or intensive study, where unusual, extreme, critical, or revelatory cases (often 

single cases) are explored for their specific characteristics and what they tell us about 

the phenomenon (Yin, 2014). However, that is not the ultimate purpose of this study, 

the ultimate purpose is to transcend individual cases and identify cross-case patterns 

that serve as a basis for theoretical reflection and enhance transferability (M. B. Miles 

et al., 2014); this is made possible by using a multi-case structure (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007; M. B. Miles et al., 2014). This structure allows the richness of contexts 

to be explored through in-case analysis, before cross-case themes are analysed. 

Some authors consider multiple case designs and comparative case designs to be 

different methodologies (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Eckstein, 2000). In comparative studies, 

two or more often-contrasting cases are selected for comparison. The argument being, 

“we can understand social phenomena better when they are compared in relation to two 

or more meaningfully contrasting cases or situations” (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 66). 

However, when using a comparative design risks focusing too much on identifying 

points of comparison and potentially overlooking the significance of context, or being 
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distracted from recognising any emergent findings (Bryman & Bell, 2007). In contrast, 

a multi-case structure such as this enables contextual insight and focus to be retained, 

learning from individual cases through all of their “uniquenesses and complexities” 

(Stake, 2003, p. 149). 

3.2.2 Reflections a multi-case approach  

An initial review the literature indicated an alternative approach would be to conduct a 

single case study with one focal NPO and multiple NBC partnerships. Hardy, Phillips, 

and Lawrence (2003) used this structure to explore collaboration between NPOs (not 

with businesses). This structure worked for these researchers because the aim was “to 

access the impact of different characteristics of collaboration without the confounding 

impact of organisational characteristics” (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 23). However, in light of 

the aims, objectives, and intended outcomes of the present study, this structure would 

have several limitations. Firstly, there would be only one context (that of the focal NPO), 

and secondly, collaboration dynamics would be interpreted primarily from one 

perspective, again, that of the focal NPO. Therefore, this structure would reduce level 

generalisability for NPOs significantly. This particular approach was appropriate for 

Hardy et al. (2003) because the focal NPO was the unit of analysis. 

3.2.3 Theory building approach: Inductive and emergent 

In a multiple case study such as this, theory building means using individual cases to 

develop emergent theory inductively. Data is analysed in order to identify themes and 

categories that are then “developed into broad patterns, theories, or generalizations” 

(Creswell, 2014, p. 65). These patterns tell us something new about the nature of the 

phenomenon that existing theory cannot explain. In the words of  Eisenhardt and 

Graebner (2007), “theory is emergent in the sense that it is situated in and developed 

by recognizing patterns of relationships among constructs within and across cases and 

their underlying logical arguments” (p. 25). This means there were no priori hypotheses 

to test, because there were no theories or conceptual frameworks found that adequately 

addressed the research problem. Therefore, an inductive approach was required to build 

theory from the new data collected. 
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Therefore an analytic induction or inductive thinking is an appropriate approach, which 

means remaining open to what the data reveals throughout the research process 

(Saldana, 2015), and as a result, changing the framing of the research question and the 

design of the study as required. However, inductive logic is not the only form of logic 

employed in a study of this type, to be able to build theory the study must also employ 

abductive and deductive logic at different stages and with different purposes. In 

practice, abductive thinking means considering “multiple possibilities, plausibilities, 

preferabilities, and probabilities . . . before drawing conclusions” (Saldana, 2015, p. 25), 

and is used during the analysis stage. Whereas deductive thinking is used in the initial 

stages to devise aims and objectives, as well as when reviewing the literature to 

understand which existing research and constructs will guide the direction of the study. 

Similarly, deductive logic is used whenever conclusions are drawn, particularly towards 

the end of a study when researchers are reflecting and making sense of the data in the 

context of the wider literature. Using the analysis methods of M. B. Miles et al., (2014) 

enabled different forms of logic to be used at different stages, as required. 

3.2.4 Unit of analysis within an embedded case structure 

In qualitative research, the unit of analysis is the focus of a study, it is the who or what 

about which a researcher must generalise (Bryman, Liao, & Lewis-Beck, 2004). 

Typically, this is an individual or an organisation, though it can be a partnership or a 

small group such as a team within an organisation (Yin, 2014). According to Yin (2014), 

it is possible to have a phenomenon, such as nonprofit–business collaboration, as a unit 

of analysis. However, phenomena such as this are open to multiple interpretations and 

perspectives, which means within inductive research, new data and researcher 

understanding of the phenomenon can cause the focus of the study to shift. Having a 

vague unit of analysis can make bounding the case, and therefore, interpreting and 

positioning the findings more difficult. A shift in focus can stem from a vague research 

question that does favour a particular unit of analysis (Yin, 2014), or from an open 

research design that allows for emergence and revelations to guide the study, including 

the definition of the unit of analysis (Yin, 2014). If the reason is the latter, a shift in focus 

is not a bad thing according to Yin (2014), so long as ultimately the unit of analysis is 

identified correctly. 
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The unit of analysis was the nonprofit organisation (of which there were multiple). 

Although the purpose of this study was to explore nonprofit–business collaboration, 

analysis focused on examining the nonprofit experience of the phenomenon. 

Ultimately, this research aims to contribute to our collective understanding of NBC 

through an enhanced understanding of the nonprofit experience. 

Because of the multi-dimensional nature of the research question, settling the unit of 

analysis was neither straightforward nor immediate. To be able to explore how engaging 

in NBC is associated with outcomes for NPOs, the phenomenon needed to be explored 

in the context of how nonprofits operate. Therefore, the decision was made to use an 

embedded case design (see Figure 9, below). 

Figure 9, below, shows a focal NPO at the centre (unit of analysis), and two NBC 

relationships (embedded cases). There were several reasons for using this design: 

• so that clearly defined examples of NBC could be examined (i.e., dyadic 

relationships), 

• so that both perspectives could be examined (i.e., nonprofit and business), 

• so that defined examples of NBC could be examined in the context of how NPOs 

engage with business (i.e., complete portfolios of NBC relationships), 

• and, so that distinct relationships could be examined in the context of how NPOs 

navigate their environments (i.e., in the context of turbulence). 

An embedded case design involves more than one sub-unit within a case (Yin, 2014). In 

this study, the sub-units are the discrete examples of NBC embedded within each case. 

Figure 10, above, shows the structure of the study at the level of a single case. It shows 

how each case was studied in context (indicated by the dashed line), and how for each 

case, the study aimed to examine two defined examples of NBC, these are the embedded 

cases. The aim was to repeat the same arrangement for every case; however, this proved 

problematic in practice and so the final composition of cases varies from this where it 

was not possible to access two partners per NPO. The final composition is shown in 

Chapter Four (Section 4.2.6, Figure 17 and Figure 18). 
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It proved a challenge to identify if the framing of the research question accurately 

addressed the nature of the research problem. In other words, was the aim to 

understand better the nature of NBC, or how it affects how NPOs navigate? Therefore, 

was the unit of analysis the phenomenon, or the nonprofit organisation? According to 

Stake (2006), this type of confusion is common, and although it may be tempting to 

address both phenomenon and organisation equally, having more than one unit of 

analysis can render a study incredibly complex. Yin (2014) refers to this challenge as 

primarily one of design, as discussed, whereas Stake (2006) considers it more of an 

epistemological challenge where the researcher must decide, “what is more worth 

knowing?” (p. 6). Nevertheless, both authors acknowledge that the unit of analysis can 

emerge or change during a study, and discoveries can lead to alterations within what 

Yin (2014) refers to as adaptive research designs. 

Figure 9. Embedded case study structure 

 

Note: Adapted to suit the case study structure from “Basic types of designs for case study research” by R. 
Yin, Case study research: Design and methods, 2014, p. 50. Copyright 2014 Sage Publications Inc. 
Permission received. 

 

3.2.5 Adaptive research design 

The original intent was to explore two examples of NBC per focal organisation, as shown 

in Figure 9, above. Repeating this arrangement would provide three sets of data 

associated with case, and therefore multiple perspectives and insights into how each 

focal organisation engages with business. This structure is what Yin (2014) refers to as 

an embedded multiple case design, where there are multiple cases and multiple units. 

However, it became apparent during the first stage of data collection that accessing two 

business partners per focal organisation was surprisingly difficult to achieve.  

Focal NPO

CONTEXT

Business partner

EMBEDDED 
CASE

Business Partner

EMBEDDED 
CASE

CASE

NBC NBC
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In keeping with the adaptive approach employed, the strategy was revised without 

reducing the consistency with which primary data was collected. In other words, data 

was consistently collected from both sides of each NBC relationship, the variation was 

in the number of embedded unit per case (see Section 4.2.6, Figure 17). The decision 

was made to also include in analysis the cases where data was collected from only one 

side of the relationships; this data served as supplementary, contextual, and often 

counter cases. Being able to adapt in this way means the analysis approach required was 

unaffected, and most importantly, the relationship between case and embedded units 

remained consistent. The contextual cases are shown in Section 4.2.6, Figure 18. 

3.3 Preliminary stage 

3.3.1 Pilot interviews 

Following ethics approval, two informal pilot interviews were conducted, one with a 

London based charity and community interest company (conducted via video link), and 

the other, a New Zealand based international NGO (conducted by phone). Loosely 

structured prompts were prepared around themes, as well as additional discussion 

points to ascertain if the study aims and objectives were clear. Both interviews 

resembled informant interviews (Dexter, 1970), meaning the participants were known 

to the researcher beforehand, known to be well-informed on the topic, well connected, 

and as a result, able to inform on the nature of the phenomenon and appropriate tactics 

for securing data (Dexter, 1970, p. 8). Notes were typed (not verbatim) for thematic 

analysis later. These pilot interviews were a valuable way of refining interview questions 

to avoid jargon and abstract concepts, to readdress how themes were integrated into 

the interview protocol, to tighten the scope of the research topic, and to consider how 

NBC practice might differ from the literature.  

3.3.2 Informant interviews 

In order to move beyond secondary sources of data, contact was made with a regional 

organisation providing shared office space to a large number of NPOs. Several meetings 

were held with the general manager and group sessions were attended with tenants 

(NPOs). This was a valuable opportunity to discuss how NBC in New Zealand potentially 
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differs from that which is discussed in the earlier literature, and to ask specific questions 

about the types of organisations that partner with business and how they partner.  

Informant NPOs communicated vehemently that ‘community organisations’ (which 

they considered themselves to be) were not engaging in ‘collaboration’ with business, 

this is what ‘corporate charities’ do, not community organisations (NPO 

Representatives, Personal Communication, January 27, 2016). This was the initial 

encounter with the reality of bifurcation (Yarwood, 2011), which in this context refers to 

a division in the nonprofit sector between “large-scale corporatist organisations and 

poorly funded grassroots organisations” (Yarwood, 2011, p. 457). This is significant from 

a methodological perspective, because the plan was to select NPOs based on the type of 

NBC in which they engaged, not based on the characteristics of the organisations. 

However, hearing the reality of bifurcation first-hand suggested collaborative 

relationships resembling integrative NBC would involve larger NPOs. The general 

manager provided a list of tenant NPOs to contact, and subsequently emailed a research 

introduction to a large regional network of NPOs predominantly working in social 

services.  

The responses received were both high in number and enthusiasm; suggesting the study 

was timely and the topic of significant importance. This process resulted in four 

informant interviews and two meetings with potential focal NPOs. A huge amount was 

learned about the history of the sector, the state of the sector, and more importantly, 

the realisation that integrated NBC is practiced by larger NPOs.  

3.4 Case selection strategy 

Case selection decisions are some of the most critical in inductive case study research; 

the strength of the resultant theory depends on how robust and transparent the process 

is (Tikkanen & Touminen, 2000). Case selection is also a means of controlling 

“extraneous variation [which] helps define the limits for generalizing the findings” 

(Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 537). The process differs considerably between single and multi-

case research and contrasts with sampling methods used in quantitative research. In 

single case research, cases are often selected because they are “unusually revelatory, 
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extreme exemplars, or opportunities for unusual research access” (Yin, 1994, cited in 

Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 27), whereas in multi-case, they are often selected for 

the potential to contribute to robust theory development.  

The nature of this study means there were several phases to the case selection process. 

The main strategy used was theoretical sampling, this means cases were selected 

iteratively during data collection and analysis in order to replicate, elaborate, or counter 

emerging theory (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). This approach is typically associated 

with theory building from cases, because in many ways it is a direct manifestation of 

analytic induction (Eckstein, 2000). Becker (1968) refers to this process as the ‘building 

block technique’ where emergent theory is gradually built case-by-case (cited in 

Eckstein, 2000, p. 136). Theoretical sampling was appropriate because the study sought 

to understand the nature and context of different types of NBC. As the nature of 

relationships emerged, successive cases were selected in order to find similar or counter 

examples, or to find cases that address questions raised by the data in a process of 

replication logic (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014). This refers to a process where cases are 

selected based on how suitable they are for “illuminating and extending relationships 

and logic among constructs” (p. 27).  

3.4.1 Embedded case selection process: Relationship level 

Theoretical sampling was applied at the embedded level because the NBC relationships 

are the embedded unit of analysis. This is what M. B. Miles et al. (2014) refer as within 

case sampling. This means the focal NPOs were selected based on the nature of the NBC 

relationships, not based on the characteristics of the organisations, as will be explained 

below. 

Applying a theoretical sampling process involved a variation from the replication logic 

of Eisenhardt (1989) and Yin (2009). Instead of analysing cases once they were 

‘complete’ (i.e. three interviews conducted), and subsequently using the emergent 

findings to select the next case, the analysis and case selection processes were 

overlapping. This overlapping was driven by the decision to have the focal NPOs select 

and contact the business partners, not the researcher. This often resulted several weeks 
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between conducting NPO interviews and conducting corresponding business partner 

interviews. Therefore, completing one case before moving on to the next would have 

significantly increased the length of time per case. The case selection strategy was still 

iterative and the learning cumulative, the only variation from the classic replication 

logic was the overlapping nature of the interview process.  

3.4.2 Preliminary selection process  

Several layers of selection criteria were required because of the wide spectrum of inter-

organisational arrangements that fall under the banner of nonprofit–business 

collaboration. The earlier literature suggest relationships that are truly collaborative 

(Gray, 1989) are more likely to produce observable collaborative dynamics at the 

organisational level (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). Therefore, the Collaborative 

Value Creation (CVC) framework devised by Austin (2000a) was used to initially 

categorise the pool of potential cases. 

Table 4. Collaborative Value Creation (CVC) framework summary 

Philanthropic         Transactional         Integrative            Transformational  

Characterised as the 
traditional model of 
charitable corporate donor 
and lesser powerful NPO 
recipient; relationships 
consist predominantly of a 
unilateral transfer of 
resources, flowing from the 
for-profit to the nonprofit. 

These relationships consist 
of a reciprocal exchange of 
valuable resources through 
specific activities such as 
sponsorships, cause-
related marketing, and 
personnel engagements, 
such as volunteer 
programmes. 

Organisational missions, 
strategies, values, 
personnel, and activities 
experience organisational 
integration; partners in 
these relationships are 
more inclined to co-create 
value. 

Level of societal value and 
amount of change created 
higher. Characterised by a 
high degree of inter-
dependence, collective 
action, and involve shared 
learning about and across a 
problem domain. The aim 
is to deliver 
transformational change to 
society. 

Note. Author’s summary based on the two paper outlining the CVC framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012).  

 

The CVC framework is a comprehensive model conceptualised as a spectrum indicating 

four types or stages of relationship partners can pass through or enter into. The stages 

are labelled as philanthropic, transactional, integrative, and transformational. This 

framework is discussed in the literature review (see Section 2.4), and Table 4 above, 

shows a brief overview of the four stages/types. 

In the initial stages of case selection, nonprofits understood to be involved in NBC 

towards the right of the spectrum were sought and added to a database (discussed 
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below). This is because these relationships are described as more collaborative, the 

partners are often more engage, and greater value (benefit) is generated at the 

organisational level. Whereas those on the left tend to resemble corporate sponsorship 

and corporate donor relationships and are often characterised as one directional in 

terms of value generation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). 

Figure 10. Repeated case process 

Note. Author’s diagrammatic representation of the process from preselection through two stages of data 
collection. 

 

Publicly available information such as the websites of partnering organisations, official 

charity registers, editorial, and news reports were used to discern where a partnership 

was positioned on this spectrum. This information was then compared with Austin and 

Seitanidi’s (2012a, 2012b) descriptions in order to categorise the partnerships; this is 

what Eisenhardt (1989) refers to as choosing cases because they “fill theoretical 

categories” (p. 537). Figure 10, above, illustrates an overview of the main steps in this 

process (repeated for each case), and the different components are discussed in the 

following sections.  

NPO Focal NPO

Step 1

Bus.

Bus. Bus.

Bus. Bus.

Bus.

Step 2 Step 3

Bus. 2

• Conduct preliminary selection 
process
• Explore all NBCs around focal NPO
• Determine case contribution
• Enter into database

• Make contact with NPO
• Interview key decision maker
• Interview recommended NPO staff
• NPO to recommend 2 NBCs
• Collect secondary data sources
• Conduct preliminary data 
collection on recommended partners 

Bus. 1

• Interview key decision maker, Bus. 1
• Collect secondary data sources

• Interview key decision maker, Bus. 2
• Collect secondary data sources
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3.4.3 Adding additional boundaries 

There are an extraordinary number of registered nonprofit organisations in New 

Zealand; to reduce the potential pool of cases and clarify the boundaries of what 

constitutes a case, the following criteria was used. 

• Each NPO must be based in New Zealand during the time of data collection 

(January 2016 – January 2017). 

• Each NPO must fit the United Nations (2003) definition of nonprofit 

institution: “(a) organisations, that (b) are not-for-profit and, by law or custom, 

do not distribute any surplus they may generate to those who own or control 

them, and that are (c) institutionally separate from government, (d) self-

governing and (e) non-compulsory” (p. 26). This definition is also used as the 

New Zealand Standard Classification of Non–Profit Organisations (NZSCNPO, 

2006). 

• Each NPO must hold a minimum of two active NBC relationships with business 

during the time of data collection.  

Concrete, observable boundaries such as these enabled that which falls inside a case and 

therefore is included in analysis, to be distinguished from that which falls outside. Yin 

(2014) argues boundaries can be temporal, spatial, or geographic, but not conceptual. 

Adding boundaries also enables the scope of data collection to be defined and findings 

to be discussed in the context of the literature.  

3.4.4 Case study database 

As a practical way of managing large volumes of data and tracking which organisations 

had been contacted, a digital database was maintained throughout. This database also 

enabled a mental picture to be built that ultimately contributed to understanding and 

describing the NPO environment. The database comprised of information obtained 

from nonprofit websites cross-referenced with official data from the Charities Register 

(administered by the New Zealand Department of Internal Affairs).  
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Only cases with potential to contribute to the study were included, i.e. those thought 

to be on the upper end of the CVC spectrum (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). This 

password-protected, confidential database was a detailed record of nine different 

categories of information: 

• Name of NPO 

• Name of business 

• Basis of the partnership, e.g., sponsorship, programme delivery, CSR driven 

• Relationship status, e.g., on-going, ten-year relationship 

• Charity status, e.g., registered charity, incorporated trust 

• Sector/beneficiary, e.g., social service provider/youth, health education/children 

• Notes, e.g., the structure of the organisation, the presentation of the relationship, 

the likelihood it is collaborative 

• Contact, e.g., available name and contact details  

• Location, e.g., Christchurch, Wellington, Auckland 

Internet-based sources including lists of funding recipients available through national 

funding foundations, the national Charities Services website, and to a lesser extent, 

word-of-mouth recommendations were used to discover potential cases. The ‘Our 

Partners and Supporters’ sections (or equivalent) on NPO websites were used to see 

which businesses NPOs collaborated with. Subsequently, the corresponding business 

partner websites and related additional sources were explored (e.g., news reports and 

press releases). Conducting searches from NPO sources was a deliberate attempt to 

‘view’ the phenomenon from the NPO perspective by using their information outlets. 

However, it became apparent that some NPOs do not list business relationships on their 

website, including larger NPOs. Whereas generally speaking, the businesses they 

collaborate with, do. Therefore, in order to find additional cases in the second stage of 

data collection, the approach was modified to include searching business websites and 

business sector lists (e.g. Business and Community Shares New Zealand), and exploring 

the relationships from there. This change in tactic appeared to have an effect on the 

nature of the cases selected. Essentially, the three focal NPOs selected in the second 
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stage of data collection were consistently commercially ‘savvy’ and the relationships 

more commercially orientated.  

By looking to the business side first, and looking for publicly visible relationships, it is 

possible that relationships where partners sought associational value (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a) were pre-selected inadvertently. While associational value and public 

promotion are not exclusively associated with commercial arrangements (e.g., cause-

related marketing), they are typical characteristics of more commercial arrangements 

(Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007; Wymer & Samu, 2009). 

As the database of potential cases increased in size, additional categories were added to 

manage the volume of data and to further categorise the cases. The focal NPOs were 

categorised according to: 

• Location: A three-point scale was used to rank cases based on practicality 

(access for researcher), and the geographic distribution the case would provide 

across the country. 

• Type or stage of NBC (highest): This was informed by the CVC framework of 

Austin & Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) and illustrated the potential spread of 

relationship types. 

• Number of NBC relationships held: Cases were ranked as low, medium, and high 

when compared to the average in the database. 

• Organisation size: Cases were ranked as small, medium, and large, when 

compared to the average in the database. 

Based on these categories, all cases were ranked between 1 and 10; 1 meaning not ideal, 

10 meaning ideal. A distinction was made between information that could considered 

‘fact’ (e.g., location) and information based on interpretation (e.g., NBC stage). 

3.4.5 Selecting specific embedded cases: Recommended business partners 

The previous section focused on how focal NPOs were selected (embedded case 

selection); the process for selecting specific NBC relationships, however, was quite 

different and necessarily emergent. In order to protect the privacy of NPOs and 
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businesses, decisions about which business partners would be contacted, and indeed 

the initial contact itself, were made by the focal NPOs. This ensured the NPOs were 

fully aware and in control of the data collected about their NBC engagements, and 

ensured only businesses considered significant to the focal nonprofit were chosen. A 

similar approach was used by Austin (2000a), who states cases were “selected on the 

basis of perceived significance by the partners and reputed effectiveness as reported by 

third party sources” (p. 70). 

At the end of each interview, NPO decision makers were asked to propose two business 

partners considered significant. They were free to decide what constituted significant 

in light of the study aims and objectives. Then, either the NPO made contact with these 

partners and informed the researcher of the outcome, or in some cases, the contact 

details were passed to the researcher. The most effective method was for the NPO to 

make direct contact; this allowed the NPO an opportunity to inform the partners about 

their own participation and motivations. In some instances, business partners appeared 

to participate as a goodwill gesture to the NPO, which was perhaps reflective of the 

nature of the relationship. 

3.4.6 Reflections on the case selection strategy 

The process used to identify and select cases was open to a degree of uncertainty; Case 

Study 7 (The Optimist) is a product of this uncertainty. This nonprofit organisation 

presented an array of ‘corporate partnerships’ on their website, and in conversation 

indicated they had understood the aims of the study. However, it became clear during 

the first interview that none of the partnerships were integrative, and almost all were 

inactive, prior relationships still displayed online. Nevertheless, it was not possible (or 

desirable) using the chosen methods to understand fully the nature of the relationships 

prior to engaging with the organisations, or to ascertain if access would be possible. To 

avoid the Case Study 7 situation reoccurring in the second stage of data collection, 

additional information about the relationships was collected prior to contact. This was 

achieved by cross-examining the business side in more detail. Furthermore, every effort 

was made to ensure the NPO executives understood the nature of the research and that 

‘ideal’ cases would involve relationships beyond sponsorship arrangements. 
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Uncertainty aside, the selection process worked well in practice with a high contact 

success rate. In the first stage of data collection, only four preselected NPOs did not 

respond to contact, and in the second stage, only three. The main difficulty arose when 

arranging interviews with business partners. The process followed means there was 

always a possibility access to business partners would be denied. In the small number 

of cases (four) where business partners did not agree to or settle on an interview date, 

publicly available secondary sources of data was used with the permission of the NPO. 

This was only possible where sufficient data was available. These sources include 

interviews conducted about the partnership by third parties, published editorial pieces, 

annual reports, and press releases. 

The decision to have the NPOs to select business partners resulted in some of the most 

surprising and insightful data. For example, some NPOs selected corporate partners that 

were hidden from public view; business partners that use the services of the NPOs; and 

businesses that provided services to the NPO and ultimately turned into collaborators. 

3.5 Data collection sources and methods 

Figure 11. Sources of data collection 

 

Note. Author’s diagrammatic representation of the relationships between data sources. 

 

This study used three sources of data collection: semi-structured interviews, archival 

documents, and secondary sources of documentation and digital data, as illustrated in 

Figure 11, above. The following section describes each sources and data collection 

methods. 

Focal NPO

CONTEXT

CASE
Bus.

Interview 1 Interview 2

Online Data Documents

Interview 1

Online Data Documents
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3.5.1 Semi-structured interviews 

The primary data collection method was semi-structured interviews; this sits in the 

middle of a continuum with structured and unstructured interviews on either side 

(Tharenou, Donohue, & Cooper, 2007). Typically, semi-structure interviews “have an 

overall topic, general themes, targeted issues, and specific questions” (Tharenou et al., 

2007, p. 104). Using this method enabled interviews to be guided efficiently by 

effectively using open-ended prompts and fact-based questions. This type of interview 

requires an interview guide and a flexible approach; topics can be adapted according to 

the natural flow of the conversation and the guide can be modified according to 

emerging themes. Therefore, unexpected topics introduced by the interviewees were 

embraced (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). 

The decision to use this method was driven by the nature of the research question and 

the aims of the study. Firstly, to be able to examine collaboration dynamics required 

access to information about how organisations interact. ‘Real-time’ information about 

on-going processes and exchanges was accessed by interviewing both sides of a 

collection of relationships, while maintaining the confidentiality of the other party’s 

responses (Tikkanen & Touminen, 2000). This proved an effective method for focusing 

on a topic and allowing those with a particular perspective to recollect specific events, 

experiences, and exchanges. 

Secondly, to be able to explore how NBC is associated with the way NPO operate 

required access to information about the realities of day-to-day operations. Confidential 

interviews proved an ideal way to ask questions about things that are not documented 

anywhere else (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), for example, the significance of collaborating 

with particular organisations. They also provided an opportunity to enquire sensitively 

about issues and explore why particular processes occurred by tactfully asking how 

questions (Yin, 2014). The opportunity for dialogue and elaboration is a key advantage 

of this method. Thus, semi-structured interviews provided an effective way of exploring 

complex issues through the experiences of those directly involved, particularly when 

combined with other sources of data.  
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Given that one of the main aims of the study was to explore the nonprofit experience, 

NPO and business partners were interviewed separately. This was a delicate process 

because participants wanted reassurance that data was confidential and anonymous to 

both the outside world and their respective partners. When reassured, participants were 

more forthcoming with information and willing to discuss negative experiences. 

Although the primary source of data was individuals, the unit of analysis was NBC. Yin 

(2014) warns of a confusion that can occur when the source of data differs to the unit of 

analysis, i.e. when individuals are used to learn about organisations. To address this 

challenge, all themes and questions were focused on understanding NBC and the 

collaborating organisations, not individual participants. Yin (2014) argues when there 

is a difference between the source and the unit of analysis, it is important to collect 

additional sources of data, such as documentation, to avoid relying on the accounts of 

individuals (Yin, 2014). In this study, NPO participants naturally gravitated towards 

discussing organisational issues, they appeared to be aware that personal experiences 

were not the focus of the study. 

3.5.2 The participants  

The main interview participants were key decision makers on both sides of each NBC 

relationship. On the NPO side, key decision makers were those responsible for the NBC 

practices, typically CEOs and in some cases founders. Where interviews were conducted 

with a second NPO staff member the roles varied across cases including funding and 

marketing managers, brand managers, and communications managers (see Appendix 

G). In half of the cases where the NPO was particularly small or lean, only one individual 

was involved in the relationship, and so secondary source interviews were not possible. 

On the business side, key decision makers were those responsible for the particular NBC 

relationship in question. Business roles varied from CEOs, business partners, and 

general managers, to strategists, heads of CSR, and marketing specialists (see Appendix 

G). One business interviewee insightfully commented, because of the small population 

of New Zealand, senior executives typically wear many hats and it is common for general 

managers or CEOs to manage CSR and community engagement strategies. 
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The research did not target a particular level of seniority from either side; the only pre-

requisite was that participants were the main point of contact in the focal relationship. 

However, having conducted pilot and informant interviews, it was anticipated that the 

most appropriate person on the NPO side would typically be the most senior. What was 

not anticipated but ultimately proved valuable, was the opportunity to interview NPO 

founders; in a sector with high executive turnover, these individuals provided a rare 

longitudinal perspective on engagement with business.  

Allowing the NPO executives to select the main point of contact from the business side 

of the relationships only produced an undesirable result in one case (Case Study 2, The 

Family Tie). In this relationship, the NPO executive selected the person who originally 

managed the relationship at the time it was formalised and during the most creative 

period of the relationship – several years prior to interview. This individual was no 

longer directly involved in the relationship (due to internal promotion), and therefore 

may not have been best positioned to reflect on the current form of the relationship. In 

all other cases, the individual selected confirmed they were the main or in many cases 

only point of contact. 

3.5.3 Interview process: Nonprofit participants 

When a potential case was identified, the typical process outlined below was followed: 

• NPO key decision makers were contacted by phone and an overview of the study 

provided. If they were interested in the organisation participating, an 

introductory email was sent with a customised invitation letter, information 

sheet, and consent form (see Appendix C, D, and E). If they were happy to 

proceed, an interview date was arranged by phone or email. Participants were 

advised that consent forms did not need to be signed in advance and any other 

protocol could be discussed in person. Typically, forms were signed and returned 

immediately and reviewed at the interview. All consent forms applied to 

individuals and their personal involvement; however, because all nonprofit 

participants were CEOs and founders, they were able to approve the involvement 

of the organisation. 
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• A one-page interview guide was prepared that included a set of themes and 

prompts (see Appendix F). Themes were modified following each interview and 

topics that were too abstract or were consistently not raised in discussion were 

removed. After four interviews, the amount of variation in the core themes from 

one interview to the next became minimal. For each interview, a second page 

listed all active NBCs as understood from secondary sources, this did not include 

notes about the nature of the relationships, deliberately. However, a note about 

how each NPO referred to their partners was included to ensure appropriate 

terminology was used, e.g. ‘business supporters’, ‘collaborators’, ‘corporate 

partners’. This proved as useful a prompt sheet when NPOs with a great number 

of business partners struggled to recall them. 

• In all but one case, NPO interviews were conducted at their main offices; where 

this was not possible (because the NPO did not have a suitable office) it was 

conducted at the premises of a key business partner. On average, interviews 

lasted one hour, although a small number were over one hour and a half. Each 

interview was digitally recorded and hand-written notes were made. At the end 

of each interview, decision makers were asked to recommend two significant 

business partner organisations they thought would be willing to participate. 

They were also asked to recommend one additional staff member able to 

comment on the chosen partnerships or NBC generally. Because this request was 

made beforehand, some secondary interviews were held consecutively on the 

same day in the same location. All interviews were one-off, i.e., one interview per 

participant, and all participants agreed they could be contacted by phone or 

email for follow up communication to clarify details. 

• Interviewees were advised they could receive a copy of their transcript within 

two weeks of the interview and make any amendments within one week before 

the data was included in analysis. Only two participants requested their 

transcript, and neither made amendments only requests for increased 

anonymity. All interviews were transcribed as soon as possible. Printed copies of 

each document described above were kept in a secure location at the university. 
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3.5.4 Interview process: Business participants 

The process for interviewing business partner organisations was slightly different. As 

discussed in the selection strategy section (Section 3.4.5), all business partner 

organisations, and interviewees were selected by their NPO partners. Typically, initial 

contact with specific individuals was made by the NPO, and these individuals then 

contacted the researcher directly, via phone or email, to arrange an interview. In a small 

number of cases, the NPO passed the contact details of potential interviewees directly 

to the researcher and contact was made, although this was less successful and not 

encouraged. 

Because the purpose was to discuss one specific relationship per interview, discussions 

were more focused, and as a result, lasted between 45 minutes to one hour. The majority 

of interviews were conducted at the head office of the respective organisations; however, 

three were conducted via phone or Skype for practical reasons. One of the main 

differences to the NPO process is business interviewees were typically pre-briefed by 

their NPO partners, which also contributed to the shorter interview length.  

A similar interview guide was prepared for each interview, which consisted of prompts 

and evolving themes. The aim was to avoid guiding conversations too heavily based on 

prior interviews with respective partners. This made the business interviews more 

challenging, especially when participants wanted to avoid repeating what the NPO had 

discussed, and several directly asked what the NPO had said. Business interviewees 

required repeated reassurance that the reason for conducting separate confidential 

interviews was to understand both perspectives, not to try and ‘catch them out’. The 

business partners found this more difficult to understand, whereas the NPO 

interviewees generally had a better grasp of research processes as many had been 

involved in academic studies previously. 

Finally, all interviews were digitally recorded, transcribed, and entered into the NVivo 

database. No business partners requested a copy of the transcript; however, all agreed 

to be contacted for further clarification. Concerns around anonymity and confidentially 

were raised and addressed during the interviews.  
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3.5.5 Reflections on interview processes 

The list of themes on the introduction sheet sent focal NPOs proved particularly 

important. This list evolved dramatically over the first four interviews until it became 

apparent that the less prescriptive and conceptual the themes, the more likely the NPOs 

were to engage with the topic and participate. Ultimately, no themes were indicated in 

advance, only three areas of discussion (see Appendix C). A key challenge was to 

integrate themes effectively without driving the discussion; as the process became 

familiar, this became easier and connections naturally formed between different themes 

and topics. 

The potential shortfalls associated with interviewing were addressed in a number of 

ways. To address issues around the deterioration of human memory and a tendency 

reflect on memorable experiences only, often overlooking routine or factual 

information, this study focused on current relationships and used semi– rather than 

unstructured interviews. This allowed for emergent discussion as well as more structure 

questions from the interviewer. Other mitigation efforts included interviewing multiple 

individuals that hold different positions where possible, and the use of multiple data 

sources. At a fundamental level, interviewees unavoidably act as a filter between subject 

and researcher (Creswell, 2014); although, one could argue in a study exploring 

collaboration dynamics, in many ways the participants are the subject. Again, this 

weakness was address by using multi-form data. Although semi-structured interviews 

produced the richest and densest data, additional sources of data was necessary to 

enhance internal validity (Yin, 2014). 

A lack of participant co-operation or enthusiasm was not encountered (Bloomberg & 

Volpe, 2016), and the issue of participants feeling uncomfortable or simply not knowing 

what to say (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) was addressed by allowing them to drive 

conversions as much as possible, and by avoiding why questions, instead, asking how. It 

has been argued that all interviews generally occur in an unnatural setting (Creswell, 

2014; Bloomberg, & Volpe, 2016), to address this, interview locations were chosen by 

interviewees and were typically held in their own offices or a meeting space on their 
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premises. As far as possible, all limitations were addressed through the adaptability of 

the research design and the flexible, empathic approach of the researcher. 

3.5.6 Internal documentation 

Another important source of data was internal documents provided by partnering 

organisations. This documentation contributed across the three focal areas: context, 

experience, and nature of the relationships. Data largely converged around the focus of 

the study, NBC, although a small amount related to the focal organisations generally. 

Documents were requested from both NPO and business partners in writing before each 

interview and verbally at the end of each interview.  

Documents included: 

• memorandums of understanding (MOU), 

• partnership frameworks and plans, 

• ‘tactical’ plans, 

• organisation profiles used when entering new NBC partnerships, 

• presentations used to attract new NBC partners, 

• documents categorising partnership, 

• strategic objectives, 

• media releases, 

• and links to promotional videos used to attract new NBC partners. 

Some documents were provided as hard copy during interviews and others digitally via 

email following the interviews. All documents were entered into the NVivo database 

and organised by case and data source. Interestingly, a small number of organisations 

were happy to display and discuss documents on screen and as hard copy during 

interviews, but were not happy to provide copies to be taken away. These more sensitive 

documents included event timelines, partnership plans, and engagement plans. To 

compensate, handwritten notes were made during the interviews with permission of the 

participants. These notes were typed and entered into the NVivo database. 
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The content of these documents contributed to understanding the nature of the 

relationships more than any other focal area of the study (i.e., context or experience). 

They also served as a source of ‘factual’ data, for example, how long organisations had 

been in partnership, and the stated aims and objectives. More importantly, they 

corroborated and augmented themes emerging through the other sources of data (Yin, 

2009).  

However, unexpectedly, observing the significance of these documents proved more 

insightful than the content. For example, some organisations considered documents 

highly sensitive and others, not at all. More interestingly, some business participants 

struggled to find a contract or MOU, and in one case, when it was found, it had not been 

signed or approved. However, this particular relationship was long-standing and 

considered strong and significant by both parties. The interviewee commented on how 

the lack of signatures and relaxed exchange between parties reflected the deep trust and 

informal nature of the relationship. In another example, a business interviewee shared 

the original engagement plan on screen, only to then reflect on the extent things had 

evolved and shifted over time. This provided a further example of how the significance 

of internal documents, or role they played in provoking discussion, was more valuable 

than the content of them.  

Observation was considered a possible source of data when designing the study. As 

Stacey (2007) argues, in many ways it is impossible and often undesirable to separate 

the idea of an organisation from the individuals who are the organisation. Furthermore, 

dynamics are effectively patterns of behaviour, and even at the organisation level, 

individuals are responsible for making decisions and behaviour is often observed 

through human actions (Stacey, 2007). The idea had been to conduct observations at 

the individual level to provide insight into dynamics at the interorganisational level. 

However, pilot and informant interviewees suggested several reasons why participant 

observation would not be a reliable or consistent source of data. Firstly, the way 

organisations engage varies significantly from one to the next to the extent there could 

be substantial data volume and quality inconsistencies. Secondly, relationships may not 

involve situations where partnering organisations are ‘literally’ collaborating with one 
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another. Finally, and importantly, access to ‘closed door’ partnership meetings was 

considered both unlikely and too infrequent to be a reliable source of data.  

Nevertheless, conducting interviews at the offices of partnering organisations provided 

low-level observation on the nature of the relationships, duly recorded in field notes. 

For example, it was revealing how some NPOs displayed the brands of business partners, 

either in the form of physical merchandise or logos on posters and plaques, whereas 

others did not. Similarly, some business partners proudly displayed community partner 

branding, merchandise, and photo albums of joint events, again, whereas as others did 

not. 

3.5.7 Reflections on internal documentation 

The inconsistency with which internal documentation was provided proved 

challenging. Many NPOs were either reluctant to provide documentation on 

confidentiality grounds, or simply could not think of any that would be pertinent to the 

study. The small amount of NPOs that did, provide documents related to NBC practices 

generally, such as schedule categorising partnerships according to aims and 

motivations. Although this was very insightful, it was unique to a particular 

organisation. This inconsistency was not a limitation, however, because the data was 

used as part of the replication logic employed. In other words, internal documents 

proved valuable at a cumulative level and for developing emerging themes. For example, 

the categorising described above enabled a line of enquiry to be followed through into 

subsequent interviews to understand how other NPOs categorised partnerships. 

Potential limitations were also countered by storing data according to source, not just 

case (Yin, 2014), to highlight any inconsistencies across cases when analysing. 

Idiosyncratic practices are a predictable feature of nonprofit organisations; and any 

limitations were addressed through the data collection and analysis methods used. 
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3.5.8 Publicly available documentation 

The third data source was publicly available documents and mixed media accessed 

online. This provided a large quantity of data related to both the partners and the 

chosen NBCs. These documents included: 

• official charity rules and registration documents; 

• annual reports; 

• corporate social responsibility reports; 

• strategic plans; 

• organisation blog posts; 

• general publicity material; 

• media releases about the NBC in question; 

• interviews published about the NBC in question; 

• news reports; 

• social media sources; 

• and editorial magazine articles. 

This multi-form data provided valuable insights into how each partner portrayed NBC 

to an intended audience (typically the public); occasionally presenting a different story 

to the interview data. In several cases, what was not portrayed proved equally insightful. 

For example, many corporate partners tended to write about community and charity 

engagement on their websites, in annual reports, and in corporate social responsibility 

reports. Whereas NPOs typically only thanked partners in publicity material, and 

sometimes did not list particular business partners on their websites, despite referring 

to them in interviews as ‘significant’. This data (or lack of) became revealing when 

analysed in conjunction with other sources. For example, some businesses spoke about 

and portrayed relationships as collaborative and making a significant difference to the 

NPO, whereas the corresponding NPO saw the relationship as operational and 

bordering on exploitative in some cases. Partnerships that appeared ‘genuinely’ 

collaborative in interviews, tended to be presented as such by both parties publicly. 

Whereas those that portrayed different perspectives publicly, often demonstrated layers 

of misunderstanding and different priorities in interviews. 
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These digital sources also provided insight into where relationships ‘fit’ into the bigger 

picture of each organisation. For example, some business partners were labelled on NPO 

websites as “top supporters” or “gold supporters”, whereas others were categorised as 

holding a lesser significant position. Digital sources were also used to see if business 

partners were publicly associated with particular programmes or services. Again, what 

was not portrayed was equally as revealing. For example, some relationships did not 

feature in any publicly accessible data; however, in discussions the relationships were 

described as significant by the NPO. This public invisibility (only apparent through 

interviews), proved insightful and a provocative topic of discussion in the NPO and 

business partner interviews. 

From the business side, these digital sources (e.g., CSR reports) provided supplementary 

and cross-reference material that, when analysed in conjunction with interview data, 

revealed whether a relationship was listed as an important part of the CSR strategy, or 

a small component of community engagement. 

To achieve a level of consistency across cases, the publicly available documentation was 

recorded and used as a means of collecting data in subsequent cases. For example, when 

corporate partner blog discussing community engagement activities was discovered, a 

similar source was sought across all cases. Similarly, when a strategic plan was made 

available online for one NPO, a similar document was sought for each NPO. 

3.5.9 Reflections on publicly available documentation 

The limitations with this type of data are largely the same as with the internal 

documents discussed above. Where they differ is around what one might call ‘truth’. 

Therefore, publicity material was cautiously analysed with a critical eye on the 

underlying objectives of the authors (Yin, 2014). Publicly available documents have a 

purpose that will have influenced the content and presentation; similarly, each was 

produced for an intended audience that was not the researcher, and therefore it is was 

researcher task to critically interpret these documents (Yin, 2014). 

The main limitation related to the sheer volume of data available. To manage this, only 

documents that had been pre-screened to assess the contribution to the study were 
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included. The other limitations related to the variation between cases. The older the 

organisation, the more high profile the partners, the more commercial or longstanding 

the relationship, the more data available. This had the potential to produce a bias when 

analysing; however, the emergent list was used to ensure similar data was collected 

across cases, and triaged all material before including it in the NVivo database. A critical 

eye, sensitivity, and good organisation skills enabled many potential limitations to be 

overcome effectively.  

3.6 Data analysis methods 

As presented at the start of this chapter (Figure 6), data collection and analysis was an 

iterative process conducted over two stages. For the purpose of clarity, the following 

section is organised by the key components of the data analysis process, rather than the 

order in which they were carried out. 

The word theory is used in this context to refer to mid-range theorising about a specific 

phenomenon (i.e., NBC), where theory takes the form of a model explaining the 

relationships between different concepts and process (Eisenhardt, 1989; Weick, 1995). 

Overview of analysis approach  

This study followed the principles of Eisenhardt’s (1989) process for theory building 

from multi-case research, combined with the analysis process and a selection of analysis 

methods from M. B. Miles et al. (2014) and Saldana (2016). Eisenhardt’s seminal article 

outlining her process has made a significant contribution to business research and has 

become the key framework for inductive theory building form cases (Ravenswood, 

2011). The framework builds on the theoretical sampling technique of Glaser and Strauss 

(1967), case study designs of Yin (1981, 1984), and qualitative analysis methods from M. 

B. Miles and Huberman (1984).  

In keeping with the above, this study followed the principles of theoretical replication, 

meaning data collection and analysis was carried out as an iterative process (Eisenhardt, 

1989, 2007). In order to address questions generated by the data and gaps in the 

emerging theoretical framework, or to confirm its validity by exploring more examples 

of the phenomenon, required moving between data and emerging theory. According to 



| 107 

 

Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007), this results in theory that is “accurate, interesting, and 

testable” (p. 26), and “consistently supported by empirical evidence” (p. 27). Analysis 

was carried out initially within-case, meaning each NBC relationship was analysed as 

though a standalone case, and subsequently across the collection of cases (Eisenhardt, 

1989); these two distinct phases are a key feature of Eisenhardt’s (1989) approach. In 

this study, the whole process was conducted across two blocks of time, and a significant 

part of the cross-case analysis was conducted at the end of the two blocks once sufficient 

data had been collected, preliminary conclusions drawn, and a conceptual model had 

started to form. 

This study made adaptations to Eisenhardt’s (1989, 2007) approach in order to match 

the specific needs of the current study. This was achieved by combining key features of 

the M. B. Miles et al. (2014) approach and employing a number of their analysis 

methods. The key features of this approach include data condensation, data display, and 

drawing and verifying conclusions (see Figure 12, below). Where this approach differs 

to that of Eisenhardt (1989) is how close some of the methods bring the analyst to the 

details of the data. Eisenhardt (1989) warns that the volume of data generated by multi-

case research can be overwhelming; therefore, her strategy keeps the theorising at the 

case level. Conversely, the methods of M. B. Miles et al. (2014) can lead to processes 

more akin to the line-by-line coding techniques of Glaser and Strauss (1987; Walker, 

2007). Nevertheless, where these approaches align is around the importance of “looking 

at the data in many divergent ways” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 540; M. B. Miles et al., 2014). 

Employing M. B. Miles et al.’s (2014) data condensation approach means text-based data 

was initially assigned codes4  (labels), and these codes were then sorted, categorised, 

elaborated, contracted, changed, or deleted. The purpose is to recognise patterns in the 

data in order to identify commonalities and differences between cases (B. M. Miles et 

al., 2014). These patterns were identified at different levels as analysis moved from in-

case to cross-case (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Ravenswood, 2011). Eventually, 

 

4 For the purpose of clarity, ‘code’ refers to “words or short phrases that symbolically assigns a summative, 
salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute to a portion of language-based . . . data” (Saldana, 
2016, p. 292) 
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through a variety of data display techniques, these patterns became broader themes 

explaining what is happening across the cases in light of the research question. During 

this recursive process, questions posed to the data and generated by the data were 

recorded, this then contributed to the next iteration of data collection. New cases were 

purposefully selected in an attempt to answer these questions and based on the 

knowledge generated to that point. The cycle continued until the data presented no new 

themes, new learning became minimal, and the conceptual model was supported by the 

collection of cases (Eisenhardt, 1989). This model then served to explain relationships 

between processes and concepts and to address the central research question. This 

process is illustrated in Figure 12, below. 

Figure 12. Components of data analysis: Interactive model 

 

Note. Copied from “Components of data analysis: Interactive model“ by M. B. Miles and A. M. Huberman 
(1994) Qualitative data analysis: An expanded source book (2nd ed.), Thousand Oaks, California, Sage 
Publications. Copyright Matthew B. Miles and A. Michael Huberman. Permission requested. 

 

How these processes and methods introduced above were applied is discussed in the 

following sections. Examples are provided of different data condensation processes, 

data display techniques, and how conclusions were drawn. Firstly, a section addressing 

how data was organised and managed. 

3.6.1 Data management 

Three data and document management systems were used throughout; an approach 

inspired by Yin’s (2009) recommendation to ‘triage’ all evidence and manage case study 

data in a separate database. 
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1. A standard computer-based system was used to manage all case related 

documents filed according to a) case, b) whether they contained incoming or 

outgoing information (e.g. case selection and approach material, or data 

generated), and c) according to data source. Each case was numbered 

sequentially according to when it became a case. 

2. The second computer-based system comprised of selected and pre-screened data 

prepared for analysis. Documents were filed according to case and data source. 

This database was created as an NVivo Project, an effective tool for managing 

multi-form data. Pilot and informant interview data was also included. To clarify, 

many documents were excluded from this secondary system to prevent ‘data 

asphyxiation’ (Pettigrew, 1988); only data considered central to the analysis 

process was included. 

3. Finally, a paper-based system was maintained; this had several purposes and 

proved invaluable. At a practical level it served as a back-up, but more 

importantly during data collection and analysis it served as a repository for 

writing and retrieving hand-written notes and storing essential and confidential 

case-specific documentation. This system was numbered and categorised to 

reflect the other systems, and included specifically: hand-written field notes, 

signed consent forms, internal documentation provided by organisations, hand-

notated transcriptions, case descriptions, hand-written analysis, and hand-

drawn analysis diagrams. 

Across the thirteen cases and four proxy cases, three sources generated large volumes 

of data that required meticulous management. The volume of data collected varied case-

by-case with some cases generating as many as fifty-seven pieces of evidence, whereas 

others generated as little as fifteen.  

3.6.2 Filed notes, transcription, and journal writing 

Following each interview, handwritten field notes were typed and expanded on as a way 

of recalling details that may have otherwise been forgotten. These reflections were 

transferred into an NVivo Memo and assigned to a case. Memos were updated with 

reflections and analysis as required and the process continued throughout; overtime 
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these files became a dated log of case specific reflections and theory development. Using 

NVivo in this way (rather than a Microsoft Word file or leaving notes as handwritten) 

enabled the analytic memos to be digitally coded, sorted, and therefore efficiently 

included in theory development. This became a crucial part of within-case analysis; 

many connections and themes emerged using this technique. 

Example of a case specific memo and subsequent coding: 

There is something about the NPOs where business relationships are integral to 
the organisational operating model – they struggle to discuss the role or 
influence of these businesses. I think this is related to how integral business 
relationships are, or more generally, how integral external relationships are, 
and in this case, have been since inception. The operating model/design is a 
partnership-based, and a community-based model1. This, by design, involves 
relationships with business. 1Structure 

 

Each interview was transcribed and prepared for NVivo by proof reading, anonymising, 

and formatting the data; an important part of ensuring reliability (Creswell, 2014). The 

decision to do all transcription rather than use a transcription service was purposeful; 

transcription is an opportunity to relive the interview, improve interview technique, 

sharpen lines of inquiry, hear subtle things missed, and more importantly, start the 

analysis process. Therefore, handwritten notes were often made at the same time. 

In addition to memo writing, a research journal was maintained throughout (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008, M. B. Miles et al, 2014). The journal consisted of one continuous NVivo 

memo file where every entry was dated and colour coded according to corresponding 

thesis chapter. This proved valuable to the process of theory building and report writing, 

as it allowed text to be coded and retrieved.  

Example journal entry: 

6/07/2017 5:08 p.m. 
Dealing with the location of the code: Storytelling 
Marketing/storytelling is a competency NPOs are developing regardless of working with business 
– I assume this is because they are operating in an increasingly business orientated environment. 
NPOs will feel the effect of this marketisation regardless of whether or not they partner with 
business. When they do collaborate with business, the data suggests something different - the 
'buying and selling of stories' would be a better experience code perhaps? 
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The combination of memo and journal writing formed an important part of the case 

selection process. Reflective notes revealed gaps in the emerging theory and enabled 

cases to be selected purposefully. This iterative process served to strengthen the theory 

by ensuring each case was able to contribute in some way, even if this was to counter 

the emerging findings. 

3.6.3 Within-case analysis 

Within-case analysis is a crucial component of theory building from cases (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Miles et al., 2014); each case must become intimately familiar as a solid foundation 

from which to build cross-case theory (Eisenhardt, 1989). This was necessary to be able 

to address the key objectives of the study. For example, to be able to understand the 

significance of context, one must first explore context at the organisation and 

relationship level before forming cross-case conclusions. Similarly, identifying the 

nature of different types of NBC was only possible by first exploring each relationship 

as a standalone entity. Conducting within-case analysis first provided a level confidence 

that the patterns in the data are different types of NBC, and that certain experiences are 

common or significant for NPOs. 

3.6.3.1 First-cycle coding 

Within-case analysis began with transcription, as discussed; following this, printed 

transcripts were read and notated. Notes were largely descriptive and the sections 

highlighted were those considered evocative, interesting, revealing, or salient (Saldana, 

2016). First-cycle coding (M. B. Miles et al., 2014) was also conducted by hand; two 

examples of which are shown below (typed for clarity). 

The purpose at this early stage of coding was to get a general sense of what was 

happening, one interview at a time. Holistic and descriptive coding involves using codes 

or phrases to describe the case, what is happening, or to summarise large sections of 

text (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). This is an equivalent to what Corbin and Strauss (2008) 

call open coding; however, as the examples below demonstrate, more intensive coding 

techniques were also used (Saldana, 2016).  
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Example first-cycle (open) coding: 

 
…but until you figure out how each of you work1 and what you’re trying 
to achieve2 and even though there’s six motivations, they may think 
they’re trying to do one, but then their ideas will show that no, it’s 
actually something else that’s quite important to them3. And that’s 
having the flexibility… see you want the certainty in the contract4, but 
then the flexibility to also adapt5 as you learn things about each 
organisation.1 

Relationships evolve 

1Learning process 
2Goals and motivations 

revealed during the process 
 

3Priorities emerge 
4Certainty in contract 

5Flexibility to adapt 
 

 
And obviously you’d love to be in a position to help1 everyone, but that’s 
not feasible from a business point of view2. So, from a time perspective, 
it was an inefficient use of my time.3 

Business values 
1Roles 

 

2Perception versus reality‘ 
3Efficient use of time 

 

This type of holistic and descriptive coding, or open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) was 

conducted for every interview. The codes in this example are also representative of: 

• Descriptive coding, where a simple label is assigned as though a topic 

• Concept coding, where a ‘bigger picture’ concept is assigned (shown in bold on 

the right) 

• In vivo coding (shown in italics) where the words of the interviewee are used 

• Versus coding, where “dichotomous or binary” (Saldana, 2016, p. 298) 

processes are identified 

• Values coding, where attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions are identified 

Applying these specific techniques was not planned; that these codes are representative 

of specific types of coding was identified retrospectively. However, a level of familiarity 

with these techniques means they were perhaps applied instinctively.  

Attribute coding was used when reviewing internal and publicly available documents. 

This involved identifying the characteristics of organisations and relationships, as well 

as more ‘fact based’ information such as location or length of time partnering. This is 

recommended in the early stages as a way of preparing for cross-case analysis (Saldana, 

2016). However, using this particular type of coding in an NVivo database created a 

confusing array of code types. Therefore, the decision was made to log all attributes and 

characteristics on a Microsoft Excel sheet not connected to NVivo. Using a spreadsheet 
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made the data more manageable, accessible, and provided a transparent way of 

categorising information and ensuring data was collected consistently across cases. 

Ultimately, this became a comprehensive table of attributes. Attribute categories are 

shown in Appendix H; to preserve anonymity, the complete table has not been included. 

3.6.3.2 Defining and describing codes 

Every code was created with definition or description; these were changed and updated 

as required. In addition, two pieces of information were recorded for each code, (1) if it 

code was generated by-hand, and (2) if it code an in vivo code. Defining codes is a crucial 

part of enhancing reliability (Creswell, 2014), because a code that makes sense when 

analysing, may appear ambiguous at a later stage (Saldana, 2016).  

Below is an example of a potentially ambiguous code, the definition, and the subsequent 

evolution: 

Storytelling (1) Where the NPOs refers specifically to telling stories, either related to them and told 
by the business, or them doing the storytelling – both about the organisation and 
the partnership/s.  

(2) The telling AND selling of stories – [undisclosed] frame it as though they are selling 
the right to tell their stories - sounds severe but seems apparent. This is a strategy 
they use to change perceptions of corporates and the public. 

 
 

In this example, the code evolved over time and through further analysis (within–case 

and across-cases), became a parent code with multiple sub-codes. Ultimately, this 

became one of the key sub-themes categorised within an overarching theme.  

The nesting of these codes is shown below: 

Storytelling 

• Managing public perceptions 
o Importance of communicating what the organisation does 
o Public lack of understanding 

• Old story, new story 

• Selling and telling of stories 

• Storytelling as strategy 
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3.6.3.3 Computer-based coding  

Throughout data collection and analysis, QSR NVivo software was used when coding, 

categorising, and theming the data. This was a closer, more systematic process than 

coding by hand. Initially, the same elemental methods were used (descriptive and 

concept coding), only more fine grained. The number of codes increased significantly 

when using NVivo, and to manage this, code lists were printed and reviewed at regular 

intervals to see the evolving story, if any codes were redundant, or if codes could become 

sub–codes5. 

Initially, because the first-cycle coding involved largely descriptive coding, it 

illuminated the context and types of NBC, but less so the experience of NBC. Therefore, 

to be able to comment on collaboration dynamics, the decision was made to use more 

in vivo and process coding to bring the researcher closer to understanding partner 

interactions. Process coding involves identifying human action in the data, in other 

words “things that emerge, change, occur in particular sequences, or become 

strategically implemented through time” (Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2011, p. 253; 

Saldana, 2013, cited in Saldana, 2016). This is an important method in studies seeking 

to explore routines and rituals, as well as the consequences of action and interaction 

(Saldana, 2016, p. 111).  

Process coding involves using –ing words (gerunds) as the codes or code phrases. 

Examples of these codes applied in this study include, learning by doing, journeying 

together, resorting to corporate sponsorship, and creating opportunities to engage. The 

following in an example of first-cycle process coding: 

So I think one of the things that we do well with our partners is come up 
with unique ideas over and above our fee of sponsorship to generate 
more income, to create more loyalty2, to really embed ourselves in the 
culture of their teams and so that across the business there is high 
recognition of the partnership and the sponsorship which is really 
important.1 

1Embedding in the 
culture of the business 
 
2Creating loyalty by 
creating opportunities to 
engage 

 

 
5 An example list of codes created at this early stage are shown in Appendix H-1 (compiled from across 

cases). 
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In vivo coding was used to capture dynamics and reveal the experience of collaborating. 

As discussed, this involves using the words of interviewees as a means of staying close 

to the data and not over inferring (Saldana, 2013). The use of metaphor was also 

identified; an ideal method for exploring the NPO experience (Miles et al., 2014). In vivo 

coding was also useful to avoid inadvertently using preconditioned language that may 

have led to repeating the business-oriented nature of the earlier literature.  

Examples of in vivo codes include: 

That started off as really something that was a wonderful gesture1 
and wonderful sort of idea . . .  

1Wonderful gesture 

We have partnership models that make the boat go faster2 . . . 2Make the boat go faster 
Our philosophy [. . .] is to go where we make a difference3 3Go where we make a 

difference 
We don’t fund business as usual4, so it has to be something that’s 
going to make an impact 

4Don’t fund BAU 

They look for head and heart stuff5 . . . 5Head and heart 

 

3.6.3.4 Alternative techniques  

Cautious of getting too close to the data too soon, several alternative, complimentary 

techniques were used. Firstly, jotting, a technique that involves printing a large grid 

with limited space for each organisation (organised by case). Key themes, thoughts, 

reflections, and questions are jotted on post-it notes for every organisation interviewed. 

To start with, this was done from memory, then as required, using the raw data to 

recollect thoughts. This approach is encouraged as a less mechanical way of getting to 

the underlying issues (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). This proved an effective way of stepping 

back from the data and the more intensive coding approaches. 

Jotting was then applied to each focal NPO. Literally and conceptually, the NPO was at 

the centre and selected business partners were written in opposite corners. A network 

of all key roles, relationships, and actors, related to the NPO was then mapped. Layers 

of detail were added to fill in why relationships were important, what purpose 

relationships served, where they fit in the bigger picture, how they were connected to 

the different parts of the organisations, and what were the characteristics of these 

relationships. This allowed connections to be drawn and relationships to be explored. 

Key quotes were included, and where interviewee’s descriptions could be captured as 
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diagrams, they were drawn and included on the map. For example, some NPOs 

categorised their NBC partners, or them as fitting within a hierarchy, and so this was 

illustrated and included.  

This approach includes a blend of ‘design thinking’ techniques, for example, network 

mapping, key stakeholder mapping, and clustering (IDEO, 2018; SILK, 2018). For those 

who think visually, mapping techniques are a valuable way of analysing in a nonlinear 

format. More importantly, this approach enabled the analysis to revolve around the 

focal NPOs while including data from multiple parties. 

3.6.3.5 Document analysis 

All documents were analysed using the same methods as the interview data; however, 

the nature of internal documents compared to publicly available ones means the two 

sources served a different emergent purpose. Internal documents (e.g., MOUs and 

partnership frameworks) served to illuminate the nature of the NBC relationships, 

whereas publicly available documents (e.g., media releases and CSR reports) primarily 

provided insight into the context of the relationships, particularly where historic 

documents such as annual reports were available. Both documents types were analysed 

using descriptive and concept coding; code examples include localised approaches and 

support, structure related, and alignment of mission and structure. However, publicly 

available documents tended to be coded with more phrases, for example, holistic 

understanding of stakeholders, responsive and relevant, and shared values between 

partners. 

3.6.3.6 Trial and error 

A report writing technique was trialled for each case study (Eisenhardt, 1989). These 

reports averaged four pages in length and consisted of descriptive summation, received 

explanation, reflection, and prediction (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). In other words, what 

was happening, why it was happening, what this might mean, and what the influencing 

factors might have been? The reports were structured using interview themes. The 

purpose behind this technique is to produce the building blocks of theory (Becker, 

1968); however, because of the embedded case selection strategy and the resultant over 
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lapping of cases, these reports were not as valuable as described in Eisenhardt’s (1989) 

seminal paper. Written in a liner, descriptive format, the analysis felt inaccessible and 

static. Data displays (M. B. Miles et al., 2014) were the preferred method, which instead 

produced detailed maps for each case that paralleled the intended content of 

Eisenhardt’s (1989) reports, only in a visual format. These maps, when used in 

combination with the coding techniques of M. B. Miles et al. (2014), brought the 

researcher closer to the data than any linear process used. 

The use of maps as part of within-case analysis aligns with a case-orientated strategy, 

where cases are considered as a whole. This means looking for “configurations, 

associations, cause, and effects, within the cases” (M. B. Miles et al., 2014, p. 102). In this 

study, this is integrated with a variable-orientated strategy during cross-case analysis, 

where “the details of any case recede behind the broad patterns found across a wide 

variety of cases” (M. B. Miles et al., 2014, p. 102). This integrated approach is considered 

desirable in a multi-dimensional study such as this, to ensure the researcher moves 

beyond case specific details to generalise the themes across all cases (M. B. Miles et al., 

2014). 

3.6.4 Replication logic 

Analytical memo writing was key to enabling a replication logic, or iterative case 

selection strategy. All questions unanswered by the data were recorded: case specific 

questions were recorded in memos assigned to each organisation, and general cross-

case questions in the main journal. Using this combination meant in–case and cross-

case analysis could remain separate until the final stages. Some reflections were holistic, 

and others were specific and useful for selecting new cases. 

A combination of journal entries and tabulated case data guided new case selection. 

This strategy directed the case selection process in line with the emerging theory while 

also ensuring a breath of case types. However, it did not always lead to ‘ideal’ cases able 

to answer specific questions; the reason being, it was neither possible nor desirable to 

understand fully the nuances of a case prior to interview. 
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Below are five journal entry excerpts, some quite specific and some resembling 

propositions: 

Generally, the charity is chosen for both its presence in a particular locality, and the alignment of 
its mission with the corporate CSR strategy. What is unknown is the importance of either. 

Ideally, find a relationship with business that is based on activities in a particular location 
(therefore, perhaps explore from the business side first). 

Ideally, find another local-to-local arrangement. 

Certain types of CSR strategy will align with certain types of localised solutions. 

The ‘failure’ of these types of relationships can be due to a lack of ‘buy-in’ from local managers, 
potentially on both sides, which proves insurmountable. This is thought to be related to a lack of 
opportunities to engage multiple parties across different levels. Find more engagement-based 
NBC. 

 

3.6.5 Second cycle coding 

Second cycle coding involves moving from a collection of unrelated codes to categories 

that condense large volumes of data, patterns or relationships in the data, and 

eventually meaningful themes (Miles et al., 2014). This is not a distinct phase; first and 

second cycle coding processes overlap, it is, however, a precursor to cross-case analysis 

(M. B. Miles et al., 2014). As with first cycle coding, this takes place at the same time as 

data collection.  

This cycle involved a combination of manual and computer-based analysis. Similar or 

related codes were grouped initially under parent codes, for example, change, learning, 

and flexibility. This enabled broad topics to emerge. Over time these were rearranged 

and grouped into broad categories, some were descriptive, for example, partnering 

experience, localised approaches and support, and perceptions and attitudes toward 

business, and others were more conceptual, for example, advocacy, consolidation, and 

grassroots.  

Nested within each category was a collection of sub-codes. Categories were not static; 

they changed often both in wording and the collection of codes nested within. The 

process was cyclical and ongoing throughout the first stage of data collection. This 

technique is also referred to as clustering (M. B. Miles et al., 2014); perhaps a more fitting 

term for the manual processing preferred in the early stages. On paper, the process was 

more fluid and allowed codes to be replicated in multiple categories easily without 
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disrupting the somewhat rigid NVivo database. The only downside was the time taken 

to replicate categories into NVivo. 

Every interview generated new codes and over time, the number became significant and 

the importance of simultaneous second cycling coding became apparent (i.e., grouping, 

sorting, and categorising). The challenge was to move from largely descriptive codes 

and categories, to higher-level themes that get to the root of what was happening. 

Regular journal and memo writing and by combining traditional coding with data 

visualisation techniques aided this process. Referring back to the research question and 

study objectives also helped overcome this challenge. At this stage, analysis was 

primarily within-case; NVivo code reports were reviewed and high level case summaries 

were written. However, when writing reflective memos, cross-case thinking was used to 

build a more complete picture in relation to the research question.  

The following are two examples of second cycle, nested codes (other examples in 

Appendix I and J): 

Category: Values 
Business values 

• Altruism 

• Passionate and benevolent 

• Cash is king 

• Help 

• Philanthropy - NPO perspective 
o Philanthropic corporate sponsor 
o Philanthropy not CSR 

• Sense of responsibility – business 

• Values passed down through the 
corporation 

Meaningful support (BUS to NPO) 

• Meaningful is equated with financial value 
NPO values 

• Not-for-losses 
Shared values between partner 

• Common ground 

• Lack of misunderstanding or divergent 
values 

• Respect between partners 

• Trust within the partnership 

• Values realised through interaction 

• Shared interests 

Category: Internal environment NPO: Structure 
Differing levels of maturity and capability 
Heavy structure 
Operating model 

• Community-based operating model 
Structure as a challenge 

• Challenge of unified structure 

• Communication issues within a complex 
structure 

• Inconsistency of maturity levels and result 
service delivery 

• Structure of the NPO as a barrier to 
partnering 

• Choice and control (the relationship 
between) 

Structure as greatest strength and greatest 
weakness 
Structure of the NPO as an enabler of partnering 
Unique structure 
Viability 
Integral structure 
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3.6.5.1 Coding paths 

As key codes and categories started to appear consistently across cases, a coding path 

diagram was created for each case. This involved visualising the connections between 

codes/themes as they related to each case. Figure 13, below, is an example of a coding 

path for Case Study 2, Relationship 2. Key codes and categories were consistent across 

several cases; however, the connections were different, and the interpretation of the 

significance was different. For example, ‘enabling the NPO to maintain the status quo’ 

shown in Figure 13, below, is unique to that case. This technique was a tool used 

repeatedly to start the cross-case analysis process; it was not intended to be a final 

product. 

Figure 13. Example coding path: Second cycle in-case analysis 

 

Note. Example coding path of Case Study 2, Relationship 2, The Family Tie. 

 

Understanding the 
Value of their Brand

Playing by the
Rules of the Market

The Selling and 
Telling of Stories

They have devised a 
Categorisation

of relationship types

This requires a 
level of 

Sophistication

Learning
how they fit into 

various CSR Strategies

Through a level of 
Experience

Using their 
Structure 

to their advantage

NPO is able to 
understand and 

align with the
CSR Strategy 

of large corporates
Development of CSR 

Strategies 
around New Zealand

Driven by NZ wide 
Evolution of CSR

&
Trialling and pursuing
Localised Solutions

Enabling the NPO to 
Maintain the Status Quo
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3.6.6 Cross-case analysis 

Cross-case analysis was conducted at various stages throughout; however, a significant 

and intense amount was conducted at the end of Stage One, and again at the end of 

Stage Two. Cross-case analysis involved a variety of methods including data displays 

such as matrices, mapping the connections between themes, and case pairing. The 

following sections outline these methods and provide application examples. 

3.6.6.1 Data displays: Matrix 

A series of variable matrix were used when exploring themes in relation to the research 

question. For example, to delve deeper into the theme champions, a matrix was created 

that sets cases against perceived positive and negative associations with champions. The 

matrix was populated with key quotes from each case. This meant all data related to the 

theme was on one sheet making  it easier to identify the similarities and differences 

between cases. Similarly, when exploring the context of cases, a matrix was used to set 

the nature of the challenges NPOs faced against how they addressed them. In this 

example, the matrix was populated with data about the role of NBC partners in 

addressing these challenges. 

Matrix were also used to understand how NPOs described the nature of NBC 

relationships across all cases, and to understand the prevalence of different relationship 

types. Simple theme prevalence matrix were used frequently to visualise the relevant 

cases and explore potential differences and similarities. See example in Appendix K. 

3.6.6.2 Case pairing 

Another simple but effective method used involved comparing pairs of cases that were 

examples of a particular theme (Eisenhardt, 1989). For example, Case Study 1 and 5 were 

representative of the theme restructuring, but as organisations and examples of NBC, 

they were very different. Analysing differences and similarities according consistent 

categories revealed the nuances of theme in more detail, and simultaneously, the 

particularities of individual cases. See Appendix L for an example of case pairing. 
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3.6.6.3 Mapping 

A similar type of mapping was used during cross-case analysis as discussed earlier. These 

maps were created initially by hand because of the complexity; each was a detailed 

representation of each case. These hand drawn maps cannot be included because they 

contain sensitive information about the participant organisations and their partners. 

However, they were digitised in Microsoft Visio and the data distilled to show only key 

themes; all superfluous data was removed. Many themes and connections were common 

across case; however, several themes were included that made each case unique. 

Producing ten maps (one per focal NPO) allowed cases to be contrasted and themes to 

be interrogated. Subsequently, one map was produced for every relationship (thirteen). 

Finally, all maps were combined into one comprehensive study map; see Appendix M 

and N for examples, and Appendix O for the combined map. 

3.6.6.4 Drawing and verifying conclusions 

The decision to stop collecting data was made when a set of core themes appeared 

consistent across cases, and the generation of new themes became minimal. This was 

not a straightforward decision; it was a challenge throughout to move beyond the 

idiosyncrasies of individual organisations and relationships to identify themes 

sufficiently elevated to be transferable beyond the study. However, the combination of 

analysis methods described required adopting different perspectives, using counter 

cases where possible, and ‘slicing’ the data in many different ways. To have reached the 

stage where themes were appearing consistently signalled the objectives of the study 

had been met and the research question could be addressed with some level of 

confidence. 

Once data collection was complete, more targeted cross-case analysis began, as 

discussed in previous sections. To be able draw a series of conclusions and create a 

conceptual model to communicate them, the final stage focused on using particular 

methods to elevate the NPO perspective, and explore the relationships between core 

themes. One of the main strategies used involved running ‘if–then tests’ (M. B. Miles et 

al., 2014), in other words, repeatedly writing out a series of focused statements that 

hypothesise expected relationships between themes. This strategy is only possible once 
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a significant extent of high level analysis has been completed (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). 

To tailor the process to the present study, ‘and’ statements were included that 

represented catalysts, a concept discussed in more detail in Chapter Seven, and 

‘outcome’ statements that link that relationships back to the theory. This process was 

central to being able to address the research question and formed the basis of the final 

conceptual model; an early example of an if–then statement is shown below: 

IF a relationship is informal AND driven by personally motivated individuals, THEN the 

relationship is often localised, THIS IN TURN CAN position the NPO in a more directly 

responsive position in relation to their beneficiaries. 

This process works by allowing preliminary propositions to be tested within the existing 

data set. There will always be exceptions to the ‘rules’ created, i.e., cases that do not fit; 

reflecting on why this is the case and refining the statements is an important part of 

theory building (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). If a statement does not hold true in every case, 

it is revised or a supplementary statement is created. This strategy is part of the process 

of “looking for negative evidence” (M. B. Miles et al., 2014, p. 304), which involves 

actively looking for data (within the existing set of cases) that disproves any conclusions 

drawn, as well as finding alternatives explanations for what is happening. This lengthy 

process was an important step toward enhancing the validity and accuracy of findings. 

3.7 Reliability and validity 

Addressing the issue of validity and reliability is central to demonstrating the ‘quality’ 

of qualitative research (Creswell, 2014). Validity is concerned with credibility and 

authenticity, and demonstrating these qualities involves providing sufficiently rich and 

meaningful descriptions to persuade the reader that conclusions are accurate, and rival 

explanations have been considered (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). Reliability on the other 

hand, is concerned with the logic of the chosen methodology, how processes were 

followed and documented, as well as the clarity and coherency of the research questions 

and objectives in relation to the chosen methods (M. B. Miles et al., 2014). Part of 

producing a reliable and credible study is demonstrating that concepts, paradigms, and 

constructs have been defined clearly and employed consistently. Several measures were 
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incorporated into the design of the present study to pre-empt and address emergent 

issues around reliability and validity. 

3.7.1 Internal validity 

Mechanisms to enhance internal validity were integrated into the research design from 

the outset. Using a multi-case design and replication logic enabled a search for 

variation, as well as corroboratory or counter cases. Selecting cases using a replication 

logic is key to enhancing validity and robustness in a multi-case design, and is 

particularly effective when combined with a pattern matching analysis approach (M. B. 

Miles et al. 2014), as applied in this study. During analysis, these features enabled rival 

explanations to the emerging theory to be considered, i.e. cases that challenged 

expectations through alternative perspectives, contexts, or manifestations of NBC (M. 

B. Miles et al., 2014). Presenting this contrary or negative evidence when explaining the 

findings, is a key part of persuading the reader of the study’s validity and credibility 

(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; M. B. Miles et al., 2014). 

Combining in-case and cross-case analysis was also a key part of the strategy. This 

enabled context-rich descriptions to be created at different levels, while also ensuring 

core themes were replicated across the collection of cases. In addition, the decision to 

collect and triangulate multi-form data avoided over reliance on one data source or type 

(Yin, 2014). Furthermore, the decision to interview both parties from each NBC 

confidentially, enabled multiple perspectives to be explored, bolstering the credibility 

of interpretations. 

In terms of addressing emergent issues, the decision to collect data over two distinct 

stages (made in response to validity concerns raised by insufficient perspectives and 

variation), ultimately strengthened reliability and validity. This is because preliminary 

conclusions were drawn at the end of Stage One, and therefore Stage Two replications 

(case selections) were more targeted, and as a result the emergent conceptual 

framework was strengthened (Eisenhardt, 1989). 
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3.7.2 Reliability  

At a foundational level, reliability was addressed by iteratively refining the wording of 

the main research question and objectives to ensure a congruency that carried across 

the methodology (M. B. Miles et al, 2014). Similarly, all codes and themes were defined 

and their evolution was discussed in memos and journal entries to avoid coding drift 

(Creswell, 2014). In addition, every effort was made to ensure transparency in the 

presentation of the methodology and findings chapters. The decision to include in the 

appendices extensive examples of analysis methods was also based on a desire to 

enhance the reliability and transparency of the analysis process (Yin, 2014). To manage 

potential reliability concerns that can be raised at the conclusion of a study, rigorous 

protocol and data management techniques were used throughout, all of which are 

documented in this chapter.  

Finally, all core concepts such as collaboration, turbulence, and dynamics were defined 

appropriately and employed consistently. This is an important step, because reliability 

depends on how well core concepts relate to the emergent theory (M. B. Miles et al., 

2014). 

3.7.3 Transferability 

Transferability and external validity are terms used in qualitative research to refer to 

how ‘generalisable’ findings are to other contexts, or more precisely, how transferable 

the research context is to other contexts (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; M. B. Miles et al., 

2014). In case study research, transferability is not concerned with how representative 

cases are, but how well processes have been communicated and how rich the 

description is of the context and background (Yin, 2014). Thus, Chapter Four examines 

the most salient features of the New Zealand context through the experience of the focal 

organisations, and throughout the findings chapters where the context of each 

organisation is described. Other mechanisms employed for achieving a level of 

‘generalisability’ include the use of theoretical sampling; this enabled a range of cases 

to be selected which increases the likelihood of the findings resonating in other contexts 

(M. B. Miles et al., 2014).  
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3.7.4 Limitations and delimitations 

Some limitations are the result of choices made while designing the research strategy 

and selecting methods, these limitations influence the interpretation of the data. Other 

limitations are the result of decisions intended to control the scope and boundaries of 

a study – referred to as delimitations. In this study, limitations include the inconsistency 

with which two business partners were examined per focal NPO. This resulted from 

using an embedded case selection process (i.e. NPOs selecting business partners), and 

resulted in a small number of cases with one-sided data collection, as shown in Figure 

18). This did not affect the analysis of the cases and the extent of this limitation was 

counteracted in two ways: firstly, separating out cases where two sides of data were 

collected (shown in Figure 17); and secondly, by collecting secondary source data in lieu 

of interview data where necessary (these are referred to as contextual cases). Although 

the same analytical rigour was applied throughout, the decision was made to use the 

contextual cases as supplementary data sources for confirming or countering findings 

from the main set. The two figures mentioned feature in Chapter Four, Section 4.2.6. 

Another limitation is the inconsistency with which interviews were conducted with a 

second member of staff from the focal NPOs (see Appendix G). This was anticipated, 

however, and addressed by collecting multiple sources of secondary data where 

possible, and by filing and initially analysing all data according to source. This second 

point is important, because there is a difference between pooling and analysing all data 

holistically, and analysing it by case or by source. By analysing the data initially by 

source, and subsequently by case, the negative effects of inconsistent data collection 

were minimised.  

Other common limitations include bias that can result from researcher subjectivity; this 

was addressed by interviewing both NPOs and business partners, and by applying a 

variety of analysis methods that ‘sliced’ the data in different ways (Eisenhardt, 1989; M. 

B. Miles et al., 2014). Similarly, to address the common critique that interviews are 

simply a form of ‘retrospective sensemaking’ (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) and not 

necessarily reflective of real events, participants were interviewed from both sides, 

where possible, from different levels within the same organisation, and this data was 
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then analysed in conjunction with documentation that was provided and that which 

was publicly available. While longitudinal data is an ‘ideal’ way to explore dynamics 

(Bryson et al., 2015; Tikkanen & Touminen, 2000), particularly to explore influence and 

change, the focus in this study was on how collaboration dynamics relate to how NPOs 

operate. Thus, interview data was an effective way to explore current relationships. 

Exploring how the two domains ‘relate’ is a more dynamic framing than influence and 

involves exploring NBC in the present; a process facilitated by the particular collection 

and analysis methods used.  

With regard to delimitations or boundaries intended to control the scope of a study, 

many have been discussed throughout this chapter, which for the purpose of clarity are 

summarised below.  

3.7.4.1 Case selection process 

The decision to use an embedded case selection process (selecting NPOs by the nature 

of the NBC they engage in), played a role the type of organisations examined. The 

process was designed to find integrative and transformational examples of NBC, and in 

the process led to predominantly large, well-established NPOs, as these organisations 

are positioned to work with business in a collaborative way (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 

2012b). It also led to predominantly large corporations, as these businesses have 

sufficiently well-developed CSR strategies that enable them to work collaboratively with 

NPOs. Therefore, this study has intentionally selected this section of the NPO ‘world’ 

and explored it in detail. A consequence is that the study did not explored small, 

grassroots, localised organisations as it would not have been possible to do this within 

the time and resource constraints. The rich descriptions provided in the findings 

chapters are not intended to necessarily resonate with small, grassroots NPOs, because 

the situation they work within is potentially different from the larger organisations and 

their type of engagement with business. Nevertheless, as with every delimitation, the 

reader decides this (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016). 

Another emergent outcome is the breadth of relationship types explored. Using the CVC 

spectrum was intended to lead to highly integrated NBC types. However, when 

combined with the process for selecting specific business partners (the focal NPOs 
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select ‘significant’ cases), a wider spectrum of relationship types were explored. This 

ultimately adds to the robustness and transferability of the study. 

In reality, the nature of NBC changes in response to societal trends, and during the 

period in which this study was conducted, there was a noticeable and documented trend 

towards increased NBC in the area of youth development and children’s charities. This 

is reflected in the range of organisations studied, with a similar proportion of cases 

involving NPOs that work with children or youth. The research methods used and the 

nature of the final conceptual model that is produced allow for variations in NBC type 

to be factored in. The use of ‘thick description’ in Chapters Five, Six, and Seven allows 

the reader to judge transferability for themselves (Geertz, 1973). 

Another delimitation is the way this study does not (deliberately) explore social 

enterprises. These hybrid organisations may be highly collaborative in their work with 

commercial corporations, but the relationships that they engage in with business do not 

typically resemble NBC. In addition, by using market mechanisms, these organisations 

are by definition ‘part business’ already. 

3.7.4.2 Number of cases 

The number of cases explored in a multi-case study can have a bearing on 

transferability. The decision to conduct a second, smaller round of data collection was 

based on the realisation eight relationships (embedded cases) had not provided enough 

breadth and variety to be able to draw reliable conclusions about the nature of NBC. 

Therefore, an additional five were selected, iteratively. Ultimately, a balance was found 

between too many and too few cases. Furthermore, the depth with which each case was 

examined, the number of individuals interviewed, and the volume of data analysed was, 

in the end, considerable. 

3.7.5 Researcher assumptions 

Stating assumptions and biases upfront is an important way to add credibility to a study. 

At the outset, several underlying assumptions were held based on prior experience. 

Firstly, an assumption was made that in practice there are fundamental differences 

between how for-profit and nonprofit organisations operate, and that underpinning this 
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are contrasting motivations to collaborate. Therefore, it was assumed that NPOs would 

be reluctant to work with business if they perceived their motivations to be 

incompatible.  

It was also assumed that ‘true’ collaboration across perceived boundaries (i.e. sectors) 

can be a powerful mechanism for creating positive change, and that operating from this 

‘space’ can enable individuals (and therefore organisations) to positively leverage their 

differences. ‘True’ collaboration refers to something beyond the process of working with 

others; it is a mind-set that comes with a particular value system. Simply put, it is a way 

of viewing the world from a perspective of ‘we’, as opposed to ‘us and them’, and results 

in a particular way of behaving in relation to others. Therefore, it was assumed that NBC 

could be valuable to nonprofit organisations if both parties are operating with a 

collaborative mind-set. 

Underpinning this study was the assumption that context is key. It was assumed that 

the New Zealand environment might have created a unique nonprofit sector comprised 

of organisation types that differ from the literature. Therefore, it was anticipated that 

the types of NBC identified could be potentially unique to New Zealand.  

The underlying assumption was that NPOs are important to society because many of 

them advocate for, or provide services to, those most vulnerable. Exploring the forces 

that might impact their ability to operate was, therefore, also considered important. 

Finally, it was assumed that understanding the dynamics of collaboration and how it 

affects NPOs will continue to be an priority so long as there are organisations for whom 

complete financial and resource independence is not an option. 

3.8 Ethical considerations 

This study was approved as low risk by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 

Committee (HEC), meaning it did not involve “any form of deception; threat; invasion 

of privacy; mental, physical, or cultural risk or stress” (A. M. Brown, Ethics Application, 

December 12, 2015 – see Appendix B). All participants were advised the final report 

would represent collective experiences across all cases anonymously; therefore, the 

names of participants and organisations are not used in this report. In addition, 
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characteristics were used carefully, sparingly, and as far as possible, in a cross-case 

context to avoid inadvertently revealing the identity of individuals or organisations. 

Information shared by one participant was not discussed with another, including within 

cases or with individuals outside of the research team to maintain confidentiality 

throughout. All participants consented to individual participation in writing, and senior 

decision makers consented to participation at the organisation level. Each participant 

was advised they could receive a copy of their interview transcript and make any 

changes. 

The case study protocol comprised of a set of documents approved by the HEC; these 

documents included an introductory letter (sent via email), information sheet, and a 

consent form. Examples of these documents are included in Appendix C, D, and E. 

3.8.1 Reflections on emergent ethical considerations 

According to Mills et al. (2010) “anonymity is the protection of a research participant's 

or site's identity, [and] confidentiality is the safeguarding of information obtained in 

confidence during the course of the research study” (p. 22). During the interview 

process, it became apparent how important anonymity (not just confidentiality) was to 

participants. Several NPO interviewees indicated they would only participate if 

anonymity could be ensured for both the NPO and the partnering businesses in the final 

report and any subsequent presentation of the data. They indicated they did not want 

the structure of the organisations discussed or the geographic regions in which they 

work. In addition, a small number of business participants indicated they did not want 

CSR practices discussed, as this too could identify the organisations. These examples 

demonstrate a degree of anonymity that had not anticipated, and which resulted in 

additional challenges when deciding how to present the data. As a result, a consistent 

level of anonymity was applied to all participants and organisations. 

During Stage One data collection, one NPO interviewee decided (post interview) they 

were not comfortable passing on the contact details of any business partner 

organisations, but they were happy for the data generated and recorded up to that point 

to be used for analysis. Therefore, in Stage Two, the interview protocol was amended to 
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ensure participants were fully aware before participating that they would be asked to 

provide the contact details of at least two significant business partners; this was also 

discussed at the end of each interview as it was in Stage One. Changes were made to the 

introductory email and reiterated verbally before the start of each interview. These 

changes were made to increase the likelihood of ‘completing’ each case, i.e., one focal 

NPO, two business partners, but also to ensure each participant fully understood the 

nature of the study and the extent of the requirements for participation. 

It became apparent during interviews that some business participants may have been 

conscious that their respective organisations did not ‘measure up’ to their peer 

organisations, despite not being an active topic of discussion. As a result, every effort 

was made  to not draw attention to the cumulative knowledge gained through the 

interview process about the ‘state’ of NBC in New Zealand, even when participants 

directly asked if their organisation ‘does as much for charity as other businesses like 

them?’.  

From an ethical perspective, it also became apparent during interviews that some 

participants were required to reflect on relationships that commenced before they were 

personally involved, or in one case, to comment on a relationship they were no longer 

directly involved in (this was not known beforehand). Similarly, it became clear that 

two business interviewees were guided to think about things they might not have had 

the opportunity to fully reflect on previously. These two interviewees arrived at the 

interviews with documentation outlining the original aims and objectives of the 

partnerships and a timeline of events. It became apparent these participants were 

recalling objectives not met, aims not achieved, and details of how the partnership 

drifted off course from the original intent over extended periods. This may have 

inadvertently put these individuals in an uncomfortable position; however, the 

participants did not raise concerns regarding any discomfort and voluntarily shared the 

information. Consequently, every effort was made to ensure participants were asked to 

discuss only things they had previously indicated they were ‘qualified’ to comment on. 

This was achieved by going through the interview protocol documents face-to-face prior 

to each interview, even when participants had signed the consent and indicated they 

had read and understood the protocol in advance. Adapting the interview protocol in 
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this way aligns with the adaptive case design suggested by Yin (2014); the final iteration 

of the protocol is included in Appendices C, D, E and F. 

3.9 Summary 

This methodology employs a multiple case study design with an embedded case 

structure. The nonprofit organisations are the unit of analysis and each case contains a 

focal nonprofit and a small number of relationships with business. This methodology 

and the inductive analysis methods chosen allows the nonprofit experience of 

collaborating with business to be explored in context and through the experiences of 

key decision makers on either side of a range of relationship types. 
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Chapter Four 

4 Context: The nonprofit operating environment in New Zealand 

The purpose of this three-part chapter is to provide the context for the subsequent 

findings chapters. The first section describes the characteristics of the ten focal NPOs 

(those at the centre of this study from which perspective NBC is analysed), followed by 

a section which introduces the thirteen corresponding business partners and the 

relationships in which the two groups were engaged. The third and main section 

describes the turbulent operating environment of the focal NPOs, focusing on the most 

salient challenges and changes as described by the nonprofit executives. This final 

section is structured around a set of cross-case themes, and is framed by how the NPOs 

navigate the challenges they described. The following chapters explore how all of the 

above relate to the dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration. 

4.1 The focal nonprofit organisations 

While charities and NPOs are not the same thing, all of the NPOs in this study are 

registered charities. This means that as well as fulfilling the standardised definition of a 

nonprofit organisation (see Section 1.8), each has a legally approved ‘charitable 

purpose'. It also means that these organisations appear on the Charities Register6. This 

is important to note, because although there are many similarities between charities 

and NPOs, not all NPOs have a ‘charitable purpose’. The New Zealand Charities Act 

2005, defines a ‘charitable purpose’ as falling under one of four broad categories: 

• The relief of poverty 

• The advancement of education 

• The advancement of religion 

• Other purposes beneficial to the community (Charities Services, 2017). 

 

6  The Charities Register is a public database administered by Charities Services, the public body responsible for 

administering the Charities Act 2005 as part of the Department of Internal Affairs in New Zealand. 
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Figure 14. Overview of focal NPO  characteristics 

 

Entity type Number of cases

Registered charitable entity ●●●●●●●●●● 10

Sector Number of cases

Social services ●●●● 4

Health ●● 2

Other ●● 2

People with disabilities ● 1

Education, training, and research ● 1

Beneficiaries Number of cases

Children/young people ●●●●●●●●● 9

Family/whānau ●●●●●● 6

People with disabilities ●●●● 4

General public ●●● 3

Older people ●● 2

Migrants/refugees ●● 2

Schools and community ● 1

Other charities ● 1

Voluntary bodies other than charities ● 1

Legal structure Number of cases

Trust or foundation ●●●●● 5

Incorporated society ●●●● 4

Limited liability company ● 1

Annual expenditure Number of cases

Small: $125,000 - $1 mill ion ●●● 3

Medium: $1 mill ion - $5 mill ion ●●●● 4

Large: $5 mill ion - %12 mill ion ●●● 3

Location Number of cases

Auckland ●●●●● 5

Wellington ●●● 3

Christchurch ●● 2

Coverage Number of cases

National ●●●●●●●● 8

Specific region ●● 2

NPO Age Number of cases

< 15 Years ●● 2

15 -29 Years ●●● 3

30 - 89 Years ●●● 3

> 90 Years ●● 2

Government funding Number of cases

Yes ●●●●● 5

No ●●●●● 5
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The term nonprofit organisation encompasses registered charities as well as other 

entities, “which although not charitable, are established and maintained for not-for-

profit purposes” (Poirier, 2013, p. 68). As discussed in the methodology, it was not the 

aim of this study to examine only registered charities; the fact that all of the NPOs are 

charities, is a consequence of the case selection strategy and the focus of the research. 

In other words, established, formally recognised organisations were examined because 

these types of NPOs were more likely to attract and retain collaborative relationships 

with businesses. Consequently, they are also more likely to be registered charities. 

Figure 14, above, shows an overview of how the collection of focal NPOs (cases) are 

characterised. The following sections explain these categories of characteristics in turn. 

4.1.1  ‘Sector’ area of activity 

Nonprofit organisations in New Zealand are officially classified using the New Zealand 

Standard Classification of Non–Profit Organisations (NZSCNPO). To enable 

international comparability for research purposes (e.g., The Johns Hopkins 

Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project), this classification system is based on the 

International Classification of Non Profit Organisations (ICNPO). To reflect more 

accurately the nature of charitable activity in New Zealand, Charities Services uses a 

more nuanced set of categories, as shown in the list below.  

Charities registered in New Zealand are required to indicate the primary sector in which 

they operate; because this invariably represents only part of what an organisation does 

in practice, organisations are permitted to register multiple categories as secondary 

sectors of activity. Each focal NPO registered several secondary categories from the list 

below, and a small number indicated ‘other’, meaning an activity they were involved in 

did not fit into a category. Figure 14, above, shows a breakdown of focal NPO activity by 

sector. Note that in this context, ‘charity sector’ refers to the specialised area in which 

nonprofit organisations operate, and is equivalent to ‘industry’ in the private sector. 
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Charities Services: New Zealand charity sector classification 

• “Accommodation and housing 

• Art/culture/heritage 

• Care/protection of animals 

• Community development 

• People with disabilities  

• Economic development 

• Education/training/research 

• Emergency/disaster relief 

• Employment 

• Environment/conservation 

• Fundraising 

• Health 

• International activities 

• Promotion of volunteering 

• Religious activities 

• Social services 

• Sport/recreation 

• Marae on reservation land 

• Other” (Charities Services, 2018) 

While less than half of the focal NPOs officially registered ‘social services’ as their 

primary sector of activity, there was an overriding social orientation to the complete 

collection of cases. Arguably ‘social services’ is one of the broadest categories that can 

be applied to charities, defined by the New Zealand Productivity Commission as 

“services dedicated to enhancing people’s economic and social wellbeing by helping 

them to lead more stable, self-sufficient and fulfilling lives” (New Zealand Productivity 

Commission, 2015, p. 27). The Productivity Commission also states, “nearly everything 

that the government does could be (at some level) interpreted as a social service” (2014, 

p. 7). Similarly, regardless of official registration details, the primary activity of each 

focal NPO could be (at some level) defined as a social service.  
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For example, 

• The sole NPO registered as ‘education, training, and research’, in practice, 

focused on youth and community development through sports and recreation. 

• The two NPOs registered as ‘health’, provided support services to vulnerable 

children, youth, and their families and whānau (extended family). 

• The two NPOs registered as ‘other’, were involved in youth and community 

development, as well as sports and recreation. 

According to Charities Services, in 2016 (the main period of data collection), 7.3% of 

charities operated in the social services sector, 8.5% were in health, 3.7% were in the 

people with disabilities sector and 2.7% registered as ‘other’. Because universities are 

charitable entities in New Zealand, 24.3% were in the education, training, and research 

sector. This was the largest sector of charitable activity in 2016, with the religious 

activities sector at 19.7%, the second largest. Therefore, while social service charities 

officially make up a comparatively small percentage of the New Zealand sector, the 

NPOs in this study demonstrate that in practice, these official categories represent only 

part of the picture; activities undertaken in practice can vary somewhat. 

4.1.2 Beneficiaries 

Another overriding characteristic of the collection of cases, is the high proportion of 

NPOs (nine) that provided services or programmes to children, young people, and 

youth (see Figure 14, above). Two factors in particular are likely to have influenced this 

high proportion: firstly, during the period of this study, several government ministries 

prioritised funding activity that supported vulnerable children and young people (New 

Zealand Productivity Commission, 2015; Sustainable Business Council, 2015). Secondly, 

extra government funding made available to support organisations and businesses 

working with these groups is likely to have influenced higher levels of cross-sector 

collaboration (Fraser-Jones & Tabarias, 2016), as was discussed by participants. This is 

because the government were actively encouraging cross-sector collaboration through 

the provision of funding. These contextual factors will have influenced to some degree 

the likelihood of selecting organisations operating in this domain. 



| 138 

 

With each NPO undertaking a multitude of activity in practice, typically they supported 

several beneficiary groups. Therefore, in Figure 14, where the beneficiary types are 

listed, the total number of cases assigned to each category is more than the number of 

NPOs examined (ten). Furthermore, the information used to compile this list is from 

the Charities Services database, and therefore shows only the list of formally registered 

beneficiary groups. To preserve anonymity, any information that could identify a 

specific organisation (i.e., if they support a unique or distinctive group) was not 

included.  

4.1.3 Legal structure 

With regard to legal structure, charities and nonprofit organisations in New Zealand 

can take the form of either a trust or foundation, incorporated society, or less commonly 

a registered company. As registered charitable entities, they can be incorporated under 

the Incorporated Societies Act 1908, the Charitable Trusts Act 1957, or less commonly 

the Companies Act 1993. As Figure 14 shows, the group of organisations in this study is 

comprised half trusts or foundations (five), almost half incorporated societies (four), 

and one limited liability company that is also a registered charitable entity. The latter is 

understood to be unusual in New Zealand (Poirier, 2013).  

4.1.4 Annual expenditure 

There are various ways to categorise the size of NPOs, one way is by annual operating 

expenses. The independent body responsible for developing the 2015 reporting 

standards for charities in New Zealand, External Reporting Board (known as XRB), uses 

a four tier system for financial reporting purposes:  

1. Over $30 million 

2. Under $30 million 

3. Under $2 million 

4. Under $125,000 

In 2018, XRB reported that the majority (72%) of registered charities have expenses 

below $125,000, and less than a quarter (24%) have expenses between $2 million and 
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$30 million (External Reporting Board, 2018). It is interesting, therefore, that none of 

the focal NPOs had operating expenses under $125,000. Five would report under Tier 3 

(under $2 million), and five would report under Tier 2 (under $30 million). This simple 

breakdown shows that the organisations examined are representative of the smaller 

group of large nonprofit entities in New Zealand. 

To contextualise the cases and different groups referred to later in the thesis, Figure 14 

categorises them into three (small, medium, and large) based on registered annual 

expenses from 2016. With NPO income and expenditure typically varying from one year 

to the next, this represents a simple ‘snapshot’ in time. 

4.1.5 Main location and coverage 

The NPOs were based (main or head office) in three cities; five were in Auckland, which 

in 2016 had a population of approximately 1.4 million. Three were based in the capital 

city, Wellington, which had a population of approximately 190,000. Two were in the 

second largest city, Christchurch, which had a population of approximately 340,000 

(Statistic New Zealand, 2013). This information is shown in Figure 14. 

The majority of organisations (eight) operated nationally, or in some way served 

beneficiaries across New Zealand (e.g., digitally). Only two operated or served 

beneficiaries regionally. Although data to illustrate how this breakdown compares to 

the wider sector is not available, the data that was available (related to expenditure, 

employee numbers, and sector), indicates that the focal organisations are part of a 

smaller group that operate programmes and services with a national coverage. 

4.1.6 Nonprofit structure 

The focal NPOs delivered services and programmes through a variety of different 

arrangements; broad categories are used here to preserve anonymity. Figure 15, below, 

shows these categories in order of complexity, starting with a simple place-based 

organisation, through to complex nationwide networks of regional offices and local 

sites. Only one NPO was a membership-based organisation (i.e., beneficiaries are 

registered members). 
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Figure 15. Nonprofit structure (geographic) 

 

 

4.1.7 Nonprofit organisation age 

The ten NPOs represent a wide range of ages, the youngest organisation was established 

as late as 2005 and the two oldest were established before 1925. According to McLeod 

(2017), of the forty largest charities in New Zealand, the vast majority (80%) were 

established over twenty years ago. This is interesting if we consider that the majority of 

NPOs (eight) are over twenty years old. Figure 14 shows a breakdown of ages, suggesting 

the focal organisations are some of the more established organisations in the sector. 

4.1.8 Government funding 

Half of the NPOs (five) did not receive any direct government funding, although three 

of these did receive national lottery funding. In New Zealand, the Lotteries Commission 

operates the national lottery, and the Lottery Grants Board (administered by 

government’s Department of Internal Affairs) distributes these funds generated to 

community. This is contestable grant funding and is a form of in-direct government 

funding; the organisations that received this funding did not hold any direct 

government contracts. The other half of the NPOs (five) did receive some form of 

Entity type Number of cases

Registered charitable entity ●●●●●●●●●● 10

Structure Number of cases

Place-based 

(local, single site, with local beneficiaries) ● 1

Head office (with one additional single site) ● 1

Unitary charity

(head office, national network of local sites) ●● 2

 Unitary charity 

(head office, national network of regional offices and  local 

sites)
●● 2

Unbrella structure, head office (central fundraising)

(national network of regional offices and local sites -

independent charities with  fundraising capacity) 
● 1

Federated structure, head office (central fundraising)

(national network of regional offices and local sites - 

independent  charities with  fundraising capacity)
●●● 3

Membership organsiation ● 1
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government funding. Case-by-case this ranged from comparatively low levels for 

specific programmes (approximately 15% of income), through to a significant 

proportion of annual income coming from government (up to 60%). In these higher 

funded cases, a small number were funded to deliver multiple contracts that were at the 

core of the organisations mission. To put this in a wider context, 30% of nonprofit sector 

income in New Zealand comes from government sources, 45% from fees for services, 

and 24% from philanthropy (McLeod, 2017). 

4.1.9 The focal organisations in relation to the sector  

Viewed in isolation, the collection of cases examined implies a reasonable range of NPO 

types are represented. However, viewed in the wider context of the Community and 

Voluntary Sector in New Zealand, it is more accurate to say the study is comprised 

largely of ‘corporatists organisations’ (Aimers & Walker, 2016; Yarwood, 2011). In other 

words, these organisations are large-scale, formalised, and in many ways resembling 

businesses more than voluntary, grassroots community organisations (Yarwood, 2011).  

Several participants echoed the words of Yarwood (2011) when they referred to the 

sector as comprised of two halves: community-based organisations and ‘corporate-like’ 

organisations. The community-based half were said to survive because of the efforts of 

volunteers and the commitment of dedicated individuals. Whereas the other half were 

referred to as large charities that ‘resemble corporations’. These larger charities were 

described as operating in a similar way to businesses, with similar structures, systems, 

and with comparatively complex and large scale programmes and staff teams. These 

participant descriptions of the sector support findings from the earlier literature (e.g., 

Aimers & Walker, 2016; Tennant, O’Brien, & Sanders, 2008). More significantly, 

participants described the two halves as engaging with the private sector in distinctly 

different ways.  

Smaller community-based entities were described as engaging with businesses through 

philanthropic arrangements including pro-bono (e.g., legal firms), donations and 

‘freebees’ (e.g., donations of second-hand furniture), and as customers or clients of 

service providers (e.g., photocopier rental). The idea of ‘partnering’ or ‘collaborating’ 
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with businesses was considered the reserve of large charities. Therefore, several 

informants recommended this study should aim to focus on the ‘corporatist’ half of the 

sector if the aim is to explore collaboration dynamics. This was, however, a contentious 

point for some participants, who argued that although smaller NPOs do not typically 

engage in collaboration in an academic sense, the relationships they hold with 

businesses are a critical part of their survival. 

This grouping into two halves was an important consideration during analysis, and 

more so when interpreting the findings. If this study has examined almost exclusively 

organisations from the ‘corporatist’ half of the nonprofit sector, which analysis suggests 

it has, certain dynamics may have been consistent across the cases and therefore 

‘invisible’ during analysis. Adobor (2006) explains, dynamics can be inherited from the 

context in which a relationship is formed (e.g., power dynamics inherent in a forced 

relationship). Therefore, if the collection of cases share a number of  characteristics (i.e., 

all large, well-established organisations, with relationships initiated by business to as 

part of a CSR strategy), the power dynamics between partners may not be as apparent 

as they might with a broader spectrum. This was taken into consideration during the 

early stages of the study, and was part of the decision to conduct a second stage of data 

collection. After seven cases had been collected and analysed, three further cases were 

selected to extend the range of organisation types and relationships examined (as 

discussed in the methodology). 

4.1.10  Summary 

In summary, all of the NPOs in this study are registered charities that provide a service 

or run programmes for beneficiaries, the majority of which operate nationally. 

Statistically, they are also some of the largest, most long-standing organisations in the 

nonprofit sector in New Zealand. The majority are registered as operating in the social 

service sector, and when the breadth of activity undertaken in practice is taken into 

consideration, all are in some way providing a form of social service. Almost all of the 

NPOs have children and young people as their beneficiaries, and half of them receive 

government funding to do so.   
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4.2 Embedded case characteristics: Nonprofit–business collaborations 

This section describes the characteristics of the business partners, and introduces the 

relationships that were examined. Similar to the previous section, the characteristics are 

derived mostly from information available in the public domain. Figure 16, below, shows 

an overview of these characteristics. The descriptions that follow are not the outcome 

of analysis. The findings chapters present the analysis and interpretation of the nature 

of the relationships (this is one of the main objectives of this study). Instead, this section 

provides an introduction to contextualise the analysis that follows. 

4.2.1 Relationship duration 

More than half (seven) of the partnerships were formalised up to ten years prior to the 

data collection period. However, this is not representative of the focal NPOs complete 

portfolios of relationships. Across the collection of cases, nonprofit executives described 

fifteen current relationships (with formal and informal origins) that formed over ten 

years prior to this study, four of which were more than thirty years prior. These long-

standing relationships were not selected by participants to be examined. 

4.2.2 Engagement type/activity 

Figure 16, below, provides an overview of the activities/types of engagement partners 

were involved in, using terminology from government and industry reports7. The list is 

shown in ascending order according to the number of relationships that were engaged 

in a particular type of activity/type of engagement. Each relationship was typically 

involved in a variety of activities and engaged in a number of ways; therefore, if totalled, 

the number of relationships shown would be higher than the total number of 

partnerships examined (thirteen). It is important to highlight here that the purpose of 

Figure 16 is to introduce the types of relationships that are examined in this study; 

analysis of NPOs experiences and the emergent nature of the relationships is presented 

in the findings chapters. 

 

7 An Inspiring Communities (2012) report produced with support from the Department of Internal Affairs, and a 

report from New Zealand Business Council for Sustainable Development (2010). 
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Figure 16. Overview of business partner and NBC (relationship) characteristics 

 

4.2.3 Industry sector (business) 

Of the thirteen relationships examined, three groups of business partners were 

clustered in retail, professional services, and health related industries (and one social 

enterprise). Figure 16 shows an industry breakdown of the business partner firms that 

were interviewed (one of the partners examined was a registered charity, and is 

therefore not included). In an additional four relationships, secondary source data was 

Relationship duration Number of relationships

1 - 5 Years ●●●●●●● 7

6 - 10 Years ●●● 3

11 - 30 Years ● 1

> 31 Years ●● 2

Engagement type/activity Number of relationships

Corporate sponsorship ●●●●●●●● 8

Contributing employee time in volunteering ●●●●●●●● 8

Providing goods/services in kind ●●●●●●●● 8

Integral part of  CSR strategy ●●●●●●● 7

Involvement in fundraising activity ●●●●●●● 7

Issue-specific partnerships and programmes ●●●●●● 6

Providing knowledge and specific skil ls ●●●●● 5

Engaging in long-term partnerships/projects of mutual value ●●●● 4

Referrals/recommendations to business-related networks/contacts ●●●● 4

Contributing employee time for involvement in community projects ●●●● 4

Donating money ●●●● 4

Provide training and education opportunities ●● 2

Pro bono contributions ●● 2

Industry sector (business) Number of relationships

Retail Trade and Accommodation ●●● 3

Professional, Scientific, Technical, Administrative/Support Services ●●● 3

Health Care and Social Assistance ●●● 3

Financial and Insurance Services ● 1

Rental, Hiring and Real Estate Services ● 1

Electricity, Gas, Water, and Waste Services ● 1

Head office location (business) Number of relationships

Auckland ●●●●●● 6

Christchurch ●●●● 4

Wellington ●● 2

Nelson ● 1
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used where interviews were not possible; this data was included in the analysis as 

contextual data. These additional business partners operated in: 

• Retail Trade and Accommodation 

• Financial and Insurance Services  

• Electricity, Gas, Water, and Waste Services 

• Transport, Postal, and Warehousing  

4.2.4 Head office location (business) 

The head office or main location of the business partners was spread across four regions: 

Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch, and Nelson. The distribution shown in Figure 16 

is consistent with nonprofit sector research from 2012, which shows that a significant 

proportion of community and business engagement takes place in the Auckland, 

Canterbury, and Wellington regions (Inspiring Communities, 2012). 

4.2.5 Entity type (business) 

The business partners examined had a variety of different structures, a detailed 

breakdown of which is not necessary in this study. Instead, the following summary 

provides sufficient context and is particularly relevant to the theme Evolving with 

corporate social responsibility. This theme, discussed in Chapter Five, refers to how the 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies of partners influenced the nature of the 

relationships with NPOs. For example, some of the businesses were in the process of 

shifting from a local CSR strategy to a national, trans-Tasman, or international strategy, 

whereas others were shifting in the opposite direction.  

The following summary includes the most notable features and provides an 

introduction to the size of the business partners involved. 

• Nine business partners were New Zealand Limited Companies 

o Four of which were international brands (separate legal entities) 

o Three of which were part of international networks 

o One was a (comparatively) medium size corporation operating trans-

Tasman 
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o Two were Small to Medium Enterprises (i.e., less than 20 employees) 

o One was a part State-Owned Enterprise 

• Three business partners were large corporations registered in Australia and 

operating trans-Tasman; one of which was a Public Company and two were 

Private Companies. 

4.2.6 Composition of the cases and embedded cases 

Figure 17, below, shows the composition of the focal NPOs (cases) and relationships 

with business partners (embedded cases). To preserve the high level of anonymity 

requested by participants, no identifiable characteristics have been included. This 

means that key services and programmes, as well as the location of activities, has not 

been included. As described in the methodology, some NPOs were the sole organisation 

operating particular programmes in particular areas. Consequently, they requested for 

this information to not be included. Furthermore, some of the partnership activities 

(i.e., social innovation programmes) are easily identified in New Zealand because they 

may be the only organisation, or one of a small number, conducting this type of activity.  

To avoid using anonymous codes to refer to cases, monikers were carefully created from 

certain organisational characteristics and NBC dynamics. This not only assigns an 

anonymous ‘personality’ to the cases, it also allows individuals and their respective 

organisations and relationships to be cited throughout. This is discussed further below. 
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Figure 17. Composition of NPOs and nonprofit–business partners - Case studies 

 

Note. Figure shows the composition of cases (NPOs) and embedded cases (NBC relationships). NPOs 
are in blue in the centre, business partners are in white boxes on the outside. Each organisation is given 
a moniker, written above each box. The cases are separated into two stages of data collection. 

 

Case Studies 
Focal NPOs

Embedded unit of analysis 
NBC Partners

Christchurch, Regional,
Medium, Gov. Funded

Small-Medium Enterprise, 
NZ Limited Company,

Sole location

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, International 

Network, Regional Office 
Structure

The Local (CS3)

Wellington, Nationwide,
Large, Not Gov. Funded

Large, Trans-Tasman, NZ 
Limited Company, 

Subsidiary, 
Branch Structure

Large, Trans-Tasman AU 
Public Company,

Subsidiary, Head Office and 
Branch structure

The Fragmented (CS2)

Christchurch, Regional,
Small, Gov. funded

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, Subsidiary, Head 
office and branch structure

The Networker (CS1)

Wellington, Nationwide,
Small, Not Gov. Funded

Small, Registered Charity,
Place-Based

The Converger (CS5)

Auckland, Nationwide,
Medium, Not Gov. Funded

Small-Medium Enterprise, 
NZ Limited Company, 

Sole location

The Opportunist (CS8)

The Innovator (CS6)

Auckland, Nationwide,
Large, Gov. Funded

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, International 

Network, Regional Office 
Structure

Large, Trans-Tasman, AU 
Private Company,  

NZ based subsidiary

The Long Game (CS10)

Auckland, Nationwide,
Small, Gov. Funded

Large, Trans-Tasman AU 
Private Company,

Subsidiary, Regional Office 
Structure

Auckland, Nationwide,
Large, Gov. Funded

Large, 
NZ Limited Company, Part 
State-Owned Enterprise

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, International 

Network, Regional Office 
Structure Medium, NZ Limited 

Company, Trans-Tasman, 
Regional Office Structure

The Commercially Savvy (CS9)

Stage One

Stage Two

Embedded unit of analysis 
NBC Partners

The Distant Collaborator (CS1 R1)

The Novice (CS2 R1)

The Advocate (CS3 R1)

The New Kids (CS5 R1)

The Trend Setter (CS6 R1)

The Alumus (CS8 R1)

 The Cheerleader (CS9 R1)

The Recluse (CS10 R1)

The Family Ties (CS2 R2)

The Local Hero (CS3 R2)

The Entrepreneur (CS6 R2)

The Big Player (CS8 R2)

The Self Starter (CS9 R3)
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Figure 18. Composition of NPOs and business partners - Contextual cases 

 

Note. The cases and embedded in this figure contributed primary data from the NPO side, and secondary 
data from the business side; consequently, data was used as contextual data. The cases are separated into 
two stages of data collection. 

 

Figure 18, above, shows the additional cases that were analysed using secondary sources 

where interviews were not possible. As discussed in the methodology, these cases were 

examined because the nonprofit interviewees described them as their ‘most significant’ 

partnerships. 

4.2.7 Relationships in the context of the literature 

In order to position the examined relationships in the context of the wider literature, 

the characteristics were mapped on to an augmented version of the Collaboration 

Continuum, and the Collaborative Value Creation Spectrum8 (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 

2012b). These frameworks were augmented by reframing the wording of the indicators 

 

8 The original frameworks are shown in the literature review, Chapter Two, Section 2.4.5. 

Case Studies 
Focal NPOs

Embedded Cases 
NBC Partners

Wellington, Nationwide,
Large, Not Gov. Funded

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, International 

Network, Regional Office 
Structure

Large, NZ Limited 
Company, Transnational, 
Regional Office Structure 

 The Historic (CS4)

Wellington, Nationwide,
Small, Not Gov. Funded

Medium, NZ Limited 
Company, Transnational,  

Branch Structure

The Converger (CS5)

Auckland, Nationwide,
Medium, Not Gov. Funded

The Optimist (CS7)

The Long Game (CS10)

Auckland, Nationwide,
Small, Gov. Funded

Large, ASIC Company, 
Head Office and Branch 

Structure

Embedded Cases
NBC Partners

Stage One

Stage Two

CS4 R1 - The Customer CS4 R2 - The Experts

CS5 R2 - The Rock Steady

CS10 R2 - The Investors
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to focus on the NPO perspective. For example, instead of ‘strategic value of the 

relationship’, ‘strategic value to the NPO’ was used; and instead of ‘managerial 

complexity of the relationship’, ‘managerial complexity for the NPO’ was used. A 

selection of examples of this mapping process are shown in Appendix P, and a summary 

of this is shown in Figure 19, below. 

Figure 19. All cases mapped onto the Collaboration Contimuum (CC) 

 

Note. The four relationships at the bottom shown in grey italics are the contextual cases which 
contributed primary data from the NPO side, and secondary data from the business side. This shows the 
author’s interpretation of how the cases might map onto the Collaboration Continuum (Austin & 
Seitanidi, 2012a). 

 

Figure 19, above, shows that when the language of the indicators are rephrased to focus 

on the NPO perspective, the cases represent an array of relationship types, with a large 

number characterised as integrative. Integrative NBC is described in the literature as 

relationships where partners have integrated missions, strategies, values, and 

Philanthropic Transactional Integrative Transfomational

The Distant Collaborator

The Novice • •

The Family Ties • •

The Advocate • • ● •

The Local Hero • ● • •

The New Kids • • ●
The Trendsetters • •

The Entrepreneurs • • ● •

The Alumnus • • ● •

The Cheerleader • ● •

The Big Player • • ● •

The Self-Starter • •

The Recluse • •

The Customers • • ● •

The Experts • • ● •

The Rock Steady • ● • •

The Investors • •

Key: ●
Approximate pos i tion on the Col laboration Continuum 

(Austin & Seitanidi , 2012a; 2012b)

●

NBC Relationships (embedded cases)

●
●

●

●
●

●
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personnel, through which they co-create value (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). While this 

description does not accurately describe the relationships examined in this study, when 

categorised using the constituent components, the indicators, the relationships appear 

in a different light; namely, more integrative. According to Austin and Seitanidi (2012a), 

the indicators characterise integrative relationships as involving highly engaged 

partners, deep levels of trust, involving core competencies, and as significant to the 

mission and strategies of the collaborating organisations, amongst others. When these 

indicators (and others) are taken into consideration, the outcome is the majority 

categorised as integrative. 

4.2.8 Organisation and relationship monikers 

As mentioned, each focal organisation and relationship was assigned a fictional 

moniker. The purpose was to enable each to be referred to (and cited) throughout the 

thesis, while preserving anonymity. The monikers relate to an interpretation of key 

characteristics derived from analysis; however, care was taken to ensure identifying 

‘factual’ characteristics of the organisations were not related exclusively to the choice of 

moniker. For example, The Historic, is not the oldest NPO, this relates to a particular 

feature of the stories they shared. Similarly, The Family Tie, is a sufficiently generic yet 

relevant feature which could relate to several relationships, however, it was chosen 

because it defined the nature of this particular one. 

4.2.9 Summary 

In summary, a high proportion of the business partners operated in three industries: 

retail, professional and technical services, and health care, and all but one are based in 

the three main centres, Auckland, Wellington, and Christchurch. The majority of 

relationships were established 2011 onwards, and resemble corporate sponsorship with 

opportunities for volunteering and fundraising activity. Many of which provide goods 

and services in-kind and form an integral part of a business partner’s Corporate Social 

Responsibility strategy. 
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4.3 A complex and changing operating environment 

This section uses a set of cross-case themes to describe how the focal NPOs navigated 

challenges presented by their changing environments. Because it is generally not 

possible to determine cause and effect when exploring contextual factors, there are 

overlaps and interrelationships between themes as there are in reality. The themes are 

framed by how participants described navigating challenges, rather than by the 

challenges themselves.  

4.3.1 Competing in an overcrowded sector 

One of the most distinctive features of the nonprofit environment in New Zealand is the 

unusual scale of the sector. Nonprofit and corporate interviewees described It as 

“bizarre”, “frustrating”, “overcrowded”, and “overly fragmented”. In 2016, there was an 

estimated 114,110 NPOs in New Zealand, which equates to approximately one 

organisation for every 42 people9 (Statistics New Zealand, 2016). This means that New 

Zealand has significantly more NPOs for every person than in Australian, Canada, the 

United Kingdom, or the USA (McLeod, 2017). For comparison, the United Kingdom has 

an estimated one NPO for every 588 people (Wiepking & Handy, 2015, p. 518).  

Of the total number of NPOs in New Zealand, over ninety percent are small 

organisations with no paid employees (Statistics New Zealand, 2016). This unusual ratio 

and composition creates an environment where organisations are compelled to 

compete with one another for limited resources. As one nonprofit CEO commented, 

“it’s just ridiculous! . . . we’re all vying for the same funding dollar! . . . Heck! It’s compete, 

compete, compete!” (Nonprofit CEO, The Networker). Although a large number of 

NPOs raised this as a significant challenge, there was no consensus on the effects of in-

sector competition, and the mixed experiences of CEOs revealed the complexity of the 

situation.  

 

9  In 2017, there were an estimated 114,110 nonprofit organisations in New Zealand, 27,380 of which registered 

charities. With a population of 4.844 million in 2017, there was approximately one NPO for every 42 people (Statistics 
New Zealand, 2016). 
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Several nonprofit executives referred to competition from overcrowding as 

counterproductive and in contrast to the raison d'être of the sector. They insisted it 

would be more efficient, and ultimately more effective, if organisations with 

complementary missions were to fundraise collaboratively. However, in their 

experience, this was scarcely practiced, and they shared stories of numerous failed 

attempts to “grow the pie” and “share resources” through collaborative fundraising 

efforts (Nonprofit CEO, The Converger). An example of a complementary mission is an 

NPO that provides emergency hospital transportation for babies, complementing an 

NPO that provides support services for families of premature babies. Both organisations 

are helping the same target group in a way that complements the mission of the other. 

Some CEOs believed the negative effects of overcrowding could be addressed by going 

further than collaborative fundraising. They suggested small NPOs that operate in a 

similar ‘space’ (i.e., with comparable missions) should merge on the grounds of reducing 

duplication and increasing efficiency. Nevertheless, during interviews, these CEOs 

appeared conflicted by the idea that competition could be beneficial, and often referred 

to organisations operating in the same space as “competitors”. 

For the more commercially aware CEOs, in-sector competition was regarded as a 

necessary and welcome part of the current economic climate. It was believed that 

competition encouraged organisations to focus on building strong relationships and 

strong reputations. Generally, the CEOs of the larger, well-established organisations 

held this positive view of competition; although, several explained that their large size 

did not always go in their favour. The CEO of The Networker, for example, described 

having been repeatedly overlooked for contestable funding, on the grounds the 

organisation appeared to be sufficiently self-sustaining, i.e., with adequate funds in the 

bank and sufficient capacity to cope. This repeated rejection was believed to be a 

consequence of an environment dominated by small organisations struggling to survive. 

After having dedicated time and limited resources to applying, the aforementioned 

organisation was left with no choice but to channel resources into finding multiple 

alternative sources of lower value. This experience was echoed by several of the large 

NPOs, and was consistent with findings in the New Zealand Productivity Commission 
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Report (2015). Contributors to this report describe several years of dedicating increasing 

amounts of time to fundraising activity, such as writing grant applications. 

For NPOs, the pressure to compete also came from above. During the early stages of 

this study, the government was starting to address the symptoms of overcrowding by 

cutting back on the number of charities funded, and prioritising larger charities 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Long Game). Consequently, competition for alternative sources of 

funding increased (e.g., philanthropic grants and commercial arrangements with 

corporations), affecting those that did not receive government funding as well as those 

that did. Addressing in-sector competition, however, was not the issue at hand for the 

government; the issue was the inefficiency of many small organisations operating in the 

same area, addressing similar issues, in a similar way.  

Under pressure to ensure every dollar of taxpayer money is used effectively, the 

government started to address certain sector level inefficiencies. One approach they 

used was to request substantial changes to the structure of large fragmented 

organisations. The CEOs on the receiving end of these requests described the process 

as government induced “modernisation”. They understood this to be motivated by the 

desire to reduce the duplication and waste inherent in a large, fragmented system. For 

these participants, modernisation generally referred to unifying federated or 

decentralised organisations, and centralising administration and fundraising capability. 

Overall, they were supportive of these changes, and understood them to be a positive 

way of creating efficiencies and increasing effectiveness within their organisations and 

the wider sector. 

4.3.2 Restructuring for efficiency 

Over the six years prior to this study, more than half of the focal NPOs (six) had 

significantly restructured their organisations at a business-model level, or had 

significantly consolidated services. These changes were described as necessary and in 

response to external pressure to become more efficient. Those that were funded by 

government, experienced direct pressure in the form of written letters from 

departments such the Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Social Development. 



| 154 

 

Indirect pressure, on the other hand, came through a variety of forms, including 

guidance from umbrella organisations such as Philanthropy New Zealand, the Social 

Policy Research and Evaluation Unit (known as SUPERU), and through general 

interactions within the sector. One CEO argued that the decision to restructure service 

provision was internally derived, and another argued it was a “natural progression” for 

them. However, executives from both of these organisations acknowledged that the 

changing economic environment in which they operate, prompted them to reassess the 

way the organisations were structured. 

During this study, a small number of the six NPOs mentioned above were still in the 

process of unifying fragmented organisation structures (i.e., a head office and a number 

of semi-autonomous sub-units based around the country). This was a significant change 

process for these organisations, with a long transition spanning several years. Thus, 

participants from these organisations were able to provide valuable descriptions of their 

on-going experiences. One NPO had received a direct request from The Ministry of 

Health to “modernise” its operating structure or risk losing long-standing contracts. 

Another, which was not government-funded, was in the process of unifying because the 

CEO appreciated that having a federated structure contributed to the sector-wide issue 

of waste and duplication (i.e., inefficiency). Of the other organisations that had 

restructured, one had recently merged with a larger NPO, which is in itself a significant 

form of restructuring. What each of these six organisations had in common was a desire 

to respond to the external pressure to increase efficiency. 

The four remaining organisations were also in the process of planning significant 

changes in the near future. These changes included a move towards becoming a social 

enterprise (generating revenue through market mechanisms), transitioning to online 

platforms to deliver services, and redesigning decades old programmes to align with 

rapidly shifting demographics. These are all significant changes for these organisations. 

Again, one of the driving forces was the pressure to create efficiencies in the way they 

operate, fundraise, and deliver services in order to become more effective. 
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4.3.3 Fundraising efficiently 

The need to create efficiencies also influenced fundraising activity. Several nonprofit 

executives described prioritising activity that required minimum input from the NPO, 

yet reaped maximum financial returns for the NPO. Some participants argued cause-

related marketing 10  was the most efficient, and described actively pursuing these 

commercial arrangements as part of a wider strategy. It was referred to as the “Holy 

Grail” of efficient fundraising; “the least amount of work and the most amount of yield” 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Local). Whereas others argued retaining a regular giving 

programme (i.e., individual donors that make direct debit payments) was the most 

efficient way of securing predictable income. Irrespective of the particular method 

favoured, it was clear that pressure to become more efficient influenced many aspects 

of day-to-day operations. With regard to the aim of this research, it was interesting to 

see NPOs pursuing commercial arrangements, independently or with business, to fill 

funding gaps from other more traditional sources of revenue. 

4.3.4 Commercialising to survive and thrive 

One way in which NPOs can address the perpetual challenge of securing enough 

funding to survive, is to generate their own revenue through market mechanisms, i.e., 

selling goods and services to a market segment as a commercial organisation would. 

The amount of social enterprise activity is rising rapidly in New Zealand (Charities 

Services, 2018), and was particularly topical during the period of this study as 

Christchurch prepared to host the 2017 Social Enterprise World Forum. Social 

enterprise and charity are different; however, some registered charities use market 

mechanisms to supplement their income. One of the NPOs in this study had been 

selling branded goods directly to the public for many years, and three others were 

considering doing the same. This is different to generating income through cause 

related marketing, however, which typically involves an NPO partnering with a business 

and receiving a percentage of the profits on the sale of a charity branded item. Instead, 

 

10 Cause-related marketing “links a firm’s marketing activities to an NPO’s mission and identity, satisfies societal 

expectations for social engagement, while maintaining a focus on the firm’s profit generation” (Runté, Basil, & 
Deshpande, 2009, p. 256) 
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what these organisations were in the process of creating was a range of goods to be sold 

through their own websites, stores, events, or through third party retailers. These 

organisations would own any copyright or intellectual property, and receive all of the 

profits from the sale of the goods or services. 

For these organisations, generating revenue or “social profit” as one CEO called it, was 

one way of protecting the organisation from “funding shocks that can happen when you 

have a poor fundraising year, or the government decides to completely turn around 

what its priorities are for what it regards an essential service and things like that” 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Local). The breadth of ideas these three organisations were 

considering was surprising. It ranged from generating revenue through intellectual 

property rights to ‘best practice models’ at one extreme, through to coffee carts that 

allowed beneficiaries to become an integral part of the organisation, at the other 

extreme. What each of these organisations had in common was a desire to increase 

control over elements in their environment that prevented them from being responsive, 

and from taking opportunities as they arise. For these organisations, government 

contracts and outcomes-based grant funding limited their ability to innovate, which in 

turn limited their ability to pursue their missions effectively. 

4.3.5 Relying on gaming machine societies 

Another distinctive feature of the New Zealand nonprofit landscape is the magnitude of 

funding that comes from gaming machine societies. As of March 2018, there were 35 

gaming machine societies registered with the Department of Internal Affairs. These 

societies annually distribute around $260 million to community groups, a high 

proportion of which are sports related groups (Department of Internal Affairs, 2017, p. 

2). Although directing gambling-related proceeds to community is not unique to New 

Zealand, the system and the legislation that ensures this happens is unique (DIA, 2017). 

In New Zealand, to be eligible for a licence to operate a gaming machine under the 2003 

Gambling Act, societies “must be entirely non-commercial and be established to raise 

funds for community or ‘authorised’ purposes” (Department of Internal Affairs, 2016, p. 

3). In other countries, gambling is generally a for-profit industry, and funds are 

distributed to community at the discretion of individual organisations. Whereas in New 
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Zealand, this is a regulated industry and thousands of small NPOs rely on this source of 

funding for survival. 

Over the ten years prior to this study, the landscape for gaming machine societies 

changed significantly in New Zealand. Government have introduced what are 

commonly referred to as ‘sinking lid policies’ at the district level, these policies 

effectively prevent new licences from being approved and existing licences from being 

transferred if a venue closes or moves. The intention is to gradually limit access to 

gaming machines, and as such, reduce the negative consequences of problem gambling 

on communities (Cairns, 2015). Simultaneously, cultural shifts and societal awareness 

regarding ‘problem gambling’ have gradually reduced the income generated by people 

playing the machines, and at the same time, machine operators faced rising compliance 

costs. Consequently, these trends have significantly reduced the pool of funds available 

to communities. However, the role of the gaming machine industry in New Zealand is 

complex; reduced revenue from gaming means reduced funds available to communities. 

The media reported that available funds had “decreased from almost $400m in 2004 to 

$260m in 2015. Overall, gambling revenue was down $510m since the Gambling Act 

changes in 2003 - mainly due to a lack of spending on machines” (Price, 2016, para. 4). 

These figures are significant, because it is often the most vulnerable and remote 

communities that are affected by both problem gambling and a reduction of funds. 

All of the NPOs examined were recipients of gambling related funding, either through 

gaming machine societies or the New Zealand Lottery Grants Board. For most, this 

funding formed a relatively small part of a funding mix, but for a small number, it was 

a vital component. As such, the changing landscape for gaming societies added pressure 

to day-to-day operations. Two CEOs in particular provided rich descriptions of how 

relying on gaming funds affected their respective organisations. They explained how not 

only were the funds rapidly declining and adding pressure to find alternative sources, 

but also, a high proportion of gaming grants have restrictions on how funds can be 

spent. These restrictions typically prevent spending on operational overheads, such as 

rent or salaries, preferring instead to ‘tag’ funding to specific projects with set 

timeframes and desired outcomes. This adds to the pressure to find alternative sources 
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of untagged funding to sustain the organisations; i.e., funds that can be used for any 

purpose in pursuit of the NPOs mission.  

Many NPOs sourced untagged funding from commercial arrangements with business, 

such as sponsorships and cause related marketing. The CEO of The Fragmented argued 

that the less inclined traditional funders are to support operational overheads, the more 

critical untagged funds from corporations become (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

The Fragmented is a good example of how NPOs are adjusting in response to a changing 

fundraising environment, and how this is connected to increased activity with business. 

During the year of data collection and the year following that (2015 – 2017), this 

organisation more than doubled the amount of partnerships with businesses, and 

formalised many existing relationships that were previously informal (i.e., without any 

form of contract or MOU). Changes such as these were part of addressing the reduced 

funding from gaming related sources; however, they cannot be separated from other 

environmental factors at play. 

4.3.6 Differentiating the organisation from the ‘noise and the crowd’ 

Competition from overcrowding also puts pressure on NPOs to differentiate themselves 

from the “noise and the crowd”, which participants referred to as one of the biggest 

challenges facing NPOs. With limited resources, focusing energy on the profile of the 

organisation did not “philosophically align” for some, with what they understood their 

organisations to be about. It was clear the pressure to distinguish their organisations in 

order to compete presented a multi-faceted challenge. Nevertheless, most of the NPOs 

described investing increasing amounts of time and resources into raising brand 

awareness, which is one of the more obvious ways of differentiating the organisation. 

Two NPOs in particular were in the process of rebranding, and described both the 

decision and the required investment as significant. One of the rebranding processes 

included a complete name change, which is arguably a more difficult decision with 

substantial consequences, while the other was a more superficial visual rebranding. The 

CEOs of both organisations explained how the decision to rebrand was based on the 

need to differentiate the organisation, and that positive brand awareness was crucial to 

all aspects of fundraising relationships, including with government.  



| 159 

 

During interviews, the NPOs that discussed pressure to raise brand awareness were 

arguably already ‘household names’ in New Zealand, and had already struggled through 

the process to obtain the status they had. For these well-established NPOs, the 

discussion of nonprofit branding revolved almost entirely around the need to 

understand the commercial value of their brands to business partners. These NPOs 

faced a different set of challenges, namely the pressure to accommodate the commercial 

realities of the environment they operated in, and the demands of the corporate 

partners with which they increasingly associated. This discussion forms a significant 

part of Chapter Six. 

4.3.7 Professionalising as a means of competing 

In addition to the challenges created by the significant number of NPOs, nonprofit 

interviewees described experiencing external pressure to professionalise the way they 

work. However, because nonprofit professionalisation is a complex phenomenon 

(Hwang & Powell, 2009), explaining precisely where the pressure comes from was not 

straightforward for interviewees. The majority of executives discussed rising 

expectations from stakeholders, including government, funding bodies, beneficiaries, 

corporate partners, and often the public. While others described a form ‘peer pressure’ 

from overseas counterparts as influencing their drive to become more professional.  

The globalised environment in which NPOs operate encourages nonprofit stakeholders 

and executives to draw comparisons to equivalent organisations operating around the 

world (examples might include The Fred Hollows Foundation Australia, Age UK, or 

Habitat for Humanity). For example, one of the more commercial NPOs examined was 

involved in an international consortium style collaboration with other NPOs. While the 

CEO believed there should be clear benefits to this type of arrangement, when asked to 

describe what they were, they were only able to think of the additional pressure it put 

them under to compete with peers. This was largely because of the fact this was a 

memberships organisation, and the members (young people) were looking to the others 

NPOs in the consortium and wanting comparable services. For other nonprofit 

executives, the drivers of professionalisation were more tangible, and legislative and 

legal changes were often key. For others still, the desire to attract and retain high value 
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partnerships with businesses was a driver of change (as discussed throughout the 

subsequent findings chapters). These varied findings are consistent with the nonprofit 

literature, which suggests the pressure to professionalise is ubiquitous, it can come from 

all directions and all stakeholders simultaneously, including from within the nonprofit 

sector itself (Hwang & Powell, 2009). 

Most participants (nonprofit and business) equated being more professional with being 

more ‘business-like’ or ‘business-savvy’, and during discussions, often used the terms 

interchangeably. However, the descriptions they used for what it means to be ‘business-

like’, implied a subtly different usage from the academic use of the term when applied 

to the nonprofit sector (e.g., Hwang & Powell, 2009). In earlier literature it is typically 

used to describe an increase in the use of “specialized, subject-matter knowledge gained 

through formal training and delivered by paid experts” (Salamon, 2012, p. 16). That is 

not to say interviewees did not discuss this more familiar side of professionalisation. In 

fact, several participants spoke about the process of employing increasing numbers of 

qualified professionals such as lawyers; having rigorous systems for hiring high quality 

people that are right for the job; offering professional guidance and development 

opportunities to staff; and ensuring reward and remuneration sufficient to prevent 

young, ambitious employees from leaving for positions in the private sector. For the 

nonprofits in this study, “being more professional” was also associated with focusing on 

governance, efficiency in service delivery, achieving greater independence from 

government, and growth. 

For the mature, commercial organisations interviewed, having a professional 

fundraising team was an important part of maintaining a sufficient level of income, 

something they attributed to the changing nature of the fundraising environment. 

Participants explained how the days of relying on passionate “people who needed 

saving” (Nonprofit CEO, The Commercially Savvy), or traditional street collections was 

no longer sufficient. Similarly, for these organisations the need to manage change was 

part of the driving force behind the need to professionalise. Several CEOs described how 

change posed a risk to organisations that were operating “hand to mouth”, and that 

managing the change in the current environment required professional, paid staff 
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(Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). Commenting on the need to professionalise, one 

CEO expressed these sentiments clearly: 

Growth is part of it, but I think it’s just change generally and managing that change. . . . for 

us the risk of not managing change well is really high, you know. If we start to loose staff 

because they’re not comfortable around change, then that impacts on our ability and that 

has dire consequences for us (Nonprofit CEO, The Commercially Savvy). 

 

The pressure to professionalise was experienced across all of the focal NPOs in different 

ways. This range of experiences was indicative of the diversity within the cases 

examined, and the diverse nature of nonprofit organisations generally. 

4.3.8 Responding to legal and legislative changes 

Some of the challenges described by NPOs were more concrete than the ubiquitous 

pressure to professionalise. For example, the need to respond to legal and legislative 

changes, such as changes to the Charities Act 2005 that came into effect April 1 2015, 

and the introduction of the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015. In addition, 

participants described on-going adjustments to changes to the Vulnerable Children Act 

2014, and preparing for forthcoming changes to the Incorporated Societies Act 1908 

expected to take effect in 2021. It is worth reiterating here that all of the focal NPOs 

were registered charities; therefore, all were in some way responding to or anticipating 

these changes. 

The extent of the challenges these legislative changes presented NPOs was surprising; 

for some, the way the organisations operated was fundamentally affected, and for 

others, the way they interacted with business partners had to change substantially or 

relationships terminated. (The challenges related to partnerships with business are 

discussed in detail in the findings chapters, this section provides an overview only). The 

Vulnerable Children Act 2014, for example, was described as significantly reducing the 

level of volunteerism many small NPOs relied on, as well as reducing the level of staff 

engagement that was possible for business partners. This was largely the case when 

individuals were not able to understand why it was no longer appropriate to interact 

with child beneficiaries in the same way they had done previously. Similarly, why they 
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needed to have police background checks to be able to do what they have always done. 

One CEO described a number of long-standing relationships with businesses and 

individual donors that were terminated as a result of these legislative changes. Despite 

the struggles they created, changes to the Vulnerable Children Act were welcomed by 

nonprofit CEOs. For them, the priority was child rights. Business partners, on the other 

hand, found the restrictions on engagement more difficult to accommodate within their 

intended Corporate Social Responsibility strategies.  

The effects of the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 (implemented during this study), 

were similarly detrimental to NPOs. Issues and challenges stemmed largely from the 

personal responsibility now bestowed on directors for health and safety breaches. For 

example, nonprofit executives described board members stepping down because they 

were considered legally ‘not close enough to the day-to-day operations of the 

organisation’ to be able to ensure health and safety requirements were adhered to. The 

smaller NPOs also described lower level issues, such as having to cease informal support 

networks that were previously operated from the homes of beneficiaries, which again, 

stemmed from charity directors being personally responsible if anything were to happen 

from a health and safety perspective. 

Changes to the reporting standards for registered charities (Charities Act 2005) also 

came into effect during this study, and was therefore topical for some the smaller NPOs. 

Two CEOs described the changes to reporting as a welcome and positive step towards 

increasing accountability and transparency. In brief, the changes to this act involved a 

move towards a tiered system for submitting annual financial reports to Charities 

Services11. The new system determined the minimum requirements with which charities 

were required to report. Understanding and adjusting to these new requirements was 

an issue for three NPOs, two of which had fragmented structures and it was the smaller, 

individually registered organisations that found it challenging. The CEO of another 

organisation which relied heavily on volunteer staff, empathised with the adjustments 

required for small NPOs, but did not see it as a significant challenge. 

 

11 Charities Services is part of the Department of Internal Affairs and administers the Charities Act 2005 
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The final legislative change discussed by participants involved preparing for 

forthcoming changes to Incorporate Societies Act 1908. This was described as more of 

an issue for NPOs smaller than those examined, although the organisations that were 

in the process of unifying fragmented structures, described how they would be affected 

if unification was not completed by the time the act takes effect (2021). One CEO 

described the task for smaller organisations as simply being clear on what they do, how 

they do it, and why, something that well-established organisations typically understand.  

4.3.9 Following government ‘fads’ 

The four NPOs that held government contracts to deliver services (or were soon to be 

entering into contracts), described another challenging peculiarity of the nonprofit 

landscape in New Zealand. Unlike in other countries, historically the New Zealand 

government has only partially funded the services contracted to NPOs (O’Brien, 

Sanders, & Tennant, 2009). Executives from the four organisations in this study had 

experienced first-hand the challenges partial funding creates. They described how they 

were required to source additional funding to ‘top-up’ the amount required to deliver 

on contractual obligations. Some nonprofit interviewees described the need to piece 

together funding from other sources, and how the “obvious place to go” to fill that 

funding gap was corporates. This was experienced by organisations that delivered 

unusual or unpopular service provisions, as well as programmes that for various reasons 

government were not in a position to deliver or fully support. NPOs referred to the 

services as those that “don’t fit into any of the little boxes for government funding” 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Long Game), and issues that did not align with the “sexy politics” 

of the moment (Contextual Interview). In almost all cases, NPOs pursued relationships 

with corporations to contribute towards funding these unusual or unpopular services. 

Another aspect NPOs were required to navigate was the cyclical change of government 

agendas and policy frameworks. Some participants referred to this as navigating 

government ‘fads’ and government ‘drives’. During the data collection phase, the main 

government drives NPOs were responding to were the Community Investment Strategy 

of the Ministry of Social Development, the Results Based Accountability strategy of the 

Ministry of Health, and the Social Investment strategy of The Treasury. Collectively, all 
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of these frameworks are part of a wider shift towards increasing accountability through 

evidence-based investment in outcomes (O’Brien, 2016). Participants explained that in 

essence “all budget applications that go to cabinet have to have proof of outcome. So, 

anything that cannot prove its outcomes will not be funded” (Nonprofit CEO, The 

Innovator). According to The Treasury, “Social Investment is about improving the lives 

of New Zealanders by applying rigorous and evidence-based investment practices to 

social services” (The Treasury, 2017, para. 1). The larger, well-established NPOs in this 

study welcomed this government drive, and were highly motivated to continue proving 

that what they do makes a positive and measurable impact on the lives of New 

Zealanders. 

However, this was not the case for all organisations, for example, one interviewee 

argued (from a position of experience) that a huge number of organisations operating 

in the child and family space have never tried to prove outcomes; they simply operate 

in the knowledge that what they are doing works (Nonprofit CEO, The Innovator). In 

the current environment, all New Zealand-based NPOs (government funded or not) are 

under pressure to prove outcomes. Consequently, this was a topic raised by all 

participants, albeit through a variety of vocabulary. Some participants framed the 

discussion in terms of proving their impact or outcomes, and talked about qualitative 

measures such as client case studies. Whereas others referred to proving their social 

return on investment, and were very definite that what they achieve can and should be 

quantified. 

Early in the study it became apparent that the prevailing focus of government, 

philanthropy, and corporate social responsibility was children and young people 

(O’Brien, 2016). This is the ‘space’ that was receiving large amounts of government 

funding, in which multi-sector collaborations were happening, and where the media 

was focusing attention. During the period of data collection, children and young people 

were the “sexy politics” of the time. It is perhaps not surprising therefore, that seven of 

the ten focal NPOs had child or youth centred missions, and a further two delivered 

child or youth focused programmes as part of a wider mission, as this is where attention 

and funding was being channelled. 
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4.3.10 Preparing for demographic changes and societal shifts 

One of the more surprising challenges NPOs described was the need to prepare for 

future demographic change. This was surprising for several reasons: firstly, because of 

how far ahead executives were planning (some up to thirty years). Secondly, because of 

the extent of the changes executives were proposing to make to existing programmes, 

and even operating models. Finally, because it was assumed by the researcher that the 

speed of demographic change would not pose an immediate challenge, but perhaps 

require a gradual development of programmes and services over time. Instead, the 

findings from this study suggest addressing the challenges of demographic change 

required attention and resources immediately. 

When nonprofit executives described the nature of the challenges and the reasons 

behind the changes they were making, the magnitude and immediacy of the issues 

became apparent. Several Auckland-based NPOs, for example, described the need to 

adapt core programmes because of the increasingly diverse cultural landscape of the 

Auckland region. For one NPO, their traditional beneficiaries were part of a rapidly 

declining demographic, particularly in Auckland. This posed a challenge to executives, 

because much of their funding was dependent on the organisation continuing to serve 

this particular group. If they adapted their programmes to accommodate a different 

demographic, they faced the prospect of losing the support of influential individuals, 

and generations of consistent funding. Executives from another NPO also described the 

challenge of remaining responsive and relevant in communities that are increasingly 

multi-cultural. The CEO explained the need to understand and accommodate the 

complexities of increasingly diverse family dynamics, and the rapidly changing nature 

of ‘childhood’ (mainly due to technology). In addition, some organisations were 

thinking even further ahead, and described preparing to meet the needs of an aging 

population (with an aging workforce) in twenty to thirty years, as the “bulge of baby 

boomers comes through” (Nonprofit CEO, The Networker). 

For many NPOs, shifting demographics posed a complex challenge. Often, their 

missions focused on social issues pertaining to a particular group; how effectively they 

were able to address these issues had implications for their accountability and 
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legitimacy, which in turn affected their ability to fundraise. Nevertheless, the executives 

were under no impression this was a new phenomenon. They understood that 

communities change constantly; the challenge was in finding innovative ways of 

understanding the nature of the change, and keeping up with the pace of change.  

4.3.11 Accommodating changing expectations and preferences 

Executives of two of the more commercial NPOs explained how the public have come 

to expect a high standard of service delivery from charities, as they expect from 

commercial organisations. This is part of  the ‘vicious cycle’ of professionalisation which 

one NPO described as being “the victims of our own success” (Nonprofit CEO, The 

Opportunist). The more professional an organisation appears externally, the more is 

expected of them and the more difficult this higher standard is to sustain (Nonprofit 

CEO, The Opportunist). These expectations included having trained professionals in 

roles where previously there were volunteers; providing service comparable to 

commercial organisations (in terms of the number of hours and days worked); and 

having available ‘state of the art’ equipment as one might expect in the commercial 

sector. Several large NPOs explained that one of challenges is “people think we’re much 

bigger than we are” (Nonprofit CEO, The Opportunist), echoing a concern raised 

repeatedly about the public’s misconceptions of how nonprofits and charities operate. 

Interviewees described the pressure to remain current and relevant in an environment 

that is increasingly technical and fast-moving, as one of the biggest challenges facing 

the sector (Nonprofit CEO, The Innovator). For some, this involved ensuring marketing 

campaigns were “fresh and new”, and for others, “digital engagement” was considered 

“probably the biggest change NFP’s are grappling with at the moment” (Nonprofit CEO, 

The Opportunist). Two of the largest NPOs described changing the delivery mode of 

some of their programmes from face-to-face to online or app-based, and changing some 

of the traditional engagement they have with beneficiaries to online via social media, 

because this is “what the kids like to use”. Although these pressures were described as a 

challenge, the long-term benefits to the organisations were considered significant. For 

example, efficiency and cost saving, as well as mission-specific benefits such as allowing 
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the organisations to reach more beneficiaries, particularly those in remote areas of the 

country where it is not cost effective or practical to operate. 

The NPOs in this study that relied on public donations, described how the increasingly 

‘cashless’ nature of New Zealand society was a challenge they were working through. 

Although the NPOs affected were of different scales and ages, each was comprised of 

smaller community-based sub-units that had evolved from grassroots beginnings (i.e., 

the fragmented organisations discussed earlier). For these organisations, receiving 

public donations from local communities was still an important part of fundraising, and 

included the use of collection boxes in retail outlets, and ‘offline’ or ‘analogue’ 

fundraising events. The main issue was the trend towards individuals carrying less cash 

and preferring to make electronic payments for small transactions, including charity 

donations. This was a challenge because they had not yet devised an effective alternative 

income stream; however, each described working in collaboration with business 

partners to address the issue. As one business partner explained,  

People don’t tend to carry cash around with them anymore, so when you just shake the 

bucket, or we’ve got donation boxes in store, a lot of people just don’t have cash . . . even the 

text to donate doesn’t seem to be working for them, so yes, you have to, especially from a 

fundraising point of view, they have to continually evolve (Business Exec, The Family Tie). 

Although accommodating societal shifts is a ‘normal’ challenge for organisations 

regardless of sector or industry, the limited resources and capacity of many NPOs can 

make adaptation challenging, especially where keeping up with expensive technology 

and digital solutions is concerned. One of the ways NPOs were addressing these 

challenges was through partnerships with digital design companies, media companies, 

television channels, and magazines and newspapers. 

4.3.12  Managing increased demand and mission driven growth 

Nonprofit organisations supporting vulnerable groups described managing increased 

need and demand as one of the most significant challenges. The effects of child poverty, 

domestic abuse, and poor mental health, for example, were all rising trends. They were 

also issues attracting significant government and media attention at the time of this 
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study. Across the three geographic regions, six NPOs explained how the number of 

beneficiaries in their programmes (or using their services) had risen significantly in 

recent years. One organisation that operated a nationwide programme addressing 

issues related to child poverty, had a long waiting list for their programmes. This 

situation applied constant pressure to find new ways of attracting funding or generating 

revenue; being highly commercial, the default response for this particular organisation 

was to engage in commercial arrangements with businesses, large and small. The CEO 

explained, 

I guess the biggest thing for us is growth, and trying to maintain that growth. . . . we have a 

constant need—when a [beneficiary] applies for our support they go on a waiting list, and at 

the moment we’ve got [a large] waiting list, and so we know that they need our help . . . the 

biggest thing is keeping up with the growth (Nonprofit Exec., The Commercially Savvy). 

The issue of increased demand was more complex and more pronounced for the 

Christchurch-based organisations, because they were still feeling the effects of the 2010 

and 2011 Canterbury earthquakes. One CEO explained how initially the organisation 

experienced a sudden increase in demand, and ever since, a steady rise in need (and 

complexity of need) in the communities they serve. 

If you look at the statistics in Christchurch, everything is continuing to climb. . . . parental 

alcohol and drug abuse, domestic violence, and parental mental health. These are the three 

key themes that are emerging when families are reaching out for help . . . and that’s a 

problem that’s getting worse and worse. It’s becoming more and more, the demand 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Local). 

The challenges felt by NPOs can occur in several ways. For some, the challenge is being 

able to meet the community need for their services (as described). For others, the 

challenge is in meeting the demand for their services. This latter scenario was generally 

the case for organisations addressing an issue or social group that could be described as 

vulnerable, but stable. This is not to say the need was not significant and unmet; 

however, the number of people affected was not changing dramatically from one year 

to the next. For example, if an NPO supports people with breast cancer, the need may 

be great and the numbers high, but not necessarily increasing. For these NPOs, the 
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challenge of addressing need stemmed from elsewhere, for example, insufficient 

funding and resources.  

For some NPOs, the challenges paradoxically stemmed from their level experience: 

having reached a stage in their development where they fully appreciated the scope and 

scale of the social issue they address. In a small number of cases, this level of experience 

and understanding led executives to address the needs of a broader beneficiary group, 

or an additional beneficiary group. For example, if an NPO that provides palliative care 

to young adults subsequently learns of the impact on the friends of these young adults, 

they might expand their services to support this group. Alternatively, if an NPO that 

supports adult victims of domestic violence learns of the effects on the children of these 

victims, they might design a programme to address the needs of the children.  

A group of three NPOs interpreted the challenge of managing need and demand in a 

subtly different way. For this group, it was described as an urgent need to grow, and the 

way they framed this growth, was as though it were mission driven. For example, when 

describing the motivation to grow the organisation and expand its core programmes to 

meet urgent needs, one CEO explained, “I think it was almost a kind of – it’s a moral 

decision, it’s the right thing to do; these are young people in need, so we need to do it” 

(Nonprofit participants, The Opportunist). Another executive clearly expressed the 

urgency they felt, exclaiming, “we want to grow! Not just for the sake of growing, but 

because there is this massive need! There is a massive need! and no one is meeting it! 

(Nonprofit participant, The Long Game).  

4.3.13 Remaining responsive and relevant 

Regardless of characteristics or idiosyncrasies, a key driver for all NPOs was the desire 

to remain “responsive and relevant”. Whether an executive was describing the 

significance of their independence from government, or the need to change a funding 

or service delivery model, referring to shifting demographics or the pace of 

technological change, at the core of the challenges they faced was a drive to remain 

responsive and relevant to those they serve in the environment in which they operate.  
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Although this featured as a key theme throughout, it was only once cross-case analysis 

was carried out it became clear how central and all-encompassing this was. This elegant 

phrase captures the essence of how executives made important decisions about how to 

adapt to their changing environments. As such, this theme is expanded and supported 

in the following chapters exploring the NPO experiences in more depth. 

4.4 Summary 

In summary, the unique characteristics of the nonprofit environment in New Zealand 

create a combination of challenges for NPOs, including the need to compete for 

funding, which simultaneously pushes organisations to become more professional and 

for some, to become more efficient in their operations. Others struggled to respond to 

legal and legislative changes and found their relationships with business affected as a 

result. While many found the increasing expectations of stakeholders a challenge to 

navigate and accommodate, each NPO was driven by the desire to remain as responsive 

and relevant as possible, in an environment that was changing more quickly than ever 

before. 
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Chapter Five 

5 Dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration: Nonprofit experience 

The purpose of this study is to explore how the nonprofit experience of nonprofit–

business collaboration relates to how these organisations navigate in turbulent 

environments. The previous chapter described the environment of the focal NPOs, 

highlighting the challenges executives considered significant and the way in which they 

were navigating them. What it did not include was the role of partnerships and 

collaboration with businesses in this process. The following chapters examine the 

dynamics and nature of a collection of relationships with business. As a key part of 

addressing the main research question, these chapters describe the organisation level 

outcomes associated with these relationships. The discussion throughout is framed in 

terms of how being in a particular type of relationship, is connected with how the focal 

NPO navigates in turbulent environments.  

Four core themes form the basis of the following four chapters. These themes 

encompass the most significant findings from this study. Each theme represents a type 

of relationship dynamic that emerged and was identified across a number of cases, and 

was associated with significant outcomes for nonprofit partners. 

• Chapter Five - Evolving with corporate social responsibility 

• Chapter Six - Accommodating commercial realities 

• Chapter Seven - Leveraging common networks 

• Chapter Eight - Collaborating with catalytic individuals 

Interaction and exchange are the foundation of any relationship, and so each theme 

includes an action. While the wording highlights one perspective (that of the NPO), 

these themes and the accompanying discussion are the product of analysing both 

nonprofit and business experiences. The inherently dynamic nature of NBC means these 

four themes are not discrete; they overlap and are interrelated. Thus, the four chapters 

are necessarily cumulative; they build the thesis in stages and culminate in a discussion 

around how these elements combine and relate. 
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In terms of the structure of the following discussion, the introduction of each theme is 

followed by a series of sub-sections. These sub-sections examine the NPO experience 

through six relationship types that emerged from the data, along with two key roles. 

These features are discussed within the theme they related to most. The analysis of the 

interactions in terms of these constituent parts demonstrates how these dynamics of 

NBC are associated with paradoxical outcomes for nonprofits. Each chapter includes a 

short discussion relating the findings to the literature. 

The following diagram (Figure 20) shows the relationship between the key themes, and 

the relationship types and roles that were identified.  

Figure 20. Findings framework 

 

Note. This diagram shows the relationship between the emergent themes that will be discussed in the 
following chapters. The dynamics are shown in blue and the relationship types and roles are in the white 
boxes. 
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Participant terminology 

Before proceeding, it may be useful to explain some the mixed terminology participants 

used. For example, although they have different meanings technically, the words 

partnership and sponsorship were used interchangeably. Similarly, the word 

sponsorship in this setting did not necessarily indicate purely transactional 

relationships; participants in some of the more collaborative relationships also used it. 

The following extracts demonstrate some of the mixed sentiments around the use of 

these words. 

I manage the day-to-day running of the sponsorship, partnership—interchangeable 

terminology. I know from a charity perspective they prefer partnership, we term it a 

sponsorship, though we are called their principal partner… (Business Exec, The Big Player). 

The word partnership is being used more and more in order to try and put a slightly different 

spin on it, because there’s a whole lot of negativity around the word sponsorship . . . we’re 

trying to add more dimensions to those relationships, which is where the partnership word 

comes in. How much that really means in reality it does just depend. It's probably a little bit 

more talk than reality (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

Author terminology 

Finally, it is worth explaining how the word significant is used throughout the 

subsequent chapters. It is used in this context to refer to features or aspects of 

relationships that are particularly meaningful, important or substantial for the focal 

NPOs. Despite the more conventional use in statistics and quantitative studies, the 

author believes in this context, significant more accurately represents the descriptions 

provided by participants. 
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5.1 Evolving with corporate social responsibility  

The first and most significant theme that emerged from this study was Evolving with 

corporate social responsibility. This is the overarching theme linking all of the findings 

from this study together. This theme captures the way in which business partners were 

developing and evolving their CSR practices and strategies, and their respective 

nonprofit partners were evolving with these changes. In some cases, the focal NPOs were 

making change in response to strategy changes, and in other cases in anticipation of 

CSR trends. This chapter focuses on the former: NPOs making changes because their 

respective partners had made changes. 

5.1.1 Corporate social responsibility 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a business ethics concept that assumes social 

and environmental responsibilities beyond legal and economic obligations (Kourula & 

Halme, 2008). It is also one of the most debated concepts on both sides of the sectoral 

divide (Banerjee, 2008; Wadham, 2009). As a concept and form of business activity, the 

existing literature depicts CSR as constantly evolving in response to social, political, and 

cultural influences (Cochran, 2007). Corporations of a certain size typically have a 

formal corporate responsibility strategy; for some this may emphasise social 

responsibilities, for others environmental (ecological), and for others still, it may form 

part of a holistic sustainability framework. These strategies address a range of issues 

from employee wellbeing, to environmental protection, through to community 

investment. Collaboration and partnerships with NPOs are typically only a small part of 

implementing a CSR strategy. The businesses in this study generally included 

engagement with NPOs in their formal strategies within the domain of ‘community 

investment’ or ‘community engagement’. For a small number, however, it was included 

as part of investing in the engagement and wellbeing of their own employees.  

The idea that relationships with NPOs can be a mechanism to improve corporate 

employee engagement was a key motivation for many business executives. In interviews, 

these executives described pursuing relationships that “help drive more engagement” 

and changing existing relationships to help address the “staff engagement challenges”. 
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The link between CSR practice and employee engagement is described in the literature 

as a recent trend (Glavas, 2016). However, while interviewees suggested this was a 

current trend, the CSR strategy documents that were analysed did not make this 

connection. Only one business had a formal strategy (publicly available) that connected 

relationships with NPOs to the issue of employee engagement and wellbeing. Instead, 

formal strategies tended to refer to relationships as a ‘social responsibility’ and part of 

‘supporting communities’. Nevertheless, this was a key issue for NPOs, because 

providing these opportunities often required compromise and changes to how they 

preferred to operate (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013); this theme recurs throughout. 

Business and nonprofit participants consistently raised the topic of CSR strategies in 

interviews. There were a number of potential reasons for this; firstly, business partners 

(or an individual within a business partner firm) initiated the majority of the 

relationships in this study. Only one focal NPO initiated a relationship, and this was 

with a particular project in mind. Secondly, the majority of relationships were initiated 

or formalised as part of a CSR strategy.12 Finally, and most importantly, a large number 

of businesses were in the process of changing their strategies. When asked to describe 

the relationship in question, a surprising number of participants (nonprofit and 

business) started by describing strategy changes that were either in progress, or had 

been made recently. These changes were significant in the context of this study, because 

in every case they had a direct effect on the relationship in question. Some of the 

business participants were cognisant of these effects, and others appeared unaware. The 

nonprofit participants, on the other hand, were intimately aware of how these changes 

to CSR strategies were affecting their organisations.  

In order to explore the experience of working with a business that is changing its 

strategy, different actions, behaviours, and ways of thinking about and referring to CSR 

were coded. This process initially involved pattern and descriptive coding, and in latter 

stages process coding was used to code for actions and interaction. Because the 

significance of partners changing their strategies was not initially apparent, the analysis 

 

12 A breakdown of this data across the complete set of cases is shown in Appendix R: Corporate social responsibility: 

Cross-case analysis. 
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processes was iterative and emergent. This involved examining the changes businesses 

were making, and relating them to patterns emerging in how NPOs were responding.  

Ultimately, the changes businesses were making to their strategies were grouped under 

four categories. These groupings were formed by relating the nature of the changes and 

motivations for making them, to CSR trends described in the earlier literature. This 

categorisation was possible because different perspectives on the notion of corporate 

responsibility can be linked to different trends and priorities in CSR practice (Lawrence 

& Weber, 2014). For example, the belief that a company has a responsibility to 

“contribute to the well-being of society and the environment in which it functions” 

(Lawrence & Weber, 2014, p. 52) is often associated with corporate citizenship. 

Corporations guided by this particular view of responsibility might prioritise 

engagement in the communities in which they operate. Cross-case analysis revealed 

ways of thinking about CSR could be mapped onto certain changes partners were 

making to their CSR practice.  

The four categories and how they were coded are shown in Table 5, below.  

Table 5. Overview of how CSR strategy changes were categorised 

Category*  Coding process 

Shared Value Relationships where business partners referred to changing the strategy to something 
“that was more meaningful for us both” or “embedding it more into our business so that 
our people get more value out of it” were coded as Shared Value. Generally, these 
businesses were aiming to integrate their NPO relationships into core business practices. 
Specific actions and spoken intentions coded included, focusing on an aligned area of 
interest (e.g., children’s health) and sharing professional skills.  

Social Impact Business partners making changes in order to be recognised for their contributions to 
community development were coded as Social Impact. This appeared to influence five of 
the largest corporations (and one SME). In some cases, they believed their advanced 
understanding of CSR and Social Impact was such that they were in a position to drive 
social change. For some, strategy changes were intended to enable greater collaboration 
with their NPO partners, and for others, changes were intended to reduce NPO input.  

Employee Engagement  Strategy changes where business partners were driven by a desire to improve employee 
engagement were coded as such. Business partners were very definite in their language, 
describing the importance of entering into and maintaining relationships that enabled 
opportunities for staff engagement. Similarly, NPOs were aware of this business priority 
and how it was influencing strategy changes. 

Corporate  

Social Innovation 

Business partners driven to experiment with, or those in the process of implementing, new 
initiatives with NPO partners, were coded as Corporate Social Innovation. These initiatives 
ranged from digital ‘apps’ through to full co-delivered social programmes. Typically, these 
initiatives were a strategic investment for the business partner. Some of the relationships 
were also the most collaborative examined. 

Note. *Terminology from the earlier literature. See Table 6 for definitions. 
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Different strategy changes were broadly associated with different processes and 

outcomes for the focal NPOs. The CSR trends are not the focus of this research per se, 

categorising the changes business partners were making was a way of exploring the 

dynamics associated with these changes and identifying potential patterns across cases. 

The intention here is not to suggest there are clear or irrefutable connections between 

specific CSR trends, changes to strategies, and outcomes for NPOs; the value is in the 

descriptions provided in the subsequent chapters. Nevertheless, the following broad 

trends are explored across the subsequent sections: 

Social Impact  > Consolidation and formalisation  

Employee engagement > Localisation 

Corporate Social Innovation > New programmes and initiatives  

(see Chapter Eight) 

 

As a category and trend, Shared Value was associated with business partners developing 

their CSR strategies to adopt a more integrated approach, this was an overarching trend 

observed across the collection of cases. 13  Social Impact, Employee Engagement and 

Corporate Social Innovation were associated with changes from the NPO perspective 

that were relevant in the context of this research. The four CSR trends are defined in 

Table 6, below, using definitions and descriptions from the earlier literature. 

The relationship between these influential CSR trends, the nature of the relationships 

examined, and the associated outcomes for NPOs is a theme that recurs throughout the 

findings chapters. Furthermore, because the majority of relationships were initiated 

within, or became part of a CSR strategy, the idea of NPOs evolving with corporate social 

responsibility appears to a greater or lesser extent across all four emergent themes.  

  

 

13 A breakdown of this data across the complete set of cases is shown in Appendix R: Corporate social responsibility: 

Cross-case analysis. 
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Table 6. Corporate social responsibility trends 

Trend Description/definition 

Shared Value “Policies and operating practices that enhance the competitiveness of a company while 
simultaneously advancing the economic and social conditions in the communities in which it 
operates” (Porter & Kramer, 2011, p. 66). 

Corporate Social 
Innovation 

“A measurable, replicable initiative that uses a new concept or a new application of an 
existing concept to create shareholder and social value” (Herrera, 2015, p. 1469); in CSC, this 
is driven largely by the corporation. 

Employee Engagement Investing in employee wellbeing is not a new trend, one could argue it is the original form of 
CSR (Crane et al, 2008); however, as Glavas (2016) reports, corporations using CSR 
programmes and Corporate Volunteering to boost employee engagement is a more recent 
trend. 

Social Impact “A significant, positive change that addresses a pressing social challenge. Having a social 
impact is the result of a deliberate set of activities with a goal around this definition” 
(University of Michigan, 2018, para. 1)  

Note. It has been argued the idea of corporations driving positive Social Impact is a larger shift gradually 
taking place in CSR practice in New Zealand (Eweje & Palakshappa, 2009). 

 

5.1.2 Nonprofit experience of evolving with CSR 

For the focal NPOs, the experience of having a business partner change its CSR strategy, 

and the processes and outcomes that were associated with these changes were 

significant. Initially, the NPOs appeared to be responding passively; however, further 

data collection and cross-case analysis revealed the reality was more complex. Some 

nonprofit participants were able to describe specific decisions made in order to 

accommodate strategy changes and the requests that resulted from these changes. For 

example, executives from The Commercially Savvy NPO explained how they increased 

the number of schools they supported in a particular area from one to three, because a 

business partner wanted the resources they provided to be focused there. While other 

NPOs described aligning proactively and pre-emptively with the CSR strategies of their 

partners, taking steps to understand and anticipate which aspects of their service 

delivery appealed to businesses. As one CEO commented, “charities need to be really 

strategic here and they need to really understand what are the elements of the CSR 

strategy and how can we demonstrate we align with it” (Nonprofit CEO, The Innovator). 

With this strategic ability and understanding of CSR, this NPO (and others) were willing 

and able to accommodate business requests, such as the common request for employee 

engagement opportunities. In effect, they were co-evolving with the strategies of their 

existing business partners. 
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Table 7. Examples of co-evolution processes 

Relationship Business partner CSR evolution Nonprofit evolution 

The Distant 
Collaborator 

Business partner wanted to focus on a 
particular NPO programme and co-develop a 
new programme (and ultimately, product). 

NPO collaborated with the business to co-
develop the new programme delivered across 
an interconnected network. 

The Family Tie Business partner wanted to increase the 
scale of the existing relationship (from local 
to national) to boost employee engagement. 

NPO agreed and worked with the business to 
find synergies beyond a shared demographic 
group, which the NPO then leveraged to access 
to hard-to-reach potential beneficiaries. 

The Local Hero Business partner wanted to re-align the 
existing relationship with core business 
activity. 

NPO worked with the business to redevelop the 
relationship, reverting to a cause related 
marketing approach. 

The Trend Setter Business partner wanted to work in a specific 
location, motivated by corporate citizenship 
and employee engagement. 

NPO worked with the business over years to 
find layers of synergy across location, 
stakeholders, and demographics. 

The Entrepreneur Business partner wanted to develop a new 
product/programme, leveraging the NPOs 
programmes and networks. 

NPO applied for joint funding, provided access 
to contacts and networks, and trailed the 
delivery of the programme. 

The Big Player Business partner wanted to boost employee 
engagement and be associated with social 
impact creation. 

NPO created opportunities for engagement, 
despite not aligning with how they operate. 

The Self Starter Business partner wanted to focus on a 
specific location. 

NPO created the opportunity and allowed the 
business partner to ‘queue jump’. 

The Recluse Business partner wanted to focus on a 
specific programme. 

NPO encouraged this; it enabled a struggling 
programme to continue operating. 

 
 

Table 7, above, introduces some of the changes NPOs were making that demonstrate a 

level co-evolution; the following discussion expands on some of these observations. 

In response to business partners changing their CSR strategies, many focal NPOs were 

making changes to how, where, and in one case, when they engaged in activity with 

current partners. There were three main processes associated with the dynamic evolving 

with CSR that are described in more detail in the subsequent sections:  

• Consolidation 

• Formalisation 

• Localisation 

5.1.3 Consolidation of corporate social responsibility strategies 

The businesses that were motivated by the idea of creating Social Impact typically 

consolidated their CSR portfolios as an initial step in developing their CSR strategies 

(see Appendix R: Corporate social responsibility: Cross-case analysis for an overview). For 
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some, this involved reducing the number of nonprofit partners, for others, it involved 

reducing number of social issues they addressed as part of their strategy (e.g., 

supporting only initiatives addressing child welfare). Business executives referred to this 

initial consolidation step as “rationalising their portfolios”. This was described as an 

opportunity to concentrate on a particular issue (i.e., child welfare), or focus resources 

in a particular direction (i.e., a particular NPO).  

One of the main drivers of consolidation was a desire to be directly involved with 

organisations responsible for creating positive social impact (NPOs), or to be regarded 

as part of creating the social impact. As one business executive explained, “we went from 

having a more scatter gun approach to actually consolidating, you know; when you 

consolidate with one really key partnership, you can make more of a difference” 

(Business Exec., The Trend Setter). For the businesses looking to focus on a particular 

social issue, this often involved working with several partners, as another executive 

explained,  

[We thought] there has got to be a bigger thing that we could be doing, and this came on 

the back of [the business] rationalising its sponsorship portfolio. . . . the rationalisation was: 

get out of this multitude of activity, and focus on four really core partnerships (Business Exec., 

The Big Player). 

For many businesses, consolidation was part of shifting from providing largely 

philanthropic support, to engaging in more “meaningful” relationships; a term both 

NPO and business participants used to refer to relationships involving substantial 

financial contributions. The business executive from The Entrepreneur relationship 

explained “we want it to be a win: win on both sides and we feel like we’re not really 

getting a win out of the [money] that we give them”. Through a new initiative they were 

working on, they explained how they wanted to “create a relationship that was more 

meaningful for both of us”. For several businesses, consolidation was the idea as finding 

the win: win, even if the value generated was different for each party. While this 

appeared to be a different motivation to those looking to create positive impact, the 

resultant consolidation process was similar. For example, the inexperienced business 
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partner in The Novice relationship had recently consolidated, as the executive 

interviewed explained,  

We were saying yes to several smaller opportunities from a sponsorship point of view, but 

we just weren’t getting the value, or extracting the value, out of the opportunity as we should 

have been. . . . We came up with the idea to align ourselves with one chosen charity partner, 

because one of our core values, which are just up on the wall over there—is community 

(Business Exec., The Novice). 

For some of the business executives that were intimately involved in their local 

communities (inside and outside of work), a shift away the traditional mode of 

supporting a “multitude of activity” presented a dilemma. While these executives were 

aware supporting many small activities was “not feasible from a business point of view”, 

it was considered too time intensive to coordinate and an inefficient use of executives 

time, on a personal level they were keen to continue supporting as many local causes as 

they could. Other concerns included being perceived as a “one trick pony” if they were 

to consolidate and focus on one issue. To address these mixed sentiments about 

consolidation (often comprised of personal feelings and business-related motivations), 

one large corporation had developed a more comprehensive CSR strategy to enable both 

local and large-scale activity.  

Executives from six of the relationships examined discussed recent and on-going 

consolidation processes (see Appendix R: Corporate social responsibility: Cross-case 

analysis). These relationships involved large corporations (three international, one 

trans-Tasman, and one New Zealand-based). The number of large corporations 

transitioning through a consolidation process implies New Zealand is an earlier stage of 

development with regard to NBC compared to other countries from which research 

typically originates (e.g., the United States and parts of Europe).  

5.1.4 Nonprofit experience of consolidation 

For the nonprofit partners, there were several notable stages associated with CSR 

consolidation. Examples observed across the collection of thirteen relationships 

include: 
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• The start of a new relationship (The Novice; The Recluse); 

• The formalisation of an existing relationship (The Big Player); 

• The termination of an existing relationship (The Local; The Fragmented); 

• The ‘promotion’ of an existing relationship (The Advocate); 

• The start of a new/evolution of an existing Programme-Focused relationship 

(The Trend Setter). 

As this overview shows, consolidation was associated with a range of outcomes for 

NPOs. One might assume being on the receiving end of concentrated attention, focused 

activity, and increased resources would be a positive thing. However, as several 

executives explained, it can actually present a challenge. For example, when a business 

consolidates in order to create impact, or aligns CSR with core business activity, they 

often decide on one issue they would like to address. This can motivate them to support 

a particular NPO programme they feel addresses this issue. This situation was described 

repeatedly by different NPOs and is referred to as programme-focused funding. Some of 

these relationships subsequently developed to the point they were based solely on the 

development of a specific programme, which is referred to as Programme-Focused NBC 

(discussed later in Chapter Six, Section 6.3).  

The paradoxical effects mentioned can occur if a partner wants to drive significant 

resources into a programme that is not at the core of the NPO mission. The CEO of The 

Opportunist described a situation in which a business partner was directing increasing 

amounts of financial and material resources towards a specific programme, far in excess 

of what was required to run the programme effectively. The CEO described how they 

were keen to keep the partner happy because it was a long-standing and well-regarded 

relationship; however, they were struggling to spend the excess funds. This was a 

challenge because the programme in question was a peripheral part of the NPO mission; 

therefore, this was not an area they were looking to grow, only to sustain.  

This is significant, because the nonprofit executive went on to describe how they were 

considering creating a new parallel programme addressing the same peripheral issue in 

order to “justify” and “quantify” how they were using the resources provided. The 

underlying motivation was to retain the relationship and secure the income source, thus 
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allowing the executives to plan their financial year effectively. This would also enable 

them to ensure no matter how peripheral, the programme continues to provide valuable 

support to those who need it. This action aligned with a comment the CEO of The 

Fragmented made, which is that for NPOs, “it’s a lot easier to keep partners than it is to 

get a new one”. This is an example of a nonprofit organisation evolving with the CSR 

strategy of a business partner. As the business partner changed its strategy and wanted 

to focus on one issue, the NPO changed in response. Commenting on businesses who 

prefer to be involved in a particular programmes, the CEO commented,  

[This business partner] is a good example, they like to fund education, that’s one of their key 

things. . . they just fund that lock, stock, and barrel. . . that can be a challenge when a partner 

aligns very clearly with one thing, and while we do part of that, they’re actually giving us far 

more money. We’re about to go back to [them] with some other proposals around what we 

could do around education—some other new pieces of work to entice them (Nonprofit CEO, 

The Opportunist). 

For other nonprofits, the associated outcome was more straightforward: informal 

relationships were terminated and contracts were not renewed. The following exchange 

is an extract from an interview with a nonprofit CEO, this executive described the 

challenge of replacing a significant partner that had decided to consolidate as part of 

aligning their community engagement with their core business.  

We’ve got a bit of a challenge coming up because our main sponsor is moving on to sponsor 

other things . . . we’re going to have to look at how we cope with that because it not easy to 

replace that sort of quantum of money in the timeframe that you want to. . .  they just want 

to do something that relates to their core business (Nonprofit CEO; The Fragmented). 

Both parties considered the relationship hugely “successful”; however, a new marketing 

executive for the business raised the lack of alignment between the two organisations 

as an issue, and the decision was made to not renew the three-year rolling contract. 

Similarly, an executive from The Local described what it was like to be on the receiving 

end of consolidation. At the time of the interview, this place-based (local, one site) NPO 

faced the potential termination of a long-standing relationship. This relationship was 

largely driven by a business-based Champion – a personally-motivated individual that 
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typically initiates and drives a relationship, and for three years after the Champion left, 

the NPO had been trying to “sustain the momentum” of the relationship which was 

getting increasingly difficult to manage. When the Champion left, the firm lost sight of 

its CSR focus and in the words of the nonprofit executive, “it got a bit scattered” and the 

business returned to supporting many small NPOs in a philanthropic, largely event-

based way. The business decided they need to reconsolidate, and because the new 

executives did not appreciate the long-standing nature of the relationship, they decided 

the NPO was no longer something they wanted to support.  

For this NPO, the main of the issue was the uncertainty this created when forecasting 

income. If this business was no longer a partner, they would be required to fill the 

financial void from other sources, and in a timely manner such that it did not affect any 

plans made in anticipation of future income. However, the issue also related the loss of 

a relationship that had taken many years to build. This particular NPO relied heavily on 

personal connections and emotionally invested partners. They were aware that as a 

place-based organisation, the type of relationships they were able to attract was limited, 

because the pool from which these relationships came was limited. The following is an 

extract from discussion with the nonprofit fundraising manager. 

I think, they decided because it was getting very fragmented really I think for them, that they 

needed to take stock, sit down, and they said they’ve got new [executive] partners  that have 

got new ideas about how and who they actually want to sponsor . . . it’s one of those 

relationships that have been around for a long time, and it just shows you that key people, if 

they have moved out of that organisation, it can change the dynamics of how that works 

(Nonprofit Exec., The Local). 

5.1.5 Nonprofit consolidation: A mix of approaches 

If this study had examined only the nonprofit experience of NBC, the consolidation 

trend would appear very different. Across the collection of cases, there were two 

contrasting strategies described by the nonprofit executives. More than half of the focal 

NPOs (six) described a desire to increase the number of relationships they had with 

businesses (the opposite of what their business partners were doing). The motivation 

for these executives was to increase income as a result of a general decline, or to replace 
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income lost from specific sources, for example, a reduction in gaming machine funds. 

The four other focal NPOs wanted to reduce the number, but increase the level of 

engagement with partners and increase how integrated the relationships were. Again, 

these nonprofits referred to creating relationships that are more “meaningful”. At times, 

meaningful referred to financially substantial, and at other times, a greater alignment 

of goals and objectives. In the context of consolidation, it was the latter. Nonprofit 

executives were conflicted by the need to create “a balanced portfolio of income 

streams” by increasing the number and variety of funding relationships, and the need 

to secure long-term, deeper relationships and therefore sustainable funding. This was 

apparent for individual executives and the picture across the collection of cases. 

By returning to the websites of the focal NPOs one year after data collection was 

completed it was apparent how successful some of these NPOs had been in their 

pursuits. One organisation in particular, had doubled the amount of relationships with 

businesses. This is significant because it confirmed one of the consequences associated 

with business consolidation – a need to replace lost income when a partnership ends. 

During interviews, executives from this NPO discussed how challenging it was when 

financially significant partners terminated relationships or did not renew contracts. 

They described how they needed to take on several smaller relationships to achieve a 

similar level of income. The reason being, there were fewer large partners “available”, 

which was an increasing issue raised by several NPOs. The negative outcomes for this 

NPO were apparent at the time of interview: the more partners they had, the more time 

and resources they were required to dedicate to managing and satisfying them. One of 

the nonprofit executives described, 

There is a big workload that is associated with servicing a sponsor . . . it’s a big investment, 

and it’s becoming harder as people want more return on their investment they want to 

undertake more leverage activity. . . . Often, the smaller sponsors are the most demanding, 

because they see themselves as—to them it’s a lot of money; to you it's not a lot of money, 

but to them it is! They see themselves as being a major sponsor, but don’t actually necessarily 

see the bigger picture of that (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 
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These sentiments were echoed by other nonprofit executives that described a limit to 

the number of partners they can take on, and a limit to how much (if any) corporate 

engagement (leverage activity) they can deliver. 

At a sector level, this evolving situation is complex; there are undoubtedly ‘winners’ and 

‘losers’ among NPOs. Consolidation can entail corporates supporting less NPOs, and 

typically smaller organisations lose because they do not have sufficient resources to 

service the increased demands of businesses. Conversely, the ‘winners’ that have been 

able retain their partnerships or successfully attract new ones, stand to gain 

relationships with more engaged business partners willing and able to contribute 

greater resources. 

5.1.6 Relationship formalisation 

Consolidation processes typically involved formalisation in some way. Partners usually 

introduced a memorandum of understanding (MOU) if not in place previously, or in 

some cases, introduced a three-year rolling contract. As part of formalising a 

relationship, partners typically dedicated at least one individual to managing the 

relationship from either side. Given the commercial nature of many of the relationships 

examined in this study, these processes and formalities were to be expected, and were 

generally accepted by participants as commercial realities. 

In some cases, formalising involved taking a relationship from something voluntarily 

organised by business employees (i.e., an informal relationship), to the level of a publicly 

recognised partnership supported by executives (i.e., a formal relationship). Often in 

these informal to formal transformations, the business partner (going through a 

consolidation process) provided its employees the opportunity to promote a charity 

they have been associated with personally. These associations may have been generated 

by, for example, volunteering with a local charity, or co-organising fundraising events. 

In other cases, the process was more ‘top down’, for example, taking a relationship from 

an executive “pet project”, to a contractual and publicly recognised partnership.  

In each scenarios, the focal NPO received increased attention and resources flowing in 

their direction. However, the NPO was not typically part of the decision to consolidate 
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and formalise ‘in their favour’, the business partners typically selected them. 

Subsequently, despite prior association, many NPOs were required to pitch to business 

executives to demonstrate they were professionally run, financially stable, and not going 

to generate negative press. In some cases, this was a straightforward process and the 

NPO was prepared and able to demonstrate credentials. In other cases, involving what 

was coded as contentious business partners, the pitching process was more involved for 

both parties. Business executives described how they “interrogated” and “investigated” 

potential NPO partners thoroughly to ensure the business was not going to be perceived 

as a cause of the issue the NPO was trying to address. For example, with issues such as 

child poverty, business executives explained that depending on your vantage point, 

many large commercial entities that provide services people rely on could be negatively 

portrayed as exacerbating poverty through high prices (e.g. energy companies). 

Nevertheless, in almost every case, when a relationship involving significant financial 

contributions shifted from informal and voluntary, to formal, contractual, NPOs were 

required to demonstrate they operated in a way the business understood to be 

sufficiently professional.  

As one business executive explained,  

There was some anxiety I imagine, at the time. . . . when you have a sponsorship you want 

to leverage it and it’s very hard—or it’s perceived as being very hard, for a [company like this] 

to leverage a partnership on a subject such as child poverty, that would potentially put us in 

the firing line as a cause (Business Exec., The Big Player). 

Consolidation and formalisation processes were associated with the introduction of 

contracts, with which came added pressure to deliver on increased business partner 

expectations and oftentimes, contracted outcomes. For a significant number of NPOs, 

one of the main expectations and outcomes they were under pressure to deliver was 

“tangible engagement”, that is, something that business employees can relate to and 

experience directly; this is a theme that runs throughout the thesis. While formal 

contracts were associated with some positive outcomes for NPOs, and in some cases it 
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was the NPO pushing for a contract, contracts were not necessarily associated with the 

most innovative and collaborative relationships.14 

5.1.7 Localisation of the engagement activity between partners 

Of the three main outcomes associated with the dynamic evolving with CSR 

(consolidation, formalisation, and localisation), the most surprising was the desire to 

localise certain aspects of the relationships. This was surprising because it seemed 

inconsistent with the common perception that large corporations prefer charity 

partnerships with a similarly large presence and therefore impact. The concept of 

localisation is more-often associated with nonprofit and community-based 

organisations. It was surprising also because, like many of the findings, it was associated 

with contrasting outcomes. For some NPOs, localisation was a positive experience, 

while for others, it presented more of a challenge; the following discussion elaborates 

on these divergent experiences.  

Firstly, in this context, local refers to a geographic area the scale of a small town, 

although in some instances, the scale of a region; the reason for this variation will 

become apparent. 

For a significant number of businesses, the desire for localisation stemmed from a ‘step 

change’ in thinking around what it means to be socially responsible. For some, this was 

relatively quick, in The Cheerleader relationship for example, change stemmed from an 

executive that was keen to introduce new thinking around social impact and social 

innovation following recent overseas experience. Similarly, in The Trendsetter 

relationship, the business made a significant change upon appointing a new director. In 

both cases, these executives were keen to shift their respective organisations from 

largely philanthropic activity, to something they referred to as “more meaningful”. 

For others, CSR understanding developed internally and over time as the company 

developed. In these more gradual cases, while changes may have been implemented 

 

14 Tangible engagement and contract related issues are discussed in more detail in Chapter Eight, Section 6.1.3. 
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over a short time period, they were the product of a learning process through 

experience. For example, in The Recluse relationship, a long-standing executive who had 

recently been involved in a workshop about the potential for corporations to drive social 

change, believed it was a good time to transform the way the business approached 

community engagement. The two extracts below demonstrate some of the thought 

processes of the business executives. The first illustrates a ‘tipping point’, the second, a 

gradual process where the NPO was involved. 

We sort of got to the point in [undisclosed date], we sort of said, right, we want do something 

different, we need to—you know, really get our CSR 101’s embedded but then, you know, we 

want to be more than that (Business, Exec., The Entrepreneur). 

So, [the NPO] came on board, oh gosh, when we first set up what was called the Donations 

and Charitable Giving Committee, and now it’s called something else entirely. . . . You’ve kind 

of caught us in an interesting space in our evolution I guess, . . . [previously each subsidiary 

would] have their own Donations and Charitable Giving Committee, so we’ve just morphed 

into one larger committee which is now called Community Impact (Business Exec., The 

Recluse). 

5.1.8 Employee engagement as a driver of localisation 

The idea that providing opportunities for employees to interact with their local 

communities (through NPOs) could boost employee engagement motivated some of the 

largest corporate partners to localise activity. For some, acting on this idea involved 

providing employees paid leave to pursue self-made opportunities outside of the 

workplace. This did not necessarily involve a change to how they engaged with NPO 

partners. For others, however, taking this idea on board presented an opportunity to 

combine corporate community engagement with employee engagement and create a 

more an integrated CSR strategy. These executives believed improving employee 

engagement was related to improved employee productivity, retention, and overall 

wellbeing (physical and mental). Therefore, they were highly motivated to create 

integrated partnerships that provided these local opportunities to engage. This 

realisation often involved more significant strategy changes, and consequently had the 

most significant outcomes from the NPO perspective.  
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Not every corporate described the desire for local activity as motivated by the idea of 

boosting employee engagement. Others regarded community engagement as a core and 

integral part of their approach to corporate responsibility; it was not necessarily 

associated with strategy changes. Some of these corporates used the language of 

corporate citizenship when describing their relationships; they believed giving back to 

their local communities was simply the right thing to do. This group included large 

corporates and SMEs alike. The following extracts are from a range of business types, 

and one nonprofit organisation: 

It’s the right thing to do. We can give something back. (Business Exec., The Novice) 

It is the right thing to do—we should be doing it as a 
matter of course, supporting the community. (Business Exec., The Advocate) 

We talk all the time in the business about doing the right 
thing for the long term. (Business Exec., The Trendsetter) 

It was just because it was the right thing to do. (Business Exec., The Big Player) 

They want to do the right thing for their community, 
although they want to get kudos for doing the right 

thing as well. 
(Nonprofit CEO, The Commercially 
Savvy) 

Suffice to say, this is not a homogenous group. Several sub-themes emerged from cross-

case analysis, one of which was connected to the idea that the structure of the 

organisations made a difference to how partners interacted. For some, their structure 

presented opportunities for engagement, and for others, limitations. In this context, 

structure refers to the ‘external structure’ or perhaps more accurately, the business 

model of an organisation—something which is often industry specific.15 For example, a 

multi-site organisation with a branch structure; a distribution network structure with a 

central headquarters; or a series of regional offices that are separate firms connected by 

a national or global network. In this context, structure does not refer to the internal 

organisational structure, for example, the hierarchies of rules, roles, and 

responsibilities. The focus in this chapter and with this overarching theme, is where the 

organisations were based (geographically), the significance of these locations, and 

 

15  “A business model describes the rationale of how an organization creates, delivers, and captures value” 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, p. 14). 
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consequently, the potential ‘touch points’ between partners associated with the 

locations. 

The way in which partners interacted and where was determined by a combination of 

factors including the compatibility of the NPO and business structure, i.e., when they 

are based in the same locations. Two emergent relationship types were identified that 

were associated with significant outcomes for NPOs: 

• Relationships where businesses wanted to engage across multiple locations 

around the country (e.g., across regional offices). These relationships were 

categorised as National + Local. 

• Relationships where the business partners wanted to engage with NPOs in a 

physical location that was strategically significant (e.g., a distribution centre). 

These relationships were categorised as Location Specific. 

Paradoxically, both of these types involved national and a local level engagement; 

however, in Location Specific, the businesses focused on engagement in a specific 

location, and in National + Local, the businesses focused about engagement in as many 

locations as possible. Where this becomes significant for NPOs, is if they are on the 

receiving end of strategy changes and they do not have a matching structure, or their 

business model does not lend itself to engagement concentrated in one location. The 

following sections will expand on these relationship types and the NPO experience of 

engaging in this way. 

 

First relationship type: National + Local 

5.2 National + Local 

The first type, Local + National refers to relationships where partners work with one 

another at two distinct levels: a local level and a national level. For these relationships 

to work, both partners must have a national presence and be based in some of the same 

locations (see Figure 21, below); therefore, this relationship type is not an option for 

single site organisations.  
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Seven examples of this type of relationship were identified (see Figure 22, below) which 

spanned almost the entire collection of cases and was popular with businesses in retail 

and professional services. The most distinctive characteristic of this type was the way 

both parties consistently described the two levels of activity as serving different 

purposes. 

Figure 21. Schematic example of Local + National nonprofit–business collaboration 

 

Note. Author’s schematic representation of an example Local + National NBC relationship type. 

 

Local level partnership activity 

The local level typically involved face-to-face engagement between organisations, and 

typically in the form of business employees volunteering either at the offices of the NPO 

partner, the community-based sites where NPO delivers services, or at events organised 

by the NPO. Local level activity tended to take place frequently (e.g., two month 

intervals) but was not necessarily regular (i.e., every two months). Engagement was 

organised jointly and tended to take place in multiple locations around the country—

often simultaneously. Locations were selected because both parties operate or were 

based there. For example, an NPO might provide services at local schools in the same 

towns as the business has a number of retail stores.  

For the business partners, the local level activity was particularly important because it 

allowed employees the opportunity to engage near where they work or live. Face-to-face 

engagement was a priority for all businesses engaged in this type of relationship. For the 

nonprofit partners, however, local engagement was described as an added complication 

requiring time and resources to manage, as the following will elaborate. Nevertheless, 

these NPOs were willing to accommodate it because it was an effective way of increasing 
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how engaged business partners were at the organisation level (particularly the 

executives), which was one way of ensuring the sustainability (longevity) of the 

relationships, as will be discussed. Thus, the nature local level activity generally 

reflected the preferences of business partners more so than the nonprofits. 

National level partnership activity 

The national level, on the other hand, typically resembled a sponsorship arrangement 

where business partners made a financial contribution to publicly associate with the 

NPO. In some cases, other activities were executed at national scale, for example, 

national awareness raising campaigns. For businesses, national level activity provided a 

positive association with a nonprofit at a significant scale that reflected well with 

stakeholders. According to one nonprofit executive, combining local activity with a 

national scale association gives businesses “bigger stories” to tell of more people 

supported, “that’s a much more powerful message if you extrapolate that out nationwide 

rather than just focusing on a region or a [small community]” (Nonprofit exec., The 

Fragmented). 

Across cases, both parties consistently described the national level activity as something 

that existed between executives—it was not “hands-on” and typically only required 

annual review meetings. This was in contrast to local activity, which typically involved 

executives and staff of both organisations, volunteers, and in some cases, beneficiaries. 

For the NPOs, national level sponsorship funding was invaluable. It was described as 

the part of the arrangement that supports the whole organisation to do what it does. 

This is because in National + Local relationships, sponsorship funds are typically 

“untagged”, which means the NPO can use them for any purpose (e.g., rent or staff 

development). As discussed in the previous chapter, ensuring sufficient funding for 

administration and overheads is one of the biggest challenges NPOs face. 

The value of untagged funding is a reoccurring theme, and is one of the characteristics 

shared with Location Specific. In both types of relationship, businesses were happy to 

provide untagged funding when local engagement opportunities were available. This 

combination of two levels of activity makes National + Local an attractive format for 
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NPOs, particularly those experiencing reduced funding generally, or a reduction in 

funding from more traditional sources. 

In almost all cases, relationships evolved to become a National + Local arrangement. For 

example, some of the large businesses that had sponsored a particular NPO for several 

years at a national level started experimenting with local engagement as the business 

grew and developed its CSR programme. Whereas others initiated a relationship with 

an NPO at a local level (e.g., single branch-to-branch), and the experimentation came 

when they tried to replicate the model across multiple other sites, nationally.  

Figure 22. National + Local NBC example relationships 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

The consistent characteristics described were the product of analysing across the seven 

examples of a National + Local relationships. Figure 22, above, shows the distribution 

of this type of relationship across the collection of thirteen embedded cases; a diagram 

similar to this is used each time a new relationship type is introduced. These tables 

illustrate the number of relationships representative of each type and use the monikers 

for reference.  

It is important to note the six different relationship types that emerged are not exclusive. 

Each dyad can display characteristics of multiple types that can be combined in different 
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configurations, the expression of which is context specific (as will be discussed at the 

end of Chapter Eight). For example, a relationship can have a National + Local 

arrangement, with a Shared Demographic in common, and be Programme-Focused.  

This multi-faceted nature notwithstanding, the characteristics of each relationship were 

not equally significant (this is the context specific part). An analysis of the nonprofit 

experience revealed certain characteristics came to the fore and others appear of lesser 

significance. Hence, the three tier weighting shown in the key in Figure 22, above. The 

three different levels illustrate how significant the characteristics of a particular type 

were from the nonprofit perspective. 

For example (as shown in Figure 22), 

• In The Big Player relationship, accommodating the business partner desire for 

local engagement around the country, and the provision of national untagged 

funding were the most significant features of the relationship for the NPO. 

Hence, National + Local is ‘highly significant to the NPO’. 

• By contrast, although the characteristics of National + Local were identifiable 

in The Trend Setter relationship, from the perspective of the NPO the most 

significant feature was the business motivation to support a specific 

programme in a specific location. Hence, National + Local is ‘less significant to 

the NPO’. 

This level of cross-case and cross-type analysis is addressed in Chapter Eight. Suffice to 

say at this stage, these diagrams feature throughout each of the subsequent chapters. 

Each diagram is weighted with the same three tiers to demonstrate how significant the 

characteristics were from the nonprofit perspective. 

Counter cases: Failed examples of National + Local 

The most illuminating examples of National + Local relationships were the ones where 

partners had recently experimented with the arrangement, and the local level activity 

disintegrated (while the national level sustained). These cases revealed how important 

it was to have executive ‘buy-in’ across the local sites, and how significant the issue of 

employee engagement was.  
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Two vignettes were created in order to provide tangible examples without disclosing 

identifiable information. These vignettes use a combination of participant experiences 

from across several cases; all identifying features were removed or anonymised and the 

organisation names and activities are fictitious.  

Figure 23. Vignette One: National + Local experiment 

 

Vignette One illustrates a facet of National + Local not mentioned thus far: more than 

half of the examples (four) involved a Champion. By incorporating this role, this vignette 

illustrates the difficulty and importance of achieving local level support and agreement 

(buy-in). Without a personal connection to the charity or its mission, it was difficult for 

local managers and employees to appreciate the potential value of the relationship to 

the business or the NPO. Similarly, without being told they must volunteer with a 

particular organisation, it was easy or convenient for managers and employees to not 

pursue activity that was above and beyond their ‘normal’ responsibilities. 

Analysing across the seven examples, it became apparent that for these relationships to 

sustain, decision makers across the network (e.g., all local offices/branches) must 

understand the purpose of relationship. Therefore, National + Local relationships are 

more appropriate for businesses that have a national CSR strategy or centralised 

Kiddy Winks Children’s Foundation is particularly important to the CEO of car rental firm 
ZoomZoom—her son previously benefitted from their support. As a consequence, the 
CEOs of the two organisations became acquainted many years ago at a fundraising 
event and ZoomZoom has provided annual funding ever since. 

In the process of developing the company’s CSR strategy from many ‘ad hoc’ 
sponsorships to focus on one particular issue, children’s mental health, the CEO of 
ZoomZoom proposed a new idea: connecting the local branch managers of ZoomZoom 
to the local Kiddy Winks teams. She suggested it might be mutually beneficial for staff 
to volunteer their skills at the local offices of the charity, and hoped this would help 
engage ZoomZoom staff in their work and as a result, address the high level of turnover 
in the local retail branches. 

The two organisations experimented with various ideas locally to encourage employees 
to volunteer; the charity was happy to experiment with this idea because they believed 
they could not afford to lose the annual funding the business provided. 

Unfortunately, the business CEOs passion for Kiddy Winks was not shared by local 
managers who, as a result, were not able to convince their staff to continue volunteering 
in their free time. ZoomZoom continues to support the charity financially, but only a 
handful of stores have stayed in contact with their local charity teams. 



| 197 

 

decision making around community engagement. In the two cases where local 

engagement was trialled and ultimately proved too problematic, the businesses did not 

have a national CSR strategy, and branch managers or franchisee owners were free to 

decide which community organisations they support and how.  

The Novice relationship was another good example of how difficult it can be to get local 

‘buy-in’. However, for the business partner in this relationship, part of the issue 

stemmed from the way they provided inconsistent support nationally, i.e. some local 

NPO offices received support in the form of material goods, while others benefitted 

indirectly from the provision of national funding. This inconsistency and lack of 

national strategy meant some of local nonprofit offices did not appreciate the value of 

the relationship to the NPO as a whole, and the local businesses branches could choose 

if they wanted get involved or not. The business CEO commented, 

A lot of it is sort of led from me, because they’re so busy at the branches I kind of in a way 

spoon feed them if you like . . . I guess it’s challenging because our sponsorship agreement, 

or relationship, is with the national [NPO office] . . . so, the [local NPO offices] may not 

necessarily see any of the benefits at a local level. So, if they don’t have [our material support] 

in their area i.e. Gisborne or New Plymouth, they probably wouldn’t know what—it doesn’t 

have that same value I guess (Business Exec., The Novice).  

In this relationship, the inconsistency issue was exacerbated because the NPO also had 

a fragmented structure and local sites were free to opt out of a relationship. The 

nonprofit offices that did not see ‘tangible’ value from a business partner were less 

motivated to engage than the offices that did. These findings suggest mutual network-

wide ‘buy-in’ is important, and demonstrate the how problematic personal motivations 

can be. 

Vignette Two illustrates also how important employee engagement is for businesses 

engaged in National + Local relationship, and how problematic it can be for nonprofits. 

This business partner had not articulated that engagement was a priority, and had not 

appreciated the constraints and realities of direct engagement. Therefore, when it 

transpired local engagement was problematic for the NPO, a short-term contract 

allowed them to move on. 
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Figure 24. Vignette Two: National + Local experiment 

 

Nonprofit executives from a range of organisations described experiences where 

contracts were not renewed (or relationships reverted to sporadic corporate donations) 

when they were not able to create local opportunities for engagement. In one particular 

case, new health and safety legislation and revised vulnerable children’s legislation 

meant the NPO had to review all partnerships and set new rules around engagement. 

The majority of business partners were receptive to these changes; however, some were 

not. 

To prevent a misalignment of expectations that can occur, such as those in Vignette 

Two, a number of NPOs (four) leveraged their sophisticated understanding of CSR 

acquired over years of partnering. One mature and particularly commercial NPO had 

devised a matrix of six corporate motivations to help partners to understand their own 

motivations and in turn, be able to communicate the basis for the relationship. 

Executives from this NPO had experience with many businesses that wanted to achieve 

too much, or had integrated several aspects of a CSR strategy and lost sight of what was 

feasible. Having a wealth of experience and a sophisticated understanding of CSR 

Peggy’s is a restaurant chain with stores across New Zealand. Staff and management at 
the Christchurch store have volunteered with Cherry Blossoms for many years, often 
getting involved in events and volunteering hands-on support at their local centre.  

After the Christchurch earthquakes, the number of vulnerable children Cherry Blossoms 
supported increased significantly, and numbers were not declining. Realising how 
crucial these services were, Peggy’s staff were upset to hear the national organisation 
was cutting services to survive. They suggested to the head office that the charity would 
be a good fit as a national partner, which they hoped would result in significant funding 
increases for Cherry Blossoms. Peggy’s executives were keen to improve the 
engagement of younger staff and to encourage them to feel proud of the company. The 
decision was made to enter into a national sponsorship, and to try to replicate the level 
of engagement the Christchurch store achieved. 

However, because the Christchurch team had built their relationship over years, recent 
legislation changes affecting volunteering did not have a significant impact; staff simply 
found other ways to support Cherry Blossoms. In the other local stores, however, the 
increasing lack of opportunities to engage left the managers and local staff frustrated. 

The following year, Peggy’s executives decided not to continue the partnership. Their 
main goal—to improve engagement—still remained. Not having appreciated face-to-
face the crucial services Cherry Blossoms provides, Peggy’s moved on to support other 
organisations. 
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allowed the NPO to work with partners to evolve relationships over time. It also allowed 

them to demonstrate how they do align, and equally as importantly, how they do not. 

In relation to an enthusiastic business with “unrealistic expectations”, like the one in 

Vignette Two, one NPO executive explained, 

We’ve probably had the challenge in trying to align [the business partner’s] expectations with 

what we can achieve with them, and get them to pick one or two of those six [motivations], 

because they were trying to probably do too much, and spreading themselves too thin, and 

then, very ad hoc in the way—it’s like at times, you’ve got an idea, and all of a sudden just 

go with it! But, what’s that idea trying to achieve? Trying to just keep that strategy in mind. 

(Nonprofit Exec., The Fragmented). 

Intriguingly, this NPO had discovered that the combination of their mission and 

business model aligned most with businesses motivated by notions of corporate 

citizenship. They had identified that corporates that wanted to be seen as good citizens 

of New Zealand found their mission appealing, because their beneficiaries could 

potentially be any member of the public (an NPO with this type of broad beneficiary 

group might focus on, for example, road safety issues). This NPO was not averse to 

partnerships with more commercial or employee engagement motivations; however, 

they were aware these relationships were more difficult for them to achieve.  

Executives from another NPO engaged in National + Local relationships had a similarly 

sophisticated understanding. This NPO delivered a series of programmes in a series of 

accessible locations (i.e., main cities) that focused on a range of child and youth 

demographics. Participants explained how the combination of their business model and 

mission aligned with partners motivated by social impact creation. The reason being, 

the NPO had devised a way of “appealing to the head and heart stuff”. For them, the 

“heart stuff” meant being “able to hear the kids stories and see the communities” (i.e., 

local engagement). While the “head stuff” meant having “an evidence base . . . to prove 

that what we did worked” (Nonprofit CEO, The Innovator). Two executives from this 

NPO explained how being able to provide evidence that their services achieved a 

positive social impact at a national level was attractive to business. This was not the 

NPOs driver for proving outcomes, but it did enable them to attract a certain type of 
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business partner and allowed them to leverage relationships with government. With 

regard to proving outcomes, the CEO explained, “for a lot of really big corporates, they—

that’s what they say to us: really love what you do, but oh my God that really—that was 

the cincher [sic] for us!” This NPO had also devised a list of business partner 

motivations.  

These experiences have demonstrated that National + Local is a complex and multi-

faceted relationship type in which well-established, large scale, experienced NPOs 

engage. From the NPO perspective, the untagged funding typically associated with this 

type of relationship is attractive; it enables them to keep doing what they do. The 

business drive for local engagement opportunities can be challenging and difficult to 

accommodate; however, many NPOs are willing to experiment because they have 

experienced how it can lead to more invested business partners and sustainable (long-

term) relationships. 

5.2.1 Examples of employee engagement driving of localisation 

The following extracts are from National + Local relationships, they illustrate the 

business partner desire for local engagement and the disappointment at not achieving 

or sustaining it (both relationship sustained at the national level). 

We wanted to engage our staff and get them actively involved in their community and we 

wanted to demonstrate that [the business] is an active and responsible leader of the 

community. . . . I worked really hard with the current team at [the NPO] to try and align our 

area managers with the regional managers at [the NPO]. . . . I’m not sure if those 

relationships have been maintained, probably because of turnover at both levels. Yeah. 

Which is a shame, because that was my vision for it. . . . Some stores have a good relationship 

with their [local NPO team], and we tried to identify a model that would work and potentially 

roll it out (Business, Exec., The Family Tie). 

This relationship was a good example of ‘misaligned expectations’. Business executives 

had a vision of how employees might be able to volunteer time, skills, and resources, 

without considering feasibility. However, the NPO was willing to trial the initiative 

despite acknowledging engagement-based relationships have not worked for them 

previously.  
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The following extract is from another business partnered with the same NPO. 

We saw there was huge value and opportunity in staff getting involved through the 

partnership as well. . . . that for us, at the time, was a big—also, another large deciding 

factor, because the [sector we are in]—we have reasonably high staff turnover in our entry 

level roles. . . . I think we possibly overestimated the engagement [opportunities], so, 

unfortunately that hasn’t really panned out as it were. . . . particularly with this new Health 

and Safety legislation that’s been introduced on Monday, you know, you can’t just put 

someone who doesn’t have the training and skills and experience. . . . So, I think that’s 

really—it’s disappointing in that regard (Business Exec., The Novice). 

Both of these businesses are partnered with The Fragmented NPO. These extracts 

demonstrate (from the business perspective) how this focal NPO was willing to trial 

engagement activities (repeatedly). However, it was a challenge for this NPO for two 

reasons: firstly, the fragmented structure of the organisation added a layer of complexity 

because they could not tell local groups that they must engage, and secondly, for reasons 

outside of the NPO’s control, legislation presented a challenge in terms of allowing 

unskilled volunteers to engage. As the following illustrates, 

We can’t—well it's like any organisation—if somebody rings up on a Friday and says, oh, we 

want to bring a crew of people out to [you] tomorrow and do this, that, and the other, you 

just can’t do that—you’ve got to plan this stuff well ahead of time. Especially when we’re 

dealing with [local offices] who—they don’t work for us, we’ve actually got to ask and give 

them enough time to organise things (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

This extract, again, reiterates a misalignment of expectations that can occur between 

business and nonprofit partners, particularly around the issue of “tangible” engagement. 

In addition, in both of these relationships quoted above, there was minimal alignment 

between the missions of the partnering organisations, as the business executive from 

The Family Tie explained, “it’s not core business, for either”. This is likely to be at the 

root of why National + Local was not a successful arrangement in this relationship; 

however, as this chapter will demonstrate, the reality and practice is more complex than 

that.  
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Figure 25. National + Local and engagement 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

Figure 25, below, illustrates which National + Local relationships involved the creation 

of engagement opportunities for business employees. When contrasted like this, one 

particular relationship stands out: The Big Player. The NPO in this relationship operated 

nationwide services managed from one location. They provided programmes around 

the country but without premises; programmes were delivered in community owned 

venues and venues owned by other organisations. Thus, providing engagement 

opportunities was more complicated—more significant.  

With regard to local engagement, an executive from this organisation commented,  

It is something that we can offer but it is logistically more challenging because we are 

physically based here, but we do have sort of a network around the country. . . . But–it is an 

advantage over some other charities of what they can offer, so it’s something that we try to 

leverage where we can, where we need to, and where we feel there is a good enough return 

(Nonprofit Exec. The Commercially Savvy). 
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As the discussion develops in the following chapters, the analysis will demonstrate how 

this NPO in particular, was willing to find ways to accommodate requests for local 

engagement across a range of relationship types. 

In the midst of analysis, relationships that appeared to be defined by the issue of 

engagement were categorised as engagement-based. While business partners raised 

employee engagement as a priority repeatedly, and nonprofit partners raised it 

consistently, the NPO experience across cases was mixed. For some executives, direct 

engagement was an opportunity to involve a cross-section of the business firm (staff 

and executives), this enabled the NPO to “embed themselves into the business culture”. 

For others, it was a struggle to provide these opportunities, and consequently, some 

compromises were made. Ultimately, because of how widespread the engagement issue 

was across the collection of cases, relationships were differentiated by using other 

characteristics instead (i.e., National + Local). 

 

Second relationship type: Location Specific 

5.3 Location Specific 

Location Specific is another relationship type that demonstrates localisation. This type 

is defined by activity concentrated in a specific location. Invariably, business partners 

initiate these relationships and more importantly, they select the location because it 

was of particular importance to the business (e.g., a head office or key manufacturing 

plant). As with National + Local, both partners must have a physical presence in the 

chosen location for this to be viable. The chosen location is not necessarily a priority for 

the NPO, it can be one of several locations in which they operate (see schematic in 

Figure 26, below). Similarly, in this context, location refers to a geographic area as large 

as a region or as limited as a suburb. In all of the examples identified, the businesses are 

large corporations; however, unlike National + Local which is the reserve of large scale 

NPOs, a mix of organisations are represented from small place-based to national multi-

site organisations. 
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Figure 26. Schematic example of Location Specific nonprofit–business collaboration 

 

Note. Author’s schematic representation of an example Location Specific NBC relationship type. 

 

During analysis, “our people” was a phrase used by corporations to refer to employees 

collectively. Data assigned to this in vivo code was eventually incorporated into a larger 

theme, localised approaches and support, and became part of identifying Location 

Specific. For example, one business participant explained, “we have hundreds of people, 

our people, live around that area . . . so, that’s why we’re particularly focused in that 

area—it has relevance to where we are (Business Exec., The Trend Setter). Generally, the 

business participants that used the phrase “our people” described local activity as “part 

of our being a good corporate citizen” (Business Exec., The Trend Setter). They explained 

how important it was to “support the communities that are around our assets. So, not 

because they’re troubled or disadvantaged, but because we’re good neighbours” 

(Business Exec., The Big Player). Corporate citizenship and employee engagement were 

the two most pronounced CSR trends associated this type of relationship.  

In other relationship types identified, businesses were motivated to address a particular 

cause, support a particular programme, or work with a particular organisation. 

However, a distinguishing feature of Location Specific is the way in which the location 

was the priority. This does not mean the business partners were not interested in the 

social issue or the mission of the NPO, invariably they were; however, cross-case 

analysis suggested the location was typically a higher priority. Thus, an NPO may be 

selected because of its location. Executives from The Local NPO, for example, described 

several current relationships which they believed were initiated simply because they 

were a local charity. This was not considered a disadvantage; on the contrary, these 

relationships were described as particularly engaged, strong, and long lasting because 
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they are Location Specific. The Local was a good example of an NPO that had created a 

network of local business partners that served them well in difficult times. Stories were 

shared of businesses voluntarily arranging fundraising events and inviting other 

business—including competitors in their respective industries. When gathered together 

in the context of supporting the NPO, these local businesses felt connected to one 

another. The significant thing about this network, was how the businesses collectively 

and actively attracted more support and partners to the focal NPO (Chapter Eight 

expands on the topic of Leveraging common networks). 

Figure 27. Location Specific example relationships 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

Figure 27, above, illustrates that in four of the five relationships identified, Location 

Specific was highly significant from the NPO perspective. When an organisation is based 

in one location and with a local beneficiary catchment, this type of relationship is likely 

to be normal practice (e.g., The Local NPO). However, in the other two multi-site NPOs 

examined, both parties were in the process of co-developing how this arrangement 

might work for them. When considered in the broader context of NPO portfolios (i.e., 

all of the relationships discussed by each focal NPO), and general discussions with 
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business participants, Location Specific was clearly an emerging trend for the 

organisations examined.  

Across each of the five relationships identified, NPOs generally welcomed this type of 

relationship in principle. An executive from The Commercially Savvy NPO, for example, 

described it as “a bit of a trend [and] something that we really want to encourage”; 

however, for some it came with particular challenges. Much like National + Local, this 

type of relationship is associated with a business desire for direct, tangible engagement 

with the NPO. Not every nonprofit was able to provide the required type or level of 

engagement in the specific location the business was looking for. Therefore, it was 

significant to hear two nonprofit executives describe how they were willing to create 

opportunities for engagement in order to attract and retain large corporate partners. 

Two contrasting relationships are used to illustrate the complex nature of Location 

Specific relationships, as follows. 

Example relationship one 

Two executives from a particularly commercial NPO (The Commercially Savvy) 

described how providing local engagement opportunities can be logistically challenging 

and had, on occasion, detracted from the core mission. As mentioned previously, this 

situation arose partly because the NPOs programmes were delivered in the community 

not in premises they owned or rented. In addition, the network of volunteers that 

supported them around the country were exactly that—volunteer supporters; they each 

had roles elsewhere in other organisations (an issue raised by other nonprofit 

executives). These individuals co-ordinated the delivery of the programmes in the 

community, they were not in a position to deliver engagement opportunities for 

businesses.  

However, the nonprofit executives described how being flexible enough to enable 

engagement gave them an advantage over other charities when trying to attract and 

retain financially substantial corporate partnerships; therefore, they were willing to 

create opportunities. This was significant in the context of this study, because they 

explained how providing local engagement opportunities did not directly serve their 

mission, and did not align with their priorities or business model. However, interviews 
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conducted with two separate businesses connected to this NPO (The Cheerleader and 

The Big Player) described local engagement was a priority, and from their perspective it 

was the most valuable part of the relationship. The following interview extracts 

illustrate some of the executive’s thought processes; firstly, with regard to local 

engagement generally, and then in a specific relationship. 

The ‘working bee’ [local volunteering] is something that we’ve trialled with [this partner], it’s 

outside of our core, but it was selling point on the sponsorship; we get the sponsorship fee to 

fuel our programmes, and it benefits the [local community] and the [beneficiaries]. . . . it 

enables us to access the funding by providing that volunteering opportunity. So, it does 

support our mission, through funding (Nonprofit Exec. The Commercially Savvy). 

Sometimes we will make opportunities available through [a particular] programme . . . so 

there are opportunities then for our corporate partners . . . what we haven’t done is got a 

really big volunteer programme going in our [sites] because it doesn’t really fit. . . . what we 

need to ask ourselves when we do something is: is it going to help [our beneficiaries]? . . . If 

it’s not going to raise funds for us to do more [of what we do], and it’s going to divert resource 

away from our core business within our organisation, then… (Nonprofit CEO, The 

Commercially Savvy). 

Despite acknowledging corporate volunteering did not directly advance the mission, 

when they came to discuss the most significant business partner, they each described 

how the NPO was willing to create opportunities. From all three interviewees connected 

to The Big Player relationship, it was clear this partner was treated differently, and the 

NPO was willing to be flexible to retain the partnership. For this NPO, the main 

motivation for making these opportunities available was the perceived connection 

between employee engagement and corporate engagement. They were aware if they 

were able to provide partners the type of opportunities they wanted, they would be able 

to engage the whole company—employees and executives. Both parties explained how 

achieving a cross-section of engagement helped relationships to endure, and having the 

flexibility to create this put them in a more competitive position in relation to their 

peers. Thus, they were willing to “come up with unique ideas over and above” and 

experiment in response to business requests. The underlying motivation was to secure 
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the on-going funding they needed to continue doing what they do. This NPO, like 

several others, relied on a constant income stream to maintain their programmes. 

There were other NPOs employing a similar tactic. Several of the more commercial 

organisations described accommodating business requests in order to attract and retain 

funding opportunities. There were also examples of NPOs willing to devise new 

programmes, create new opportunities outside of their core, and tactically use non-core 

activities to generate funds to support core activities. In one case, a business partner 

wanted to support a particular programme in the particular region. Despite the NPO 

having not encountered this before, and despite explaining it is not something they 

encourage, they decided they were willing to try a Location Specific relationship. 

Ultimately, they came to a solution that suited both parties, as the following extract 

illustrates. 

They wanted something in [a particular] region that they could hang their hat on. That’s 

where they’ve got [a lot of customers] and I think a couple of hundred staff based. . . . They 

wanted a regional partnership, which we hadn’t thought of before. We were always trying 

to get national . . . [initially we said] we can’t give you that! . . . and so, their partnership is 

quite different . . . It’s a really cool one, because it made us think of things quite differently. . 

. . we had to be quite creative in a way (Nonprofit Exec., The Fragmented). 

Example relationship two (contrasting case) 

In a contrasting case (The Trend Setter), partners were enthusiastic to focus efforts in 

one location after having worked together for several years. Over time, they found 

synergies across stakeholders, social issues, and location. In this case, the location was 

the priority for the business, and for the NPO. This case was exceptional in several ways; 

it demonstrated that when there are synergies beyond location, partners can achieve 

something bigger than employee engagement, bigger than organisational objectives, 

and can bring real value to communities.  

Within the focus of this research (primarily organisation level), this case demonstrated 

that Location Specific relationships can allow partners to find specific synergies locally 

that may not exist at a larger scale. These partners were able to create something 

“tangible”, “genuine”, and “enduring” with investment across many levels. By focusing 
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on an area where they have a significant number of employers, the business participants 

described how there is a whole new level of accountability to the relationship; their 

employees will help ensure the partnerships sustains, and hold them to account if it 

does not. 16  In addition, because Location Specific typically involves national level 

funding as well, it also supports the sustainability of the NPOs day-to-day operations. 

To preserve anonymity, the features of this case are described through a fictional 

vignette (Figure 28, below). 

Figure 28. Vignette Three: Successful Location Specific nonprofit–business collaboration 

 

This case was one of the most collaborative relationships in this study. This is largely 

because of the combination of finding a location that is important, and as a result, 

ensuring Shared Stakeholders. Because it is so noteworthy, it is examined in other 

chapters in relation to other themes. 

Another noteworthy example of a Location Specific relationship is The Self Starter, 

although for very different reasons. This case is described in Chapter Seven 

(Collaborating with catalytic individuals) because it is the Champion that makes it so 

 

16 See related quote in Chapter Seven, Section 7.2.7 Risks associated with Champions 

Divvy is a national distribution company with a concentration of people working at its 
largest distribution centre in a small town, Kiwinz. Having decided to integrate its CSR 
practices into a holistic corporate citizenship strategy, it now wants to focus more on 
what they call ‘our people’. Looking after staff and their families in Kiwinz has become 
just as important to Divvy as engaging with community groups. They decide to focus 
their energies in this area, and turn Kiwinz into a beacon of their efforts. 

To make this happen, executives suggest to an existing partner, Next Gen, that there 
might be some crossover of interests. Next Gen is a nationwide youth development 
charity that run a programme in the same town as the distribution centre; the youth 
that benefit from Next Gen’s programmes are children of Divvy employees. Excited by 
the opportunity to work with such a high profile partner in an area where they already 
focus a lot of energy, they agreed to change tac in their relationship and enter into a 
new contract. 

Over time, Divvy works closely with Next Gen to generate new ideas and find new 
synergies. They get employees involved in fundraising, introduce new initiatives to 
enhance engagement, provide professional development opportunities for Next Gen 
staff, and Divvy suggest involving their networks and suppliers to add significant 
financial input to the project. Kiwinz becomes a case study for both organisations; 
something they can refer to as a partnership success. 
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outstanding. In this relationship, despite not being a priority area for the focal NPO to 

invest limited time and resources, a business-based Champion was able initiate a 

relationship focused in a specific location important to him (personally and to his 

organisation). This example relationship is the grassroots alternative to the Vignette 

Three above. In this case, although the business is reasonably large, the relationship is 

comparatively simple; it is essentially a fundraising relationship. However, it is 

noteworthy because the NPO executives, like several others, explained that Location 

Specific relationships with smaller businesses was something they were keen to pursue. 

This case was a good example of an NPO willing to be flexible to accommodate business 

requests and secure funding. 
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5.4 Summary 

The nonprofit organisations in this study were Evolving with corporate social 

responsibility trends, and with the changing CSR strategies of their respective partners. 

This is the overarching theme and is central to each of the dynamics identified; for this 

reason, the complete analysis unfolds across the subsequent chapters. As a dynamic, 

Evolving with corporate social responsibility refers to the way in which the nonprofits 

were more than responding to changing partner strategies and subsequent requests; 

they were actually evolving with them. These nonprofits were willing and active 

participants of NBC. They strived to find ways to accommodate the realities of 

relationships that were not always convenient or comfortable. This initial theme is of 

central importance to understanding the nonprofit perspective, because in many ways, 

corporate social responsibility is the context in which these relationships were 

occurring. Consolidation, formalisation, and localisation were highlighted as key trends 

associated with this dynamic, and two relationship types were examined, National + 

Local and Location Specific. 

As an outward sign of changes to a CSR strategy (Contreras, 2004), consolidation in this 

study is associated with paradoxical outcomes for the nonprofit partners. Findings 

suggest, rather than consistently leading to increased attention and resources, 

consolidation can result in the termination of a relationship, or pressure to 

accommodate increased or new business interests at one extreme (e.g., setting up a new 

programme, or focusing activity in a certain location). At the other extreme, 

consolidation can signal the start of a new relationship, or an opportunity for an existing 

relationship to be formalised and ‘promoted’ to a higher level. This in turn, can result 

in increased attention and resources. Evolving with, consolidation, formalisation, and 

localisation trends present both challenges and opportunities for nonprofit 

organisations. 

For the NPOs in this study, localisation is the most significant trend. It is associated 

with the perceived ‘need’ to provide business employees with opportunities to engage 

with the organisation. Providing these opportunities was not easy, or in some cases even 

possible, particularly when the structure of the NPO did not lend itself to facilitating 
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local and tangible engagement. However, because there were advantages for those that 

were able to do so, executives were in some cases willing to find ways to accommodate 

these requests. Paradoxically, localisation is associated with diverting NPO resources, 

while also increasing how engaged the business partners are. This is significant for 

NPOs, because the more engaged the business partner is, the longer the relationships 

lasts. Whether a relationship presents an opportunity or a challenge, however, is 

associated with how comfortably an NPO is able to evolve with corporate social 

responsibility. 

By examining two relationship types, this chapter has provided examples of NPOs 

concentrating activity and resources in locations important to the business partners. 

While this concentration was possible for some NPOs, for others, requests for activity 

in overlapping locations a challenge. Similarly, the need for centralised decision-making 

was problematic for fragmented NPOs. These findings are particularly interesting in 

relationships where the nonprofit had not previously operated in the chosen location, 

or did not consider the location a priority. By choosing where the partnership activity 

took place (e.g., in which local community), business partners were in some cases 

determining with whom and/or for whom nonprofit activities took place. This analysis 

is developed further in the next chapter where Programme-Focused relationships are 

discussed. The two relationship types examined also provided a way of describing the 

importance of ‘untagged funding’; a flexible funding arrangement attractive to NPOs 

that are eager to ensure programme sustainability, and to fund the infrastructure of the 

organisation. 

Accommodating local engagement was associated with the need to secure funding, no 

matter how short-term or uncertain the arrangement. Being accommodating also 

presented NPOs with an opportunity to attract, retain, and engage business partners. 

This is reflective of tactical behaviour – “quick fixes to short-term problems that will 

enable the NPO to continue service provision uninterrupted” (Polonsky et al., 2011, p. 

43). The concern with this type of behaviour is it can lead to mission drift, that is, a 

general “diversion of time, energy, and money away from a nonprofit’s mission” (Jones, 

2007, p. 300). This is a concern often raised with respect to organisations operating in 

resource constrained environments. However, as the findings from this study indicate, 
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the reality of this situation is more complex than the literature might suggest. For a 

small number of NPOs, these tactical decisions allowed them to leverage their 

understanding of, and ability to align with, CSR trends for specific purposes as part of a 

longer-term vision. 

The significance of localisation can be interpreted from different perspectives. From the 

perspective of resource dependence theory (RDT), for example, the way in which the 

business partners determined the location of activity, suggests the NPOs were 

dependent on said partners for survival related resources. However, as Selsky and Parker 

(2005) suggest, RDT makes certain assumptions about dependence being the reverse of 

power that are not always reflective of practice. This is also raised in a recent case study 

by Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013). These researchers suggest NPOs can position 

themselves as what appears to be the weaker party and accommodate business’ wishes 

in order act on certain tactical and strategic objectives (Polonsky et al., 2011). This 

behaviour is aligned with an adaptability perspective. In other words, while RDT is the 

typical platform from which to explore NBC, it is possible that it overlooks the way in 

which the NPOs use relationships in tactical and at time strategic ways. Perhaps these 

dynamics are more ‘visible’ from an adaptability and strategy perspective? 

Cross-case analysis suggests the organisations that were willing and able to co-evolve 

with the CSR strategies of existing and prospective partners, were making a form of 

strategic compromise. For some, this compromise took the form of increased demands 

on time and resources in exchange for varying degrees of financial flexibility and 

security. This behaviour is reminiscent of organisational ambidexterity (O’Reilly & 

Tushman, 2013), a phenomenon whereby executives balance the need to undertake 

activity that supports the running of the organisation, with that which ultimately 

(indirectly) supports the capacity of the organisation (Vario, 2017). This idea of 

balancing often contradictory activity develops throughout the course of the 

subsequent chapters. 
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In sum, corporate social responsibility played an influential role in the majority of 

relationships examined. In many ways, CSR  is the context in which NBC was occurring. 

The findings presented in this chapter are only part of the picture; many of the 

descriptions, definitions, tables, and figures presented (and referenced in the 

appendices) are the foundation on which the following discussion continues to build. 

This chapter has addressed the overarching theme Evolving with corporate social 

responsibility. It has focused on employee engagement – the most significant CSR trend 

affecting NPOs, and localisation – one of the main outcomes associated with this trend. 

National + Local, and Location Specific relationships types were used as a vehicle to 

describe the evolving with dynamic.  

Figure 29. Theme summary: Evolving with corporate social responsibility 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s diagrammatic representation of key theme discussed in the chapter. 

 

The main points that were discussed in this chapter are summarised in Figure 29, above. 

The following chapters incorporate and build on the theme Evolving with CSR, 

expanding on the idea that NPOs are willing and proactive participants in this process. 

Evolving with 
corporate social 

responsibility

Consolidating

Formalising

Localising

National + Local

Location Specific

Employee 
engagement

DYNAMICS OBSERVATIONS

RELATIONSHIP TYPES
(CHARACTERISTICS) OUTCOMES (-/+)

Employee engagement:
- Time and resource intensive
- Bus. determine where, when, 
how of partnership activity, 
which does not always align
+ Increases Bus. partner 
engagement and internal 
accountability
+ Source of ‘untagged funding’

+ Innovative
+ Collaborative
+ Can be a pre-cursor to 
multi-layered synergies

main influence



| 215 

 

Chapter Six 

6 Dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration: Nonprofit experience cont. 

 

6.1 Accommodating commercial realities  

The second dynamic, accommodating, refers to the willingness of the focal nonprofits 

to adapt and adjust to the “commercial realities” of their operating environment, and 

more importantly, of their relationships with business. Accommodation refers to “the 

process of adapting or adjusting to someone or something” as well as “a convenient 

arrangement, settlement, or compromise” (OED, 2018). This chapter discusses the 

willing, and in some cases, enthusiastic, way in which many nonprofits embraced 

commercial activity and requests from business partners. The phrase “commercial 

realities” was used by business and nonprofit executives, to refer to the perceived 

constraints under which they operate when partnering. While clearly responding to 

pressure from different directions to engage in commercial activity, the dynamics 

observed suggest the process of accommodating commercial realities was accepted by 

NPOs as part of contemporary fundraising activity. Therefore, compromise was seen as 

part of navigating this process.  

This chapter describes the experiences of NPOs operating in commercial environments 

and collaborating with commercial partners, it provides examples of commercial 

realities from across the collection of cases. Two new relationship types are examined, 

Event-Focused and Programme-Focused; again, they provide a vehicle for exploring this 

second dynamic in more detail. 

6.1.1 Nonprofits experimenting with commercial activity 

Across the collection of focal nonprofits there was a general ease with the idea of using 

market mechanisms and pursuing commercial opportunities. This is demonstrated by 

the number of organisations experimenting with generating their own revenue. A 

selection of this commercial activity from seven organisations is shown in Table 8, 

below. The purpose is to communicate the general preparedness to engage in 
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commercial activity. The first five examples are connected by a desire to independently 

generate a secure income steam to fund day-to-day operations. Some of this activity was 

connected directly to the mission of the focal NPO, such as charging fees for services, 

whereas other activity was connected indirectly, such as setting up separate commercial 

enterprises.  

The two examples at the bottom of the table are the most important in the context of 

this study. These are examples of nonprofits working with existing business partners to 

access certain commercial opportunities. 

Table 8. Examples of independent and partnership-related commercial activity by nonprofits 

Relationship Example 

The Fragmented This NPO experimented with running a limited liability company providing a service related 
to one aspect of its mission. While the company was built on the nonprofits IP; it 
transpired this was not a sustainable business and distracted from the mission. 

The Opportunist For many years, this NPO had been successfully selling products (material goods) indirectly 
connected to its mission to generate a low-level income stream. 

The Local In conjunction with a university, this NPO had been conducting research to understand the 
feasibility of running a separate social enterprise that was indirectly connected to its 
mission. 

The Historic This NPO operated fee paying programmes for certain beneficiaries, and designed custom 
programmes for fee paying businesses; all directly connected to the mission. 

The Opportunist In collaboration with several universities, this NPO was exploring how it could generate 
revenue through best practice models developed over several years (by owning the IP). 
This did not advance the mission directly. 

The Commercially Savvy This NPO worked with a previous supplier turned business partner to generate a co-
branded product line that would feed directly into one of the NPOs existing programmes. 

The Converger A high profile business partner donated the IP for a range of product ideas; for this to 
generate revenue, the nonprofit CEO was required to turn the ideas into a viable product 
range. The products and the ideas were not connected to the NPOs mission. 

 

Despite varying degrees of success and mission alignment, each NPO was willing to 

experiment in order to achieve a level of financial sustainability. How experimental and 

risky some of these ideas were was quite surprising, particularly when activity was not 

related to the mission. These initiatives involved both financial risk and the risk of 

mission drift. For example, for the CEO of The Converger to turn unrelated intellectual 

property into a product that might (or might not) generate revenue, was a risk on several 

levels. He explained that pursuing this opportunity would not only require financial 

resources from the NPO, but also his full-time dedicated effort for a considerable period. 
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This demonstrates how eager this CEO was to generate a secure stream of revenue; the 

following extract illustrates one aspect of this: 

[The business] have created some [ideas] which are now on the wall of [one of our offices], 

and they’ve given us intellectual property for them, so, we can make our own products to sell 

and then reinvest the money into helping [beneficiaries]. That’s a massive opportunity . . . 

I’ve written a business case; the challenge for us is to fund the production of it, and to fund 

the opportunity costs (Nonprofit CEO, The Converger). 

As the extract above illustrates, commercial activity was typically considered an 

opportunity, despite as awareness of the risks associated. Several other CEOs 

acknowledged that “there are real risks if you get the social enterprise thing wrong”, 

explaining, “if you’ve got the luxury of doing that, and it’s not at such a scale that it’s 

going to threaten your viability of your core operation, then cool. But, usually, to make 

a difference, it has to be on a large scale” (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented).  

6.1.2 Commercial value of brands and beneficiaries 

As well as experimenting with revenue generation, the majority of nonprofits (seven) 

were aware of the commercial value of their brand, and more surprisingly, the 

commercial value of their beneficiary demographic. Two NPOs in particular (The 

Innovator and The Historic) had consulted private external firms or used in-house 

professionals to calculate the market value of their brands; the Social Return on 

Investment (SRoI) of their programmes; the barriers to beneficiaries getting involved; 

and the market positioning of their offering (i.e., compared to others providing a similar 

service). All of which are practices reminiscent of commercial private sector firms. 

Despite explaining that government and business found it ‘attractive’ for the nonprofit 

to understand these commercial attributes, the CEOs of both organisations had 

reservations at a higher-level. As one CEO commented,  

Investing in raising brand awareness is a really difficult thing for us to do, because it does not 

philosophically align with who we are as an organisation . . . and yet, brand awareness is so 

critical in terms of your ability to raise money” (Nonprofit CEO, The Innovator).  
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Similarly, the CEO of The Historic appreciated how important understanding the 

market value of the NPO was, particularly in terms of ensuring they were pursuing 

“effective and efficient fundraising partnerships 17 ”. Nevertheless, this CEO also had 

reservations: he was acutely aware that commercial metrics, such as brand valuation, 

cannot ‘see’ the intangible value that businesses provide. He was referring in particular 

to business-based Champions, of which this NPO had a large number. Consequently, 

this organisation was willing to retain business partners that were at times costing them 

money. In other words, despite acknowledging that an awareness of commercial value 

enabled them to evaluate the financial value of relationships, they opted to take a more 

holistic view of the ‘value’. 

A number of these executives (four) also raised the topic of how valuable their 

beneficiaries were to business. They were aware that businesses were keen to associate 

with programmes and organisations that worked with particular demographic groups, 

particularly teenagers and elderly. This was significant, because these organisations 

appeared to be leveraging the perceived value of their beneficiaries for specific, tactical, 

purposes (e.g., sustaining programmes). While talking about sustaining a service that 

government were not able to fund, one CEO commented, 

There’s been huge amounts of interest from government over the years but the funding has 

been pathetic . . . So that’s been a popular one for corporates to support because it is focused 

on children. Our most significant corporate sponsorship is for that service, and that’s 

probably been a major reason that we’ve been able to keep it going (Nonprofit Exec., The 

Long Game). 

Similarly, the CEO from The Opportunist described a programme they were able fund 

and resource because the demographic (young people) attracted corporate attention, 

explaining, 

 

 

17 This CEO referred to all partnerships with businesses as a form of fundraising, no matter how long-standing or 

collaborative the relationship. 
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[Corporates] look for engagement with our members [beneficiaries], they want to see young 

people . . . I think certainly the opportunities to partner, certainly for [us], there is a lot of 

opportunity out there. We don’t leverage it as much as we could do, and I think that we have 

an appealing brand, and the idea of working with young people—there are a lot of people 

very interested in doing that at the moment! (Nonprofit CEO, The Opportunist). 

Each of these extracts illustrates the way in which some NPOs were leveraging the value 

of their beneficiaries for specific tactical purposes. Intriguingly, some of the nonprofits 

that were not doing this already, described that they were keen to, for example, 

Politically and monetary wise the aging population is going to be the most influential group 

in society . . . now is when they’re at their most powerful, so the opportunity, I think, for us 

[the NPO] to have some of those relationships and get funding for it, is strong (Nonprofit 

CEO, The Networker). 

This theme is expanded in Chapter Eight (Section 8.2) which describes relationships 

that are based around a Shared Demographic. This is also connected to the reoccurring 

theme of employee engagement, because often business partners were looking for 

opportunities for employees to engage with younger demographics (children in 

particular). It is worth noting here that despite the general commercial and 

transactional nature of many of the relationships, only one business partner was looking 

to associate with an NPO for marketing purposes, in other words, employee engagement 

was the motivation to engage with young demographics, not marketing potential. 

6.1.3 Contract related issues for nonprofits 

Another commercial reality for NPOs is contracts. The majority of nonprofit executives 

raised the issue of contracts as problematic; some spoke about them in relation to 

uncertainty, and others, in relation to flexibility. As with many reoccurring themes, 

contracts—in the context of accommodating commercial realities—are a paradoxical 

issue. Some of the most collaborative and innovative relationship described by 

participants were not contractual, despite being high profile relationships involving 

large commercial organisations and being regarded by both parties as highly successful. 

In one particularly innovative relationship, the only written formality was around the 

use of Intellectual Property; no contract or memorandum of understanding was signed 
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and the relationship was described as “fairly informal” (Nonprofit Exec., The Long 

Game). 

6.1.3.1 Contract issues around trust and faith 

For one business partner in particular, the lack of a signed contract represented the trust 

between the two organisations (personal and organisational). During interview, the 

participant retrieved the paper copy of the partnership MOU to discover it was unsigned 

and had been for many years. He explained that he was not concerned and always 

thought it was “not really necessary”, for him, it was something that “just sits in the 

background” (Business Exec., The Advocate). For this executive, the “upmost faith” the 

business had in the NPO was based largely on how professional they were, as well as the 

aligned values that he described as being visible in day-to-day interactions. In addition, 

similar to other relationships examined where there is a Champion involved, this 

business executive (the Champion) was a member of the NPOs board of directors, and 

on the board of the corporate foundation. Consequently, he had been “reasonably close” 

to the financial side of the relationship, and so adhering to contracted outcomes was 

less of an issue.  

They’re a very professional organisation, we’ve got the upmost faith in what they do and 

where the money goes, and everything else—confidence in their ability—which is very 

important. It’s not just a good cause, we know the money is being spent where it should be. 

. . . I’ve been reasonably close to it, so we haven’t probably had to have the same rigour 

around that, although, I’m obviously well aware—with the annual accounts and everything.  

I’ve got the confidence it's spent, and I know exactly what’s—well, I say exactly, that’s a bit 

of an exaggeration, but I’m pretty close to what’s going on (Business Exec., The Advocate). 

6.1.3.2 Contract issues concerning flexibility 

For other nonprofit executives, contracts were described as a necessary part of 

relationships, but they should not inhibit flexibility. When asked about the potential for 

relationships to evolve over time, a participant from The Fragmented (NPO) commented 

on the importance of not predetermining too much in a contract. He believed there 

should be enough flexibility so that both parties have an opportunity to learn about one 

another’s motivations, preferences, and engagement style. He explained that “you want 



| 221 

 

the certainty in the contract, but then the flexibility to also adapt as you learn things 

about each organisation” (Nonprofit Exec., The Fragmented). This nonprofit was in the 

process of trying to put contracts in place for all existing relationships, some of which 

had existed “on a handshake, or not in writing” for many years. For this organisation, 

contracts were a way of avoiding a misalignment of expectations; a written document 

was seen as a way of setting “clear and realistic expectations . . . up front”. Previously, 

this NPO experienced issues where a change of key personnel on either side resulted in 

one party not knowing what had been agreed to, and therefore, what was expected of 

them or what they were to expect.  

6.1.3.3 Contract issues concerning uncertainty 

Several of the more commercial NPOs were coping with similar challenges with regard 

to adding contracts to previously informal relationships. For many, the issue was the 

uncertainty created by the lack of a contract. If an NPO has multiple partners that have 

not signed a contract, or have signed only a one-year contract, this can limit the NPOs 

ability to plan, and in turn, limit its capacity to develop internally (Letts et al., 1999). An 

executive from The Commercially Savvy explained that half of the commercial 

relationships they held with smaller businesses were not contractual. The organisations 

she was referring to, however, were not particularly small companies. The following 

extract illustrates the reality of some relationships with smaller businesses. 

Only half of them will agree to go on a contract, some of them just say no, and we go ‘OK, 

we have to take some goodwill with that’, they obviously don’t have enough surety to do 

that for whatever reason. . . they still get the benefits, you just go year-to-year. We like to 

try and commit [them] to three years, because that gives us some kind of surety and we can 

plan for things, and we can grow and we can improve. . . Some of them will say ‘we don’t 

think we need an agreement, we’ll give this to you and you’ll give this to us’, and they just 

don’t want to sign a contract for whatever reason. . . .everyone is sort of different, but I guess 

that is a little bit of a risk for us (Nonprofit Exec., The Commercially Savvy). 

To accommodate this risk, this organisation provided a range of different ways for 

smaller businesses to provide financial support without entering into a contract. This 

NPO was the most willing of all focal organisations to be flexible when faced with the 
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realities of commercial relationships. To the extent, the executives had developed a new 

funding programme to address this reoccurring issue and to ‘tap into’ the smaller 

businesses. Facing similar challenges, three other NPOs were in the early stages of 

developing similar initiatives. While they cannot described in detail to preserve 

anonymity; suffice to say each initiative involved a form of on-going “micro donations” 

that were inspired by the idea of crowd sourced funding. Although typically targeted at 

individual donors, these organisations were also targeting smaller businesses. For these 

NPOs, the aim was to smooth over any dips in funding by widening the pool of 

contributors and reducing the commitment required. 

These contract-related issues are perhaps unsurprising given that small-to-medium 

enterprises dominate the New Zealand business landscape. According to Statistics New 

Zealand (2018), 97% of all businesses have less than twenty employees. The strategic 

decision to ‘tap into’ this market of smaller business was described as “a great 

opportunity” (Nonprofit CEO, The Historic) and “a real growth area” (Nonprofit Exec., 

The Commercially Savvy). The universal challenge these NPOs were trying to address 

was the need for “administration type funding”. With regard to these new initiatives, 

the CEO from The Commercially Savvy commented, 

. . . we’re going to be adapting that even more, so that we can actually be a bit more proactive 

in seeking out those businesses that might fit into that sort of category. Because we know 

that New Zealand is built on small-to-medium business and so, there is an opportunity there 

for sure (Nonprofit CEO., The Commercially Savvy). 

6.1.3.4 Contract issues concerning exit and exclusivity 

Cross-case analysis revealed two other significant issues: exit clauses and exclusivity. 

The CEO from The Fragmented described how some of their large corporate partners 

included a clause that states if the firm encounters severe economic downturn, they can 

exit the contract without repercussions. This CEO described two current relationships 

in which this was a very real scenario, and explained that one of these partners had 

already “cut their marketing budget by about 95% in New Zealand” and made 

redundancies that directly affected the relationship.  
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Two issues made exit clauses particularly risky for this NPO: firstly, community 

engagement was considered part of the marketing strategy for these business partners, 

and so cuts to marketing budgets had a direct effect on community partnerships. 

Secondly, as with many of the partnerships examined, there was a business-based 

Champion driving the relationship, and so when this individual was made redundant, 

the relationship was ‘deprioritised’. As the CEO explained, “it’s one of those things in 

the commercial world—people have to make commercial decisions and things like 

sponsorships are at the ‘nice-to-do’ end of things, rather than the ‘must-do’, so we are a 

bit exposed” (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). In dealing with this risk, the CEO 

described constantly watching stock prices and media releases in case they were about 

to get a surprise.  

At the stage where only in-case analysis had been conducted, this NPO appeared to be 

taking a passive stance when faced with these risks; describing them as ‘outside of their 

control’. They wanted to retain these partners because they were long-standing, high 

profile, provided substantial funding, and more importantly, they could not afford to 

replace them. However, cross-case analysis revealed a different trend emerging. To 

address these types of challenges related to uncertainty, NPOs (including this one) were 

pursuing other relationships that generated their own revenue—internal to the 

partnership, typically through cause related marketing mechanisms.  

The same CEO explained how in an “ideal world” the funds a business provides as part 

of an agreement are not coming from an internal budget (e.g., a marketing budget) and 

therefore are not seen as a “straight cost—there’s actually some revenue associated with 

it—so that means they have to actually think twice before cutting the strings!” 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). Cross-case analysis revealed this tactic of pursuing 

relationships which generated their own revenue, was employed by six other NPOs, 

large and small, commercial and grassroots. Examples include the sale of co-branded 

products, and co-branded fundraising campaigns. It was unexpected revelations like 

this, which highlighted how commercial some of these relationships were, and how far 

from ‘true’ collaboration they appeared to be. 
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The other contract-related issue was exclusivity; an intriguing point of contrast across 

cases. When pursuing new relationships, two of the more commercial NPOs that were 

engaged in corporate sponsorship tried to ensure they did not already have a partner in 

the same industry, i.e., only one bank, one pharmaceutical company, one insurance 

company etcetera. They referred to this as trying to navigate “competing interests” and 

“potential conflicts”. It was not clear if this obligation was contractual in every case or 

implied; nonetheless, it was very real for the participants interviewed. The Commercially 

Savvy executive described how this was factored into which organisations they 

approached in order to avoid duplication. This appeared to be the antithesis of striving 

for ‘true’ collaboration (i.e., focused on the social issue domain) and again, was 

indicative of how commercially orientated some of these organisations were. 

The other organisation mentioned above had a federated structure with small region-

based offices. The staff and volunteers in the smaller offices found the need for this type 

of exclusivity confounding; they did not understand the purpose of commercial 

agreements and exclusivity in light of the NPOs mission. The CEO commented, “it’s 

really frustrating when you get [smaller offices] that either don’t see the big picture or 

don’t care that they’re potentially threatening [significant financial agreements] and 

having an effect on all the offices” (Nonprofit Exec., The Fragmented). Clearly in a 

difficult position, he explained, “we do struggle to get even the staff . . . to understand 

the commercial realities that we’ve got to deliver some value back, it’s not just about 

sticking out your hand and taking the money and running” (Nonprofit Exec., The 

Fragmented). This nonprofit went to extreme lengths to keep the large brands they were 

associated with happy in terms of exclusivity, as the following demonstrates. 

We’ve got an attitude of trying to educate [staff] on what we’re trying to achieve. . . . We’re 

not trying to compare us with Mercedes F1, but we’re being judged and measured and 

evaluated on the same principles, or the same ways, they’re looking—partners are looking 

at our social media to see that when we post something, [their brands are visible]—they look 

for that stuff. . . . we’ve just got to make sure that our branding and the messaging and that 

is—we’re pushing the right brands. . . . you can’t do anything to promote a competitor 

(Nonprofit Exec., The Fragmented). 
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The main issue for this organisation and the other fragmented organisation was the 

internal structure of the organisation; it was described “as a real barrier to that kind of 

relationship” (Nonprofit Exec, The Networker). Nevertheless, despite the internal 

difficulties, each of these organisations was experimenting with different ways of 

accommodating these challenges to enable the attract and retain partnerships with 

businesses. 

6.1.4 Nonprofits are a non-priority 

The way in which business partners did not consider relationships with NPO a priority 

was described a challenge, but nonetheless, a commercial reality. The majority (eight) 

had at some point experienced being “put on hold” while a business partner made 

internal changes and therefore did not have the time or resources available to dedicate 

to the relationship. For some, this involved extended periods of reduced attention (i.e., 

less business employee engagement and fundraising activity), or delayed financial 

contributions which in some cases were of significant value. For others, when a 

partnership was reinitiated after a break, it had been deprioritised and the business 

team they worked with had been cut to one individual. Again, this is reflective of the 

commercial nature of many of the relationships.  

Being low priority was associated with uncertainty for the nonprofit partners; not being 

able to accurately forecast annual income limited their ability to plan. Consequently, 

these relationships were a challenge to maintain both in terms of stilting NPO 

enthusiasm and because of sporadic business commitment. Nevertheless, in most cases, 

they were retained because the NPOs were aware being a non-priority was simply a 

commercial reality, and it was likely to be the same with any commercial partnership. 

From interviewing several corporate executives it was clear even when a relationship 

was an integral part of a CSR strategy, if the partnering organisations were not able to 

find sufficient common ground, the relationship remained at the “nice to do” end of the 

business priority list. As one nonprofit executive explained, 
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That’s the reality we live, there is only so much we can do to develop those partnerships—

we have to consistently be responsive, professional etcetera, etcetera, we can’t screw it up 

for one second, but they [business] can screw it up as much as they like! . . . [they can leave 

at any point] and that’s whether it’s [programme-focused] or whether it’s a financial 

partnership. So that’s frustrating, but you know, that’s kind of the reality of the world of 

fundraising for nonprofits (Nonprofit Exec., The Long Game). 

These non-priority related experiences contrasted with the more collaborative 

relationships in which partners had discovered common ground across several areas, as 

will be discussed in Chapter Eight (Leveraging common networks). 

6.1.5 Proving tangible engagement opportunities for business employees 

When discussing formalisation and localisation earlier, one of the recurring sub-themes 

was the idea that tangible engagement was a key objective for businesses, and 

something NPOs were required to provide. In many ways, tangible engagement is a 

commercial reality. In the current environment, if NPOs are to engage with businesses 

in the context of corporate social responsibility, findings suggest employee engagement 

is something they will be required to provide. The following extract illustrates how this 

is a key business objective.  

[The NPO] get that we have commercial realities that we need to operate within, and that 

we have objectives and they understand that. They understand that it’s not a corporate 

donation, and that they are going to deliver on certain benefits that they give us. . . . Staff 

engagement or internal engagement is a massive objective of the partnership—so if you 

think about it, we want people to feel good about being staff members, and one of the things 

that they feel good about is the fact that we support good causes, so we promote and get 

engagement around [the NPO] (Business Exec., The Big Player). 

In this relationship, like several others, the “certain benefits” the participant mentioned, 

almost exclusively referred to engagement opportunities. When entering into formal 

arrangements, one of the top priorities for business partners across the collection of 

cases was the opportunity to engage directly with the nonprofit organisation. 
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The following sections introduce two relationship types that emerged during analysis: 

Event-Focused and Programme-Focused. These types are discussed within this theme 

because they are related to the idea of accommodating commercial realities. Event-

Focused is an intriguing relationship type that when explored across cases suggested a 

potential, yet subtle shift in nonprofit and business thinking from traditional modes of 

short-term event-based engagement (sponsorship), to something more innovative. 

Similarly, Programme-Focused demonstrated a corporate shift from sponsorship 

arrangements towards social impact and social innovation thinking; the following 

discussion will elaborate on how NPOs were responding to and leveraging these 

changes in behaviour and thinking. 

 

Third relationship type: Event-Focused 

6.2 Event-Focused 

Event-Focused is a type of relationship where the main activity is repeated organised 

events. In this context, event refers to a wide range of activities from traditional 

fundraising events (e.g., charity auctions and volunteering events), through to 

contemporary internet-based events (e.g., the launch of a social media campaign). The 

public attended the majority of the events described by participants, while some 

involved only business and non-profit employees. Nevertheless, the intention in both 

scenarios was to attract public attention to the mission of the NPO, or the existence of 

the relationship, and the underlying aim was to raise funds. 

Fundraising events were clearly a staple fundraising activity for the majority of focal 

NPOs, and the challenges and opportunities presented by Event-Focused relationships 

were important issues for the majority nonprofit participants.18  Nevertheless, only a 

small number of examples were examined in this study (see Figure 30). 

 

18 See Chapter Eight (Section 8.4) for other example relationships, and Appendix U for complete overview matrix. 
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Figure 30. Event-Focused example relationships 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 
Two additional Event-Focused relationships were analysed through interviews with NPO participants and 
secondary sourced data was used for the business perspective (as shown in Appendix U).  

 

6.2.1 Nonprofit experience of Event-Focused relationships 

This relationship type was intriguing, because although all but one NPO discussed 

relationships fitting the description of Event-Focused as a significant issue, experiences 

and opinions were mixed. For some, these relationships were regarded in a positive light 

as one of the mainstays of fundraising activity; while others would like to see the sector 

move away from a reliance on events, at least in a traditional sponsorship-derived 

format. Generally, Event-Focused activity was not a preference; it was something 

executives resorted to out of necessity, as the following extract illustrates,  

If our country had some decent government funding for the sector, that they bloody should 

be providing . . . we wouldn’t feel this. We could really focus on the corporate partnerships 

where we’re more trying to achieve our goals, like [the Programme-Focused] partnerships, 

and wouldn’t have to be going ‘right, we need to find a naming sponsor for [this event], it is 

urgent, we’re going have to possibly partly sell our souls to do that, but we need to do it, 

quick!’ (Nonprofit Exec., The Long Game). 
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Executives from two other NPOs explained that events are “risky” because there are too 

many “factors outside of your control”. Adverse weather or transport issues, for example, 

can result in events being ruined or cancelled. Following a series of unsuccessful events, 

the CEO of one nonprofit was hired to help the organisation recover from significant 

financial losses. In describing this situation, he explained the logistical challenges, risks 

to reputation, and how poor attendance can have “a negative impact on the brand” 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Converger). Despite these sentiments, this NPO relied heavily on 

Event-Focused relationships. This nonprofit was the youngest and perhaps least mature 

in the collection of cases, and the CEO was aware much of the risk stemmed from the 

lack of a “balanced portfolio of fundraising or income streams”. Although events proved 

risky, the Event-Focused relationships predated the current CEO and were built on 

strong personal connections to the organisation. This NPO, like several others, 

leveraged what will be defined later in the thesis as Alumni (individuals that were 

previously beneficiaries); as such, the CEO was reluctant to jeopardise these 

relationships.  

Regardless of maturity level, findings show nonprofits eager to secure funding were, on 

occasion, tempted to commit to events that do not align with their mission. For 

example, when describing the deterioration of a particular Event-Focused relationship, 

one nonprofit executive commented, 

. . . we have done [that event] but it doesn’t, again, tie back into our cause . . . Huge logistical 

exercise, again, which takes up a lot of resource, and I guess a lot of work in terms of getting 

people to actually turn up and all of those sort of things. . . . we looked at what we were 

going to do and what we weren’t going to do with our strategy, we decided that was 

something we couldn’t continue because it didn’t drive us towards where we wanted to go 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Commercially Savvy). 

As this CEO explained, events are time and resource intensive and therefore there is an 

“absolute limit” to how many Event-Focused relationships NPOs can manage (Nonprofit 

CEO, The Fragmented). These relationships are described by both sectors as 

noncommittal, “inconsistent”, and “short-term”. Engagement and communication in 

these relationships typically focused on the focal event and the value for the NPO is 
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primarily financial and associational. Across the collection of cases, these relationships 

did not typically resemble ‘true’ collaboration; they were, however, an important way to 

raise the flexible funds that “keep the doors open”, which is why many nonprofits resort 

to events for fundraising.  

The universal need for flexible, untagged funding emerged as one of the key factors 

motivating a transformation of how events are viewed. Cross-case analysis indicated a 

small number of NPOs were willing to trial new ideas to reduce the associated risks. 

Two cases were identified in which innovative organisations (nonprofit and business) 

were transforming the idea of events to create awareness through “storytelling”.  

6.2.2 Event-Focused relationships and storytelling 

Storytelling was an intriguing cross-case theme associated with the positive side of 

Event-Focused relationships. In The New Kid and The Big Player relationships, public 

awareness was created by using events that generate stories. Storytelling was described 

as something different to traditional publicity or awareness raising; it was purposeful, 

intended to engage people on a deeper level, and it allowed people to create meaning 

and experience something directly. In the two relationships mentioned, the partners 

were aware they were doing something different, and for this reason, these cases came 

to the fore. 

The New Kid is an unusual example, because although the nonprofit executive described 

the partnership as one of the most significant and explained how the NPO benefitted 

from expertise exchange, material and knowledge–based contributions, financial 

support, and advocacy, the partner is actually a registered charity, not a business. For 

this reason, there was a hesitation around using the case data in analysis, until a similar 

combination of storytelling and Event-Focused emerged in another case (The Big 

Player). This seemingly unusual partnership (The New Kid) used public events to tell 

stories that the NPO generates through its work. In turn, these events create shared 

experiences for those who attend. These experiences generate rich storytelling material 

that can be used to create multi-media experiences for people (potential donors, 

partners, and supporters) across print, web, and other live events. The outputs (books, 
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music, and blogposts) raise public awareness about the NPOs mission, and ideally, 

attract new donors and funders. In many ways, it resembles a type of combined 

advocacy and publicity. In this relationship, not only was storytelling the medium for 

creating awareness, it was also the main ‘currency’ between the two organisations. The 

following extract is from the nonprofit CEO, 

[They] think differently. . . [for example] they use musicians to reach people, he’ll run a gig 

with [musicians], and say come along and listen about charity [sic], no cost of entry . . . come 

along and have a bit of fun . . .  It all helps raise awareness and the general thing around 

charity. In terms of partnerships, [this] would be a wonderful case study. . . They’re just the 

vehicle, they’re a place to tell our stories (Nonprofit CEO, The Converger). 

Between two very different organisations, The Big Player relationship used a variety of 

regular events to generate stories for external audiences. In this case, the stories served 

a more commercial purpose, to “promote the association” between the two parties. This 

is the key difference between the two cases, one uses events and stories to benefit the 

NPO mission directly, and the other, to benefit the business via its CSR strategy, which 

is in turn, able to benefit the NPO. Nevertheless, they both use storytelling and events 

as a medium to benefit the nonprofit partner, as the following extract shows. 

There is usually a story of some sort that we’ve been involved with . . . we supported the 

[event] because it gave us the opportunity to tell the story . . . it showed how entrenched and 

beloved [the NPO] was internally, but it also demonstrated that we support great causes that 

support [the NPO]. . . . It’s very hard for us to go out there with a story. . . . We want 

something to put our hat on that is relevant, or funny, or worth watching, and it gave us an 

opportunity to do that . . . [the NPO] help us with a mechanism with which to tell that story 

(Business Exec., The Big Player).  

Although they involved very different experiences and motivations, these contrasting 

examples illustrate how the NPOs were willing to experiment with new ideas and new 

forms of engagement. In the second example, the NPO created opportunities to 

generate stories despite being “logistically challenging”, because they understood that 

it can create a more engaged business partner, and in turn, a more enduring 

relationship. 
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Fourth relationship type: Programme-Focused 

6.3 Programme-Focused 

Programme-Focused relationships involve organisations working together to support or 

develop a particular nonprofit programme (see Figure 31). In this context, programme 

refers to a stream of nonprofit activity delivered in pursuit of a wider mission. 

Nonprofits typically operate multiple programmes (or services) to address different 

aspects of a mission. For example, a home-based care service within a wider mission to 

support elderly people, or a specific educational course addressing youth development 

within a suite of development courses. Nine of the ten NPOs operated multiple 

programmes, the only one that did not, was the only local, place-based NPO in the 

study. 

Figure 31. Schematic example of Programme-Focused nonprofit–business collaboration 

 

Note. Author’s schematic representation of an example Local + National NBC relationship type. 

 

The six examples of Programme-Focused relationships are some of the most innovative 

and collaborative relationships examined. In all but one case, the NPO considered the 

relationships to be significant (see Figure 32). The one example where it was not (The 

Self Starter) was partly because the focal NPO held almost entirely Programme-Focused 

relationships, and so the business partner desire to focus on a particular location was 

more significant than its programme focus. 

When analysed cross-case, the nonprofit experience is complex. Some relationships 

were associated with positive outcomes, and others were more problematic (as will be 

discussed). Consequently, two NPOs were looking to move away from Programme-

Focused, while two others encouraged it. Findings suggest the difference between these 
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two experiences may lie in the level of alignment partners had discovered, and the effect 

this had on how engaged the business partners were. When partners have discovered 

multiple layers of alignment and focused efforts on one programme, this they 

discovered more opportunities to innovate make a real difference to social issues and 

communities. Where there was a lack of synergy, the energy focused on one programme 

proved at times problematic, as the following example will demonstrate. Interestingly, 

there are also examples of Programme-Focused relationships where the partners have 

minimal alignment and NPO has tactically leveraged the business motivation to fund a 

programme it was otherwise struggling to sustain. 

Figure 32. Programme-Focused example relationship 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

6.3.1 Nonprofit experience of Programme-Focused relationships 

For some NPOs, Programme-Focused relationships were problematic when they 

involved programme-specific funding. NPOs can only use these restricted funds to 

operate and develop the focal programme; contractually they cannot be used to cover 

running costs (e.g., fundraising costs or salaries). A participant from The Innovator 

nonprofit spoke passionately about the importance of ensuring decisions about which 

programmes should be supported and developed (through financial contributions in 

Relationships

T
h

e
 D

is
ta

n
t 

C
o

lla
b

o
ra

to
r

T
h

e
 N

o
vi

ce

T
h

e
 F

a
m

ily
 T

ie

T
h

e
 A

d
vo

ca
te

T
h

e
 L

o
ca

l H
e

ro

T
h

e
 N

e
w

 K
id

T
h

e
 T

re
n

d
 S

e
tt

e
r

T
h

e
 E

n
tr

e
p

re
n

e
u

r

T
h

e
 A

lu
m

n
u

s

T
h

e
 C

h
e

e
rl

e
a

d
e

r

T
h

e
 B

ig
 P

la
ye

r

T
h

e
 S

e
lf

 S
ta

rt
er

T
h

e
 R

e
cl

u
se

CS1

R1

CS2

R1

CS2

R2

CS3

R1

CS3

R2

CS5

R1

CS6

R1

CS6

R2

CS8

R1

CS9

R1

CS9

R2

CS9

R3

CS10

R1

Programme-Focused ● • • • • • ● ● • ● • ○ ●
Key:    ● Highly significant to the NPO

◐ Significant to the NPO

○ Less significant to the NPO



| 234 

 

particular) should be made by the NPO, not business partners or philanthropic funders. 

For this organisation, this was a recent change in direction, and at the time of the 

interview, the NPO website still reflected a desire to attract Programme-Focused 

relationships, as the following extracts shows. 

[The website] needs to reflect now the whole sense of funding [our mission], and leave it up 

to us how we spend that. If you’re interested in an area, we’ll go there, but leave it up to us 

about what is needed there. . . we consider that part of the organisation is actually all about 

supporting the glue that makes sure that it’s all happening at the right level. [The] new 

Philanthropy New Zealand magazine . . . has some interesting articles in there about 

sponsors’ reluctance to fund overheads, and what a ‘head shift’ there needs to be, and it’s 

up to us to start helping them do that. . . . we can’t just keep funding more kids into 

programmes without building in the salaries that need to be there to run them – ‘oh no, we 

don’t fund salaries’ – well, how do you expect us to do it then? (Nonprofit Exec., The 

Innovator). 

This executive was keen to move away from this aspect of these relationships for two 

reasons: firstly, the NPO is the “issue expert”, and through rigorous research and 

evaluation they know which programmes are needed in which communities; this should 

not be determined by a third party (i.e., a business partner). Secondly, if a third party 

wants to support the NPO financially, the NPO should making the decisions regarding 

the allocation of that funding. The challenge of funding operating costs was one of the 

key motivations for the two organisations trying to move away from this is type of 

relationship. As the following extract illustrates,  

The biggest challenge for us in—and for a lot of charities from a lot of people I speak to—is 

always administration type funding, so it’s being able—everybody wants to sponsor 

programmes, everybody wants to sponsor [tangible things], but no one wants to sponsor 

fundraising costs, or administration costs (Nonprofit Exec., The Commercial Savvy). 

Both organisations were in the process of changing how they communicated this idea 

to partners, and both were able to describe a change in strategy clearly and with 

quantities, such as twenty percent allotted to administration. Part of this change was to 

encourage businesses to fund the mission, not one aspect of the mission (i.e., a 

programme). For these executives, this means funding the organisation (“the glue”) to 
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operate effectively and efficiently. Both had devised a new ‘pitch’ so to explain the 

percentage of funds that would be allocated to running costs. The participant from the 

Commercially Savvy NPO described this as “changing the story that we tell”. 

It is actually all in the way you tell your story to your partners. Most corporates will 

understand that if they’re giving you, say, $100,000, that a portion of that actually needs to 

go into the physical running costs and administration costs of the charity. I think in the past 

we’ve been a bit reluctant to have those conversations, because we’ve been worried that 

perhaps they won’t understand, but actually they do. They know that to run a business you 

need people, you need all sorts of things that go on behind it (Nonprofit Exec., The 

Commercial Savvy). 

Both executives described this as a recent change, and both believed the nonprofit 

sector should lead on educating third parties, including businesses. Despite the 

parallels, they were very different organisations. One was very commercial and 

leveraged business relationship to address physical resource needs, and the other 

focused on long-term goals and often leveraged relationships for networks and 

expertise.  

6.3.2 Tactical use of Programme-Focused relationships  

A different perspective worth highlighting is that of a focal NPO (The Long Game) that 

tactically pursued Programme-Focused relationships with corporates in order to sustain 

a programme government could/would not fund. Despite this being a strategic decision, 

the executive explained for the nonprofit executives this was not an ideal situation; she, 

along with her fellow executives, believed corporate funding should be used to support 

the “added extras”, not the core programmes. Despite light-heartedly referring to 

seeking this type of support as “partly sell our souls”, she believed there was a role for 

relationships with business; unfortunately, acquiring “urgent” funding for core services 

out of necessity was not it. This executive was adamant government should fund core 

services, and described how a particular programme was sustained largely through 

corporate funding. 
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We so appreciate the corporates who come along and do provide that financial support 

because we need it! But, it would be great to be in a position where we didn’t . . . then it 

could be used to do extra – over and above. Say if we had decent government funding for the 

[programme] then that could be delivered all over the country, then corporate sponsorship 

could be used to take the [beneficiaries] on trips, or the extras, rather than the core funding 

for the basic service that we’re only delivering in one area. You get the idea! It’s a massive 

frustration! (Nonprofit Executive, The Long Game). 

Too much programme focus 

Executives from The Opportunist nonprofit also described actively pursuing these 

relationships in order to sustain an under-funded programme. However, in this case, 

the executive explained a surprising associated risk: too much programme specific 

funding. This scenario was introduced earlier; however, these experiences are worth 

returning to. What was surprising about this case was how the NPO planned to address 

the excess funding provide by a business partner. Despite acknowledging the focus of 

the programme was peripheral to the NPO’s core mission, the executive proposed 

designing a new similar programme in order to spend the excess funds, and thus retain 

the partnership. Again, these two organisations are very different, The Long Game was 

happy to use these relationships to sustain programmes, but this did not align in 

principle with her vision of how the organisations should operate. Whereas The 

Opportunist appeared comfortable with the arrangement in principle, but was unsure 

how to manage it. These are good examples of NPOs accommodating commercial 

realities. 

6.3.3 The influence of social impact and social innovation trends 

We don’t fund ‘business as usual’, so it has to be something that’s going to make an impact 

that otherwise wouldn’t be able to be happening (Business Exec., The Recluse). 

The business participant of The Recluse relationship illustrates perfectly, above, why 

some nonprofits were wary of continuing with Programme-Focused relationships. For 

this business, one of the main motivations for associating with a specific programme, 

was a desire to be associated with creating positive social impact, and therefore a 

reluctance to fund ‘business-as-usual’. Almost all of the business partners engaged in 
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Programme-Focused relationships were interested in either (a) associating with 

nonprofits they believed were driving measurable social impact, or (b) they wanted to 

be perceived as the ones driving the social impact. Findings show relationships with 

these business partners are more complex because they have higher expectations, and 

in the latter scenario, they pose more of a risk to the NPO. 

Two contrasting cases emerged which illustrate a significant difference in dynamics and 

outcomes when there is a partner motivated by driving social impact. These cases 

involved two different focal NPO. 

Table 9. Programme-Focused relationships driven by Social Impact: Contrasting case comparison 

Example One: Collaborative Example Two: Business-owned 

• The business and NPO designed and delivered a 
focal programme in collaboration. 

• Programme development involved a mutual 
exchange of expertise. 

• The relationship produced on-going value for both 
parties. 

• The inter-connected networks of both parties 
were leveraged to deliver the programme. 

• The organisations were not inter-dependent. 

• Business (Champion) was motivated by Social 
Impact and Shared Value. 

• The majority of business designed the majority of the 
focal programme independently and later approached 
the NPO as an expert. 

• Programme delivery relied on access to NPO network, 
contacts, and reputation. 

• Relationship was not sustainable for the NPO because 
of a lack of alignment with its mission. 

• Business was motivated by Social Innovation and 
driving Social Impact. 

• Business owned the Intellectual Property. 

 
 

Both of these are examples of Programme-Focused relationships, one important point 

of difference was around the issue of social impact creation. The business in Example 

Two wanted to be involved directly with impact creation through a new programme it 

had designed in-house. The programme was by definition a social innovation19, and the 

business referred to it repeatedly as such. For the business it was part of a process of 

discovering “what we could do in the community that would make a real impact”. They 

wanted to be seen as driving social impact by designing and delivering the programme. 

The business had researched the potential and viability of the innovation prior to 

approaching the NPO for input, and ultimately the business owned the IP. After a one-

year trial period, the business shifted all prior funding (they were already partnered) to 

their own foundation to sustain the initiative and no longer fund the NPO directly. The 

 

19 Social innovation is defined as “a measurable, replicable initiative that uses a new concept or a new application of 

an existing concept to create shareholder and social value” (Herrera, 2015, p. 1469). 
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nonprofit executives decided they were not willing to integrate the programme into 

their exiting suite because it did not align with the core mission. They also believed the 

issue of IP ownership was significant. According to one of the nonprofit participants, 

the NPO had provided the network, contacts, and good reputation to make the 

programme viable, and were consulted only in the latter stages as the “issue experts”.  

The following is an extract from interview from the business side of Example Two. 

We knew that we wanted to do something that was—had more impact out in the community, 

but we weren’t sure what. . . . [we were] looking for the opportunity to say ‘what can [the 

business] provide, what fits into what we’re good at, what actually would make an impact 

for kids’. . . . For me, it’s a story of evolving the relationship from something that was quite 

traditional, to something that we’re hoping is quite new. . . . It’s trying to work more in the 

social innovation context with [the NPO], and give them things of quite tangible value from 

our perspective, and then they’re giving us more exposure and their collateral—their 

intellectual collateral (Business Exec., The Entrepreneur). 

The following extract shows how the NPO executives had a different perspective on the 

relationship. 

Now they’re moving their funding, it’s got to be either a very good strategic fit for us to keep 

doing it. . . . unless it sits within [our core focus], for me, it’s an outlier. . . . A very significant 

point of difference for our board, is that [the business] own the IP, and any improvements we 

make, belongs to [the business]. And so that goes against everything else we have done; we 

can’t control anything, and therefore we can’t guarantee quality and so on. So, without 

putting a death nail on it, it’s likely to end up on its own. It’s no financial benefit to us now, 

because the [funding] has gone, [the Champion] is not on the board, they’ve indicated they’re 

setting up their own foundation. They love us, but they want to do their own thing (Nonprofit 

Exec., The Innovator). 

Gravity was added to the findings from Example Two when the nonprofit executives 

spoke about contrasting experiences with other business partners where they had 

worked collaboratively to find alignment, and where ultimately they integrated the 

initiative into their suite of programmes. If these contrasting experiences had been 

across different NPOs (as they are in Table 9), it would be possible to discount the 
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experience as a one off, unique to this NPO. However, because complete NBC portfolios 

were examined (for added context), participants were able to describe a range of 

relationships beyond the two that were directly examined. While these contrasting 

relationships were only discussed by the focal NPO, these comparisons were invaluable 

for building a picture of those that were examined from both perspectives across a wider 

variety of cases. 

Example One was a complete contrast. This relationship involved a business partner 

that approached the NPO with the intention of co-developing a programme 

collaboratively. The business partner consulted the NPO throughout as the “issue 

expert”. Although this business (driven by a Champion) was motivated to make a 

positive change in communities, the business was not (initially) motivated by the idea 

of being associated with creating that change. Another notable difference is the way the 

organisations in Example One were inter-connected, but the not inter-dependent. In 

other words, if one party no longer wanted to be involved, the other party would still be 

able to use what they had co-created and be able to deliver it   without detrimental 

effects to other party. As discussed, this was not possible in the other case. 

The two contrasting cases shown in Table 9 provide an insight into a number of 

dynamics identified in this study, including the idea of inter-connected networks and 

expertise exchange. They are also good examples of the difference between having 

Shared Stakeholders and a Shared Demographic in common, and therefore are used in 

tandem again in Chapter Eight. 

6.3.4 Positive experiences of Programme-Focused relationships 

The Trend Setter was a multi-faceted relationship that was valuable to both parties; it 

also originated as a Programme-Focused relationship. Interestingly, the business 

interviewee did not know the origins of why the particular programme was the focus, 

but was aware it started as a CEO “pet project” years ago and the focus stemmed from 

there. This case is significant because the partners used the programme as the core focus 

around which they added layers of value over time. The programme gave the business 

executives something tangible they could assign figures to when talking to the board 
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and other important stakeholders, as opposed to supporting the entire NPO mission 

(e.g., a certain number of people supported, through a certain programme that has 

somewhat defined boundaries).  

As discussed in relation to Location Specific (Section 5.2), the organisations in The Trend 

Setter relationship worked closely together over years and evolved to find additional 

synergies across demographics, location, and stakeholders. When this case was analysed 

in conjunction with the other examples of Programme-Focused relationships, it became 

apparent that having a programme to focus on was associated with comparatively more 

engaged business partners. For example, the business from The Cheerleader partnership 

was keen to take the relationship “to the next level” and focus on one programme that 

aligned with the core business activity, because otherwise, she explained, their support 

“seems almost too broad” and generic. 

Of the contextual cases examined (those with only NPO data), there was one other stand 

out example of Programme-Focused NBC – The Investors. This relationship was a very 

similar scenario to Example One, above, and served to corroborate the characteristics 

that appeared to be significant. In this case, a new programme was designed in 

collaboration that relied on the expertise of both parties, it was delivered through the 

business network, and the IP was shared between partners according to input. It was 

also not a contractual relationship, much like Example One, and both parties could walk 

away and still benefit from what they had created together. These multi-faceted 

differences are significant from the NPO perspective. 
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6.4 Summary 

Accommodating commercial realities is an essential part of engaging in NBC for 

nonprofit organisations. Many of the nonprofits embraced the commercial side of their 

relationships and commercial activity generally, including experimenting with revenue 

generation. Despite reservations around the added complexities of commercial 

relationships (such as contract-related issues and always being a low-priority), most 

NPOs strived to address issues as they arose, rather than withdrawing from commercial 

activity altogether. Some NPOs went further and took the lead around potentially 

detrimental aspects, such as programme-specific funding, choosing instead to ‘educate’ 

partners about the importance of administration-type funding. They described a cultural 

shift that needs to take place so that businesses understand that - much like private 

sector organisations - NPOs need to support and develop the infrastructure of the 

organisation to remain effective and efficient.  

A range of examples of proactive behaviour have been provided, including somewhat 

surprisingly, setting up new funding mechanisms to allow smaller businesses to 

contribute with minimal commitment, and educating nonprofit staff about exclusive 

contracts and corporate branding. Those more experienced in NBC were proactive and 

tactical when faced with these commercial challenges. Some executives, for example, 

described using business’ interest in particular programmes to their advantage. 

Permitting a Programme-Focused relationship allowed NPOs to sustain programmes 

that did not attract sufficient funding, and to provide something tangible for business 

partners to focus on. The recurring theme of creating opportunities for employee 

engagement was also raised. In this context, it was presented as a form of commercial 

reality NPOs choosing to engage in NBC must accommodate. 

This chapter highlighted the sophisticated understanding NPOs had with regard to the 

‘market value’ of their organisations. While some executives expressed philosophical 

reservations around the use of commercial metrics, others had reservations on the 

grounds that Champions and advocacy, for example, are invisible to these mechanisms. 

Nevertheless, there was a general sense NPOs were aware of and willing to leverage the 

commercial value of their brands. In some cases, they were also willing to leverage the 
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value of their target demographic to access hard-to-reach beneficiaries. This idea is 

developed further in Chapter Eight which discusses the theme Leveraging common 

networks. Subsequent chapters also develop the idea that although the relationships 

examined are somewhat transactional in nature, the tactical and at times strategic way 

the NPOs were using them, suggests a different kind of value is being generated than 

typically associated with transactional NBC. 

The Event-Focused and Programme-Focused relationship types were associated with risk 

and innovation, and in many cases, occurred in the context of a CSR shift towards social 

innovation and social impact thinking. For all of the NPOs examined, engaging in these 

relationships was associated with a universal need to fund the infrastructure of the 

organisation. While Event-Focused relationships were a way of acquiring flexible, 

‘untagged’ funds that can address this universal need, Programme-Focused relationships 

were, for some, exacerbating it through restricted, ‘programme-specific’ funding. 

Nevertheless, cross-case analysis revealed many NPOs were taking the lead to change 

the nature of these risky yet innovative relationships. In some cases, using them to 

resource struggling programmes, and in other cases, ‘educating’ partners on the 

importance of funding the whole mission, not part of the mission. 

Figure 33. Theme summary: Accommodating commercial realities 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s diagrammatic representation of key theme discussed in the chapter. 
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This chapter addressed the second theme and dynamic, Accommodating commercial 

realities. It explored what some of these realties, including contracts and a lack of 

commitment from businesses. It also introduced some of the unusual commercial 

activity NPOs were experimenting with inside and outside of NBC, and again 

highlighted the need to provide employee engagement opportunities – particularly 

tangible opportunities. As a mechanism to explore some of these complexities, two new 

relationship types were examined, Event-Based and Programme-Focused. The main 

points are summarised in Figure 33, above; the subsequent chapters build on some of 

the ideas introduced here. 
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Chapter Seven 

7 Dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration: Nonprofit experience cont. 

 

7.1 Collaborating with catalytic individuals  

The influence that individuals could exert within inter-organisational relationships was 

far greater than the literature has perhaps suggested. While significant interpersonal 

relationships were anticipated (Austin, 2000), and powerful individuals were expected 

(Herlin, 2013), the nature and extent of their influence was nonetheless surprising. It 

was at this individual level that ‘genuine’ collaboration was observed, demonstrating 

that certain inter-organisational dynamics are only visible when examined at the micro-

level of individual actors. This third theme, Collaborating with catalytic individuals, 

focuses on the characteristics of certain influential individuals and the outcomes they 

were associated with. 

During interviews, participants were encouraged to discuss whatever (and therefore 

whomever) they considered significant in the context of nonprofit–business 

collaboration. Across the collection of cases, participants spoke about the importance 

of “genuine” interpersonal relationships, personal connections, emotional investment, 

and at times, “friendship”. They described “extraordinary people” making personal 

sacrifices, “relationship-based” partnerships, and the importance of having 

“cheerleaders” on your side. They also spoke openly about the risks associated with 

influential individuals leaving a partnership, “pet projects”, and “personal crusades”. 

Cross-case patterns emerged in the data over time, allowing a profile of these influential 

individuals to be built and the nature of roles they played to be explored. This then 

enabled the outcomes of working with these individuals to be explored from the 

perspectives of the focal nonprofits. 

A series of sub-themes emerged during analysis including personal connections, 

personal interests, personal responsibility, personal crusades, and personal sacrifice, all 

of which were grouped under Personal Relationships – The importance of. To explore 

these themes in greater depth, all of the important relationships that surrounded each 
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focal NPO were mapped, and then primary and secondary source data was used to 

explore the role each personal relationship played and with which outcomes they were 

associated. For example, exploring the influence of a Champion in a relationship where 

the business partner connected the NPO to hard-to-reach beneficiaries. These maps 

were then used to analyse across the collection of cases. Ultimately, two roles appeared 

repeatedly across seemingly disparate cases: Champions and Alumni.  

Champions and Alumni were significant for two reasons: firstly, many of these 

individuals were boundary spanners, and secondly, the role they played was 

paradoxical. From the nonprofit perspective, these catalysts were associated with 

positive and negative outcomes. They were responsible for initiating many of the 

relationships examined and making significant changes happen (or in some cases, 

preventing changes from happening), depending on circumstances. The following 

discussion breaks down the different components of these roles and the outcomes with 

which they were associated. 

Firstly, Figure 34 below illustrates a simple yet important point: all Champions and 

Alumni are catalysts; however, they are not all are boundary spanners. 

Figure 34. Catalytic individuals 

 

Note. Author’s diagrammatic representation of catalytic individuals: comprised of Champions, Alumni, 
and Boundary Spanners. 

 

7.2 Champions 

All Champions described here are from the business side of the relationships, whether 

a staff member, an executive, or a business owner. While nonprofit-based individuals 

could be (and were) described as champions, those that emerged as significant and 
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associated with making (or preventing) significant changes with relationships, were 

business-based. 

As defined in this study, a business-based Champion, 

• is personally motivated;  

• is self-selected;  

• performs the role voluntarily;  

• is overt in their support;  

• holds a position of influence (although they are not confined to the executive 

level); 

• has been affected personally (directly or indirectly) by the issues the NPO seeks 

to address. 

Not all positions of influence held by Champions were based on seniority, some were 

based on the nature of their role (e.g., they were the only person in the firm in that role). 

The final point, above, is where they differ from Alumni. All Alumni were motivated by 

direct experiences with the NPO they were partnered with (this role is discussed in more 

detail in Section 7.3, below).  

Figure 35. Champions and Alumni example relationships (case studies) 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 
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Champions were not associated with a particular type of relationship, they were found 

across almost the complete collection of cases. Eight individual Champions were 

profiled; two were interviewed directly, and six were described by nonprofit participants 

in interviews. Figure 35, above, shows in which relationships Champions and Alumni 

were found, and which individuals were advocates and/or boundary spanners.20 

Across the collection of cases, analysis demonstrated there are two subtly different sub-

types of Champion: 

NPO Champions (Type 1), 

• advocate for the particular NPO with which they are partnered; 

• leverage their position of influence to positively affect the particular NPO. 

Issue Champions (Type 2), 

• advocate for the social issue the NPO addresses; 

• leverage their position of influence to positively affect the social issue or cause. 

This does not mean NPO Champions are not passionate about the social issue; however, 

cross-case analysis revealed their personal motivations led them to prioritise activities 

that support the organisation. 

7.2.1 Personally motivated Champions 

All of the catalytic individuals identified in this study were acting on personal 

motivations. For some, partnerships presented an opportunity to make a positive 

difference to the societal problems they felt strongly about. Several of these individuals 

were vocal campaigners on issues such as child poverty, through their respective 

professional roles, they were acting on personal and business objectives simultaneously. 

For others, partnerships presented an opportunity to have a direct impact on something 

they had experienced in their personal lives and communities, and their professional 

role was an opportunity to act. 

 

20 Champions, Alumni and boundary spanners were also identified in cases with only primary data from the nonprofit 

side – see Appendix T. 
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Being able to act on personal motivations was not surprising in relationships with small 

business owners. For these individuals, their business was the primary channel through 

which they could contribute to community. They were at liberty to act on their personal 

motivations and the relationships they were in were comparatively simple. Where this 

observation is intriguing, is in the more complex partnerships involving large 

corporations. The way in which these individuals were able to drive the direction of 

relationships, and in many cases influence wider community engagement and CSR 

strategies, suggested they were in positions with a high level of autonomy. These 

individuals had a level of freedom in their roles to be able to act on personal motivations, 

and pursue and develop their own ideas. Given that the majority of catalytic individuals 

identified were senior executives, it is likely the flexibility stemmed from their level of 

seniority. However, in a particularly noteworthy case, the Champion was not an 

executive. This suggests their ability to act on their own motivations was determined by 

more than their level of seniority. 

Individuals acting on personal motivations can be valuable to NPOs in some 

relationships, and risky in others. As the following discussion will demonstrate, the 

problem with personal motivations is they are personal. Findings demonstrate that 

building a partnership based on personal motivations is possible; however, it can be 

difficult and potentially risky. 

That the majority of business participants were top-level executives was in itself an 

intriguing finding. A particular level of seniority was not a prerequisite for participation, 

it was therefore a surprise when some of the participants (all selected by NPOs) were 

General Managers, CEOs, and Partners of firms. When asked about the consistently 

high level of seniority, participants explained that many senior executives in New 

Zealand, including those within large corporations, have multi-faceted roles covering 

several areas of a business. It was common, therefore, for a senior executive to be the 

main point of contact in a partnership. This is indicative of two things: firstly, the 

comparatively small scale of the New Zealand business landscape (as the following 

extract explains), and secondly, the underlying transactional and commercial nature of 

the relationships. Many were only recently transitioning towards more integrated 

relationships that involved a cross-section of the company, and so it was perhaps to be 
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expected that relationships existed largely at the executive level and involving a low 

number of employees. When asked about the level of seniority, one senior executive 

(and identified Champion) explained, 

Even though we’re a very large company globally, and we’re a big company in New Zealand, 

you know, we’re very small—you know. We’re lean, and so, I suppose CSR is one of my things 

I champion, globally actually, even within [the firm], and so I’m the General Manager, I’m 

the Government Affairs Manager, I’m CSR—I wear many hats! I think in New Zealand if 

you’re a General Manager or a CEO, you wear many hats! (Business Exec., The Cheerleader). 

7.2.2 Champions as boundary spanners 

In this study, boundary spanners are individuals with experience in the private and 

nonprofit sector; the boundary they are spanning is the often-perceived divide between 

nonprofit and private sector organisations. Firstly, all Alumni are boundary spanners 

because all Alumni are ex-beneficiaries of NPOs that now work in business. Secondly, 

some Champions previously held executive roles in charities, and so although the 

experiences of these two groups are quite different, for the purpose of this study, they 

are both defined as boundary spanners. The two are grouped because the boundary 

spanning function they performed in their respective relationships was comparable. 

The six Champion boundary spanners identified proved valuable to NPOs because they 

were able to empathise with the day-to-day challenges nonprofit executives faced (see 

Figure 35 and Appendix U). These individuals shared stories of prior experiences in 

interviews and described what they had learned in prior roles. Some were also able to 

articulate how this influenced their current partnerships. For one business executive, 

the nature of the reporting they required from current nonprofit partners was 

influenced by having experienced reporting is in the nonprofit sector. This boundary 

spanner understood that outcomes in the nonprofit context can be difficult to prove, 

particularly for NPOs addressing complex social issues. There are too many factors 

influencing people’s lives to be able to prove that a particular programme is responsible 

for improving the life of a given individual. Understanding this, the boundary spanner 

explained how they did not require strict reporting against outcomes; instead, they 
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trusted in the processes the partner used and accepted output reporting where 

necessary.  

The following interview extract is particularly revealing of the boundary spanner role. 

When I worked at [a charity], the reporting was so tight . . .  you’d spend more man hours 

putting together spreadsheets and things to report against than you actually doing the work. 

. . . [the focal NPO] gives us a report at the end of the period of financial support to say how 

they’ve spent the money, and what the outcomes were if they’ve managed to kind of, I mean, 

it might just be outputs rather than outcomes, but we’re not that tight on that—and that’s 

not because we’re slack, it’s because ‘you’ve proved there is a need, we’ve given you the 

money to spend it on that need, you prove to us you’ve spent it on that need, if it works great, 

if it didn’t work as well as you thought it would, that’s also great, if you changed the rules, 

also fantastic, but whatever happens to the money, if you spent it on the stuff you said you 

were going to spend it on, we’re good (Business Exec., The Recluse). 

This business executive was a recent addition to the partnership, and provided the NPO 

with a level of flexibility and trust described by the NPO as a significant improvement 

on their predecessor; they were described as “really engaged! . . . and doing a lot more 

for us recently” (Nonprofit Exec., The Long Game). For another boundary spanner, prior 

experience managing a charity meant they understood the importance of untagged 

funding (money NPOs can use for operating costs). Consequently, this business 

executive ensured the relationship was a National + Local relationship; an arrangement 

that involves local staff engagement opportunities as well as national untagged funding.  

The following extract demonstrates the link the executive made between experiences as 

a charity director, and the type of relationship with a focal NPO.  

I was a director on a board of children’s hospice. . . . the fundraising when we were trying to 

get the capital together was very different from fundraising once the hospice was built . . . 

[funders] don’t like the money just going in the pot to run the place. I think I learned a lot 

from that on how important it is for the charity just to have cash! Not just to say ‘oh this has 

to go to this particular item’. I think my approach is ‘here’s the cheque, but actually what we 

want out of it is more tangible’, which is like the volunteer days and the other stuff (Business 

exec., The Cheerleader). 
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These two extracts demonstrate how Champion boundary spanners can influence 

aspects of a relationship in quite tangible ways, including reporting mechanisms and 

the provision of untagged funding. The nature of their influence in these examples is 

reflective of their level of seniority, whereas their empathy stems from understanding 

what it is like to run a nonprofit organisation. 

7.2.3 Alumni as boundary spanners 

Alumni boundary spanners also add value in the form of cross-sector empathy and 

tangible outcomes; however, because of the nature of their prior experiences as 

beneficiaries, their empathy lies with the beneficiary perspective. In The Alumnus 

relationship, for example, there were multiple Alumni inside the business partner firm 

and the empathy they had towards beneficiaries was noticeable. The business 

interviewee described the unusual situation as something that made the experience very 

real for them compared to other commercial projects. The interviewee emphasised how 

important it was for them to be open to the beneficiary perspective while working 

together, and both parties described how the empathy and understanding of the Alumni 

enabled them to create a better product. Interestingly, it also influenced the process 

they decided to use, a process that bought the business in direct contact with 

beneficiaries. The value this boundary spanning experience bought to the relationship 

was very tangible for the NPO partner. The nonprofit interviewee explained how not 

only was the final product aligned with the needs of the beneficiaries, but the empathic 

process they used to get to there was hugely valuable as well; it aligned with their values 

and existing modes of working. The NPO held this particular relationship in high 

regard, and like other executives that had experienced an Alumni-based relationship, 

they were keen to try and replicate it – an intriguing paradox in itself. 

The following is an extract from The Alumnus interview. 

 “. . . you’re sharing people’s stories and the details of what they’ve gone through, you know, 

it just completely changes things and makes it so much more real—and yeah, it’s just 

absolutely mind blowing! . . . it’s got this bigger purpose that’s outside of the usual corporate 

objectives (Business Exec., The Alumnus). 
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Cross-case analysis revealed boundary spanners are valuable in partnerships, largely 

because the empathy they have enables them to appreciate constraints under which 

NPOs operate. In some cases (with Alumni), boundary spanning empathy allows 

individuals to understand the significance of the NPO from the perspective of those 

they serve. 

7.2.4 Champions initiating and directing relationships 

Six of the eight Champions identified initiated the partnerships with focal NPOs (see 

Table 10, below). This appears to be one of the more influential actions a Champion can 

perform, not simply because in doing so they present opportunities and risks to the 

NPO; these Champions appear to have a certain amount of influence over the direction 

of the partnership as a consequence of doing so. For example, in The Self Starter 

relationship, the Champion was able to direct resources towards a local community that 

was important to him. This business partner was new to community engagement and 

the Managing Director (the Champion) had personal priorities that led him to 

collaborate with a particular NPO. His personal mission was to address certain social 

issues he had identified in his local community, and as the initiator of the relationship, 

he was able to draw resources (internal, external, and the resources of the NPO) towards 

this community. This was significant, because the NPO described this community as 

not a priority area in terms of the services they provide. However, keen to receive the 

financial support of the business, the NPO allowed the Champion to prescribe certain 

terms, namely, where the money would be spent, and how soon.  

While the profile of the Champion in this particular case was consistent with other cases, 

the extent of the influence of the NPO was greater. This individual was aware he was 

operating without the full support of his fellow executives, and clearly described that he 

was driven by personal motivations. He was very passionate about what he was trying 

to achieve with the NPO, and described feeling “dismayed at the ambivalence” of those 

that did not share his vision. However, he acknowledged that he was “enamoured” with 

the NPO, his company was not, and said, “I do have to remind myself that just because 

I’ve chosen it for a charity that is important to me, it doesn’t necessarily make it 

important for everybody”. In addition, this individual did not want to work with any 
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organisation; he wanted to work with a particular nonprofit organisation, thus, 

embodying the role of an NPO Champion (Type 1). 

What was significant about this case was despite the focal NPO having a waiting list of 

communities to that require their services, and a matrix for determining the level of 

need in communities, the Champion was willing and able to pay for preferential 

treatment and to determine where funding was allocated.  

We are willing to provide the funding to jump to the front of the list. . . . I think they bent the 

rule in that regard, because ultimately, they’ll have their own charter but it seems that [the 

CEO] had the discretion to be able to do what we did. Which is me saying, I’ll write you a 

cheque as long as the services are being provided in my local area. . . . Everybody has their 

own personal crusades, and just because [the NPO] is a favourite of mine doesn’t mean that 

my business colleagues might feel the same way . . . I firmly believe that if I wasn’t involved 

in [my company] which happens to be based in [this area], then this wouldn’t be happening 

(Business Exec., The Self Starter).  

The two executives from the nonprofit partner organisation acknowledged that the 

choice of location “was really driven by him wanting to see his area in [an undisclosed 

location], receive our support”. It was not a priority area for the NPO. They were 

encouraging of localisation and made allowances because the relationship was one of 

the first of a new kind of relationship they were trialling – Location Specific. This new 

type of relationship was seen as a growth opportunity, and the executives were 

particularly interested in targeting small businesses. 

This Champion trialled various initiatives to extend the work the NPO was doing in his 

community by experimenting with different fundraising activities involving local 

businesses, and extending the initiative to other local communities. In the short-term, 

this Champion was providing value to the NPO in the form of funding, extended 

networks, exposure, and supporting them to meet immediate beneficiary needs. In the 

long-term, the particular way in which the NPO operates means there was a risk 

resources could become stretched and beneficiaries with lesser needs become 

reprioritised. The reason being, the model the NPO operates means once a community 

is “accepted onto the programme”, the NPO then commits to raising sufficient funds to 
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sustain the support they provide. This is “not contingent” on the sustained support of 

the business partner. 

This NPO described several similar scenarios where the executives would accommodate 

business partner requests for a limited period in order to gain their support, and then 

having trialled an initiative, they would later determine if it aligned. This intriguing 

tactic was associated in-part with a desire for growth, to achieve this growth this NPO 

was keen to increase the number of relationships with business, including smaller 

business partners. Executives from this nonprofit repeatedly explained that mission 

driven growth was a central goal, and that while they were able to attract and retain 

some partners using this tactic, others moved on to support other NPOs or scaled back 

support from partnership to corporate donations. 

While this Champion (in The Self Starter) described clearly that he was not supported 

by his fellow directors – they did not share his passion for the NPO, and they believed 

it did not align with the core business – the Champion in The Local Hero relationship 

was described in a very different light. This individual, also responsible for initiating the 

relationship, had been able to transfer his passion and sentiments towards his personal 

charity of choice to his employees and new directors. This enabled the relationship to 

sustain for many years, during which time the two organisations evolved together. 

During the period of this study, these partnering organisations were making significant 

changes to achieve further alignment and to ‘reignite’ the Champion’s original vision for 

the relationship. They attributed the longevity and desire to continue developing the 

relationship to the living legacy of the Champion. 

When [the champion] passed everything over to . . . the new directors, we then took on board 

everything that [he] stood for, because we loved him and loved what he believed in. So then 

we took the [focus] very seriously, and then became that much more attached to [the NPO] 

(Business Exec., The Local Hero). 

This transferring of sentiments was unusual, in all other cases examined, when a 

Champion left a business partner firm, the sentiments left with them or were forgotten 

over time. One of the differences in this case, was the way the Champion was still 

connected to the employees and directors of the business informally. In addition, this 
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was a local SME not a large corporation; supporting a local charity in the same region 

potentially made this type of personal story easier to transfer and retain. 

This role of initiating the relationships is an important point worth reiterating. The table 

below shows which relationship were initiated by individuals. This is important, 

because it part of the why some of these relationship do not resemble the nature of the 

partnership and NBC arrangements discussed in the earlier literature. 

Table 10. Relationships initiated by individuals 

Relationship Initiator Motivations Formalised 

The Distant 
Collaborator  

Champion Personal motivations (experience with social 
issue) 

Became CSR strategy after years 

The Family Tie Alumni Personal motivations (experience with NPO) Became CSR strategy after years 

The Advocate Champion  Personal philanthropic motivations Became CSR strategy after years 

The Local Hero Champion Personal philanthropic motivations Became CSR strategy after years 

The Entrepreneur Champion Personal philanthropic motivations Became CSR strategy after years 

The Self Starter Champion Personal philanthropic motivations Not formalised into CSR strategy 

 
 

Table 10, above, shows the six relationships that were initiated by an individual, in each 

case identified as a Champion or Alumni driven to act by personal motivations. This 

simplified data indicates the origins of the relationships and presents a different 

perspective on their nature compared to the chapter exploring the theme Evolving with 

CSR. The data presented previously captures, first and foremost, the nature of the 

relationships from the point at which they were formalised and became a recognisable 

form of NBC or partnership. However, acknowledging these personally motivated 

origins is important, because although the methodology employed means the study 

captures a ‘snapshot in time’, these origins will have influenced the nature and evolution 

of the formal relationships examined (Sanders et al., 2008). As will be discussed in 

Chapter Nine, these origins may have also played a part in why these relationships 

appear different when compared to many of these discussed in the earlier literature, for 

example, Starbucks and Conservation International (Austin & Seitanidi, 2014). 
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7.2.5 Champion advocacy for the nonprofit organisation 

In the stories and experiences shared by nonprofit executives during the first data 

collection stage, advocacy was raised repeatedly as one of the most valuable 

contributions businesses can make. However, it was not initially apparent the extent to 

which advocacy was a function that relied on catalytic individuals. Prior to identifying 

the cross-case significance of individual roles, such as Champions, the emerging theme 

centred on the value of advocacy at an organisation level. In the early stages, this was 

thought to be a function performed by business partners for nonprofit partners. The 

following extracts demonstrates where some of these misconceptions came from. 

I think one of the major contributions that corporates can make to organisations that they 

choose to support is advocacy for that organisation. Because it’s not just about giving a 

donation, or a bit of cash in the bank—it’s actually having an awareness and understanding, 

and sort of becoming champions of that organisation as well (Nonprofit CEO, The Local). 

Later in the data collection and analysis process, it became apparent advocacy is a 

valuable contribution made by corporations; however, it is very much an activity 

performed by individuals. The extent to which others (including nonprofit executives) 

perceive it as an organisation wide effort, depends on how influential and effective the 

individual advocate is. In other words, the extent to which they have the support of their 

organisation, and the positive outcomes they have been able to catalyse through their 

position. For some, the influence they have exists within the bounds of their 

organisation (internal). For others, advocacy is an activity that purposefully extends 

beyond the partnership and partner organisations to catalyse change at a higher level 

(external).  

Several stories of performing internal advocacy were shared by and of Champions, 

including individuals leveraging a position of influence to ensure their ‘chosen’ NPO, 

and the work they do, was at the forefront of people’s minds. For example, promoting 

the expertise and outcomes achieved by an NPO to fellow board members and 

highlighting the synergies with the business’ CSR strategy. Findings indicate this type 

of internal advocacy has the potential to, over time, extend the support a business 

provides, and develop a relationship from informal and largely transactional, to formal 
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and integrated into a CSR strategy. This scenario was described by participants in The 

Advocate relationship, where internal advocacy saw the partnership endure, in this case 

unchanged, for decades. Advocacy proved to be primarily a sustaining factor in this 

relationship, and only served to catalyse change once the global firm re-strategised its 

CSR activity and the Champion recognised an opportunity for change. 

For the NPO in this relationship, the change and consolidation in the business’ CSR 

strategy saw the relationship formalised and the organisation ‘promoted’ to a key 

community partnership. This resulted in increased regular funding and more 

fundraising activity from the business employees. More significantly, now holding a top 

position in the community engagement portfolio of the business, the NPO benefitted 

from substantial local, national, and international support networks when crisis hit 

following the Christchurch earthquakes. The process of accruing this support benefitted 

immensely from the Champion’s input, and his voice was amplified by holding a position 

on the board of the corporate foundation. According to both parties, it was the 

Champion’s sustained advocacy that saw the NPO retained and ‘promoted’ through 

significant CSR changes, and more importantly, the Champion catalysed much of the 

support the NPO received post-crisis. 

Similarly, in The Distant Collaborator—a particularly Champion-centric relationship, 

the NPO was promoted to a key partner position because of the sustained internal 

advocacy of the Champion. Again, this process spanned several years. Interestingly, in 

this relationship there was an ‘ebb and flow’ effect, which was coded originally as cyclical 

formalisation. From one year to the next corporate support would increase, and then 

decline. According to the Champion, her personal internal advocacy enabled her to 

retain the partnership, and the contestable application process the business used with 

nonprofits dictated the ‘ebb and flow’ effect. Before the relationship was formalised, the 

NPO applied for financial support on an annual basis; how successful they were changed 

from year to year. However, holding on to the relationship she considered valuable for 

several years, the Champion was able to catalyse a change when the corporate revised 

its CSR strategy. The Champion took the opportunity to promote an initiative (built on 

expertise exchange) that the two organisations had been collaborating on informally, 

and as a consequence the NPO was promoted to the level of a key community partner. 
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Because of internal advocacy, the NPO was regarded, eventually, as more than an 

anonymous applicant, and the collaborative initiative was co-developed formally. This 

was a significant example of the influence and endurance of a Champion, and how they 

are able to sustain and scale a partnership (the significance of the co-developed 

initiative in this example is discussed later in Chapter Eight, Section 8.3.6). 

Alternatively, some Champions advocate from a position of influence held in parallel to 

their corporate role. For example, as a panel member at conference, or as a campaigner 

in a forum related to the social issues the NPO tackles. This advocacy was described as 

less tangible; there may not be traceable outcomes from a specific event or conversation; 

however, nonprofit and business executives believed it was beneficial. One nonprofit 

executive described advocacy as one of the “difficult things that are quite intangible, but 

are a huge benefit” he explained, “if you get someone who starts donating over the right 

field—over here, that may have been a result of, say, a conversation between corporate 

sponsor” (Nonprofit CEO, The Local). The Champion he is referring to (who was also 

interviewed), would talk at conferences and events, served on several boards where they 

were able to advocate for the NPO, and described his advocacy as personally motivated: 

“my personal driver is my nature as such, I like supporting these community groups 

anyway, by nature” (Business Exec., The Advocate). 

All of the advocacy described was word-of-mouth, and at times was aimed at those in a 

particular position, as was the case with the Champion in The Cheerleader relationship. 

This Champion would talk with government officials about the social issue the NPO 

partner was addressing while at business related meetings, and ensure they were aware 

of what the NPO was doing in that ‘space’. Alternatively, the Champion in The Advocate 

relationship used his dual position on the board of a corporate foundation and the board 

of the NPO to influence significant funders to consider supporting the NPO and the 

work they do. 

In sum, advocacy was described consistently as one of the most valuable functions a 

Champion can perform, bringing both tangible and intangible value to nonprofit 

partners, particularly in retaining, sustaining, and scaling partnerships. 
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7.2.6 Champions and paradoxical outcomes for nonprofit organisations 

Champions were the greatest paradox in this study. Their characteristics and role they 

play as catalytic individuals was consistent; however, they were associated with positive 

and negative outcomes from the NPO perspective (even within one relationship). As 

discussed, there is evidence of Champions sustaining relationships, in some cases for 

decades. This longevity allows partners to grow and evolve together, experimenting 

with new ideas and at times reverting to old ones. There is also evidence of Champions 

holding an NPO back from evolving, as well as jeopardising a partnership (and therefore 

the value it brings) when they move on to other things. The nature of their influence 

was highly context specific, and varied significantly from case to case. 

Once embedded into a nonprofit organisation, a Champion can add layers of value to 

the NPO. In three cases examined, Champions held influential positions within both 

parties, for example, on the NPO board of governors and on the board corporate 

foundation. These dual roles added gravity to their internal advocacy, making it more 

direct and effective. For example, if the NPO faces a sudden difficulty, the Champion 

can efficiently and effectively gather supporter to help address the issue, as discussed. 

In each of the cases where the Champion held a dual role, the NPO described the 

expertise and passion the Champion bought to the role as particularly valuable. In one 

case, the NPO was re-evaluating a partnership with a business partner because they saw 

the level of financial contributions drop over time; however, the value the Champion 

provided through their dual role, was considered significantly greater than the financial 

loss they were incurring. Describing the loss of funding, yet the desire to retain the 

relationship, the nonprofit executive commented, 

[The Champion] has been an advocate and supporter of [ours] for decades, and . . . is on the 

board as well. It is [the Champion’s] passion for [this NPO] that has us have this relationship 

with [the business]. . . . but we wouldn’t let [the business] go, because of the relationship we 

have with [the Champion], and it's an important one to us, and it’s a historical one. . . . we 

get a lot of value out that because [the Champion] is a fantastic board member and he’s got 

a lot of really relevant experience. But that's unique (Nonprofit CEO, The Historic). 
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The NPO considered the Champion invaluable; the expertise, passion, and experience 

they provided was clearly unmatched. Cross-case analysis suggested, over time, this 

dual position can put a Champion in a position similar to a boundary spanner, where 

they are able to see the significance of the partnership from both perspectives. However, 

this case demonstrated a complicated situation for the CEO, where playing ‘the long 

game’ was the best option. 

The Family Tie is good example of a relationship where the Champion is associated with 

both positive and negative outcomes. The Champion initiated the relationship following 

a family experience with the NPO. The relationship evolved over several years from a 

local and informal arrangement to a National + Local partnership. This relationship 

enabled the NPO to access hard-to-reach beneficiaries across the country, and so the 

business’ network became valuable to the NPO—a positive outcome. As the partnership 

scaled, the Champion became less involved directly. When a colleague was interviewed, 

the motivations behind the relationship had been forgotten. For the NPO, however, the 

story of why they partner with one another remained important and was raised by both 

NPO participants. This was how they reasoned to themselves and their volunteers that 

the business was a good fit, despite acknowledging a lack of alignment between the two 

organisations. The lack of alignment caused tensions among employees, volunteers, and 

supporters—a negative outcome. 

The foundations of that relationship are really quite strong, so the CEO of the [business, 

because of his experience] he’s got a real genuine desire to give back . . . If you’re being 

cynical, we took quite a bit of criticism when they had all of those issues . . . whether it's 

perceived to be a good fit for our brand and all of that sort of stuff . . .   but you’ve got to look 

at what’s the motivation behind it, and present the relationships in the best possible light 

(Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

There were four relationships where the idea of associating with a ‘contentious’ and 

poorly-aligned business was raised (not all with a Champion). Intriguingly, the CEO of 

The Fragmented quoted above raised this as an issue; whereas in the three other 

relationships it was the ‘contentious’ business partners that described a need to act 

cautiously. Their caution was in acknowledgement of how the lack of alignment may be 
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perceived negatively. Two of these partners were pharmaceutical companies and the 

executives of these firms described how the industry is often faced with cynicism when 

they engage with community organisations. Nevertheless, as the extract above 

illustrates, where the value outweighs a potentially problematic association, findings 

suggest NPOs are willing to work through how the story of the relationships might be 

framed. In this case, the value of the business partner’s network outweighed the 

negativity that stemmed from the lack of alignment.  

7.2.7 Risks associated with Champions 

Many of the risks associated with Champions stem from the simple fact they are 

individuals. Individuals change jobs and therefore leave partnerships, and when they 

do, if they have not communicated the significance of the relationship (personal and/or 

business related) to their fellow employees and executives, the partnership can be at 

risk (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b).  

The majority of focal NPOs raised the issue of influential individuals leaving 

relationships; findings suggest for nonprofits, this can have particularly detrimental 

effects (this topic was introduced in Chapter Five where consolidation was discussed). 

There were several poignant examples provided of senior executives initiating a 

relationship with an NPO based on their personal motivations—many of which have 

been entwined with business motivations, although they were largely philanthropic as 

opposed to strategic. In these poignant examples, the relationships endured for years, 

during which time, the NPOs came to rely on the unquestioned support of the business 

partner firm, taking the influence of the catalytic individual for granted in the process.  

When a Champion stepped down from their role in The Entrepreneur relationship after 

decades, the business decided it was a good time to shift from largely philanthropic to 

social impact driven CSR activities. The aim was to get more employees engaged and to 

be directly involved with creating positive social impact. Because the relationship was a 

“pet project” of the CEO (Champion), it was largely sustained because that is what he 

wanted. No one on the business side asked questions as the quantum of financial 

support steadily grew over years; consequently, the NPO had not been required to detail 
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how they were spending it. Over time, the NPO came to rely on the financial support, 

expertise on their board, and access to business networks, without fully appreciating 

that the Champion, an individual, was the reason it was sustained. The team that took 

over from the Champion (striving for a social impact approach) did not know what the 

support enabled the NPO to achieve, why they gave the quantum of support they did, 

or what expertise the NPO had that was relevant to the business. 

The negative outcomes for this NPO stemmed largely from the way the partnership 

previously only involved the executives of the two organisations. No other employees 

saw the significance of the relationship to the NPO, or to the Champion. It had not been 

integrated in the business firm, and both parties described a lack of transparent 

communication. In this case, the lack of integration resulted in a series of decisions that 

significantly cut the financial support the NPO received as the business pursued an 

internally driven social impact initiative. The nonprofit interviewees described the 

relationship as having “reached a natural conclusion through evolution”. The extracts 

that follow are from both sides of the partnership (interviewed separately). 

There wasn’t a lot of engagement [previously] from our perspective to be honest. Because 

[the champion] was quite involved with it, that just sort of kept it alive” (Business Exec., The 

Entrepreneur).  

There was almost an over reliance on [the Champion] being on the board. And now we 

understand there was a lack of sense of value around that money, because they didn’t k now 

what we were doing with it, you know, it’s pretty basic. So, that was quite a big learning, 

that there was no one monitoring the expectations, on either side (Nonprofit Exec., The 

Innovator) 

This case demonstrates how a Champion can catalyse positive outcomes for a nonprofit, 

but if the Champion operates alone, they can pose a risk. In this relationship, the NPO 

lost financial resources, expertise, and access to networks (business and government). 

A similar scenario was described by three other nonprofits across a number of 

relationships. For almost all of the focal NPOs, “a change of people involved” was 

considered a significant challenge. When key people change, often the relationships 

change too. The motivations behind a relationship can be forgotten, knowledge can be 
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lost, initiatives can become unsustainable as result, and as was the case for several 

NPOs, relationships can be bought to an end. These sentiments are captured in the 

following extract. 

Well, one thing that definitely is a challenge, that because it’s based on relationships, is there 

is a risk around people leaving. So, you know, you might find that you’ve got somebody that 

is passionate about our cause, for whatever reason, so they’ve engaged with us, and then if 

they leave and they are replaced by new people—and this has happened to us in the past—

then that engagement leaves along with those people. . . . it is based on relationships, and 

so staff turnover is definitely a risk for us (Nonprofit Exec., The Commercially Savvy). 

A small number of commercially aware NPOs learned over time that an effective way to 

prevent some of these negative consequences was to engage the whole of the business 

partner organisation – referred to in the literature as partnerships institutionalisation 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b). Typically, this involved creating opportunities for a cross-

section of employees to engage with the NPO. For these executives, this was a way of 

ensuring the relationship was not a “pet project” and engaged as many people as possible 

so that if someone leaves, there are still others who are ‘invested’ in the relationship. 

One nonprofit executive referred to this as ensuring the culture of the NPO was infused 

into the culture of the business, and as “embedding” the NPO in to the business partner 

organisation. For another, engaging a cross-section of the business was an opportunity 

“to create loyalty”. These executives understood business partner motivations and 

objectives, and understood that providing engagement opportunities leads to longer, 

more rewarding, and more valuable relationships. The following extract is from one of 

the more commercially aware NPOs that described how they managed their most 

significant relationships. 

Staff turnover is definitely a risk for us; what we try to do to avoid that  is to try and get as 

integrated into the business as we possibly can, so things like staff engagement are a great 

tool to do that, because then you’ve got the organisation supporting the charity, not just one 

person (Nonprofit Exec., The Commercially Savvy). 

A small group of business partners were equally sensitive to these risks. For these 

executives, creating opportunities for employee engagement was a crucial way of 
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ensuring the NPO becomes “entrenched” into the business partner firm. The more a 

cross-section of the business employees directly experiences and understands for 

themselves the value of what the NPOs does, the more likely they are to push for the 

relationship to be maintained. They described how they believed the goal for both 

parties should be to create a relationship that is “multi-faceted and multi-contacted”. 

Although the risk of key people leaving was not stated as a motivation for all business 

partners looking for employee engagement, they did describe it as a way of making the 

relationships “stronger” by “having that active connection”, and ensuring “longevity” by 

getting people “involved at that tangible, tactile level” (Business Exec., The Cheerleader). 

The following extract from the CEO of a business partner firm captures some of these 

motivations. 

You do not want it to be pet project of a CEO, you want it to be multifaceted, and multi-

contacted. . . . The sponsorships that never survive a change of the guard are those where 

the CEO has been shoulder tapped at some fundraising event and picked it up and gone ‘this 

is the best things that’s ever happened, yes, my business needs to sponsor this!’ Because no 

one else sees the value, it won’t stay. . . . the [NPO] should be seeing it as a fantastic thing 

when someone working the sponsorship is saying ‘I want our staff involved, I want staff 

opportunities, I want to tell the story, I want you to communicate with us’. . . . if tomorrow 

we tried to say we’re not going to sponsor [the NPO] anymore . . . there would be a huge, 

huge damage limitation piece that would need to be done. They are entrenched. (Business 

Exec., The Big Player) 

As reiterated throughout, the business desire for tangible engagement opportunities 

appeared to dictate many of the decisions made in relationships, the lengths NPOs were 

will to go to accommodate this was at times, surprising. This chapter has demonstrated 

that one of the main benefits of engagement is simply relationships that last longer. 

7.3 Alumni 

In many ways, Alumni are a sub-type of Champion, sharing many of the same 

characteristics. Like all Champions, they work within a business partner firm in some 

capacity, and similar to NPO Champions (Type 1), Alumni vigorously support or defend 

the work of the nonprofit organisation. However, where they differ is in the root of their 
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motivation. Alumni, as defined in this study, have had direct, personal experiences with 

a focal NPO and this is drives them to act. In other words, these individuals are all ex-

beneficiaries of a focal NPO, hence referring to them collectively as Alumni (the plural 

noun for a former member of a group or organisation). This important difference means 

they hold a unique and powerful role within NBC relationships; they are the definitive 

personally motivated, boundary spanning catalyst. 

Across the collection of ten focal NPOs, nonprofit participants shared stories of five on-

going relationships that involved Alumni: 

• one was part of a case study and was interviewed directly (The Alumnus); 

• two were examined through NPO interviews and secondary sources (The 

Customers, and The Rock Steady); 

• and the other two were described by nonprofit executives in interviews.21 

Despite the small numbers compared to Champions, the idea of connecting with ex-

beneficiaries was a common topic raised by six of the ten focal NPOs. Two of these 

organisations actively encouraged Alumni to contribute back to the organisation and 

described them as a source of new opportunities. For other organisations, while they 

were aware of the influence and importance of ex-beneficiaries and described 

relationships involving them as significant, they did not appear to think of them as a 

network of potential opportunities. The following extracts are from the most active 

encouragers. 

Most recently, we started to be more choosey, I suppose, in terms of that alignment and 

looking for organisations that fit us—both in terms of our values, but also in terms of our 

direction, and where we’re going, and understanding. . . . we’ve started to build connections 

with young people who are no longer young people, they’re now business owners. . . . they 

have a real heart connection with us, and what they do is bring their skill and their business 

and their enterprise and their knowledge of what's going on in that business world and see 

how they can then give back to [us] (Nonprofit CEO, The Opportunist). 

 

21 A complete overview of which characteristics and roles were identified in which cases is shown in Appendix T, U, 

and V. This is also forms part of the discussion in Chapter Eight. 
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We have lot of people in the business sector who contribute to [us] in some way because they 

came to [us] as children. So, we have a lot of alumni out there, many of whom have gone on 

to have successful business careers, so there’s a real legacy there (Nonprofit CEO, The Local). 

These extracts demonstrate the nonprofit executives’ awareness of opportunities made 

available through these hypothetical networks. They also demonstrate an awareness of 

the intangible value Alumni bring in terms of values alignment, as well as the expertise 

they are able to transfer from the business world. The Local NPO held several 

relationships initiated by Alumni; executives described one relationship in particular (a 

cause related marketing arrangement) as “exciting” because it was driven by the passion 

of the alumnus with very little input required from them. The alumnus ensured the 

relationship continued to develop and frequently proposed new ways his business could 

support the NPO. Referring to this business partner, the nonprofit CEO commented, 

“they are totally non-demanding, don’t demand any recognition what so ever, and will 

grudgingly accept the recognition that we give them” (Nonprofit CEO, The Local). In 

this case, the alumnus was particularly reserved, and it was this relationship that 

confirmed another defining characteristic of Alumni: depending on the nature of the 

NPO’s mission, and therefore, the nature of the alumnus experience, the personal 

motivations that define them can actually be quite personal. For example, if as a 

beneficiary they were a vulnerable child, this may be a very personal story. This was 

expressed by one of the nonprofit executives interviewed: 

The owner of [the business] has had a personal sort of connection with [us] for a long, long 

time, so, he has had personal experience with [us]. . . . They kind of keep some of it under the 

radar, and then they let little bits out sort of thing. So for him, it was never a sort of thing of, 

who would I support in a charity, it was always a thing of how will I support [this] charity 

(Nonprofit Exec., The Local). 

One of the reasons for not having directly interviewed more Alumni is the personal 

nature of individual journeys. An executive from the nonprofit in the example above, 

recommended a particular business as a good example of how international networks 

can be made accessible to small NPOs. However, it was suggested that a request for 

interview might not be accepted because of the personal roots of the relationship. The 

nonprofit contacted this individual and an interview was not possible, with no reason 
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given. This made the gravity of the Alumni role very real, and highlighted the important 

distinction between Champions and Alumni. It also provided the impetus to explore 

across the collection of cases and in new cases how influential this type of individual 

was in practice, for example, in opening up access to networks. 

Across several cases, participants described these individuals as having directly 

influenced the formation or direction of a relationship. One of the oldest NPOs (The 

Historic) had a collection of relationships with businesses that were initiated by Alumni, 

originally as simple corporate donations. Some of these relationships developed over 

years into multi-layered partnerships that outlasted several nonprofit CEOs. For this 

well-established nonprofit, Alumni also served on the board of directors, and executives 

of the NPO explained the risks associated with enrolling these long-standing, passionate 

individuals into positions of influence, such as on the board. In this case, having 

experienced first-hand the value of the NPOs programmes – decades ago, the Alumni 

were keen to see these programmes remain available for future generations. According 

to the new CEO this was problematic because they held on to an outmoded vision of 

the organisation from a position that could prevent it from evolving. This was a situation 

perhaps even more pronounced in this case because the Alumni remained constant 

while the CEOs changed.  

Some Alumni, such as those in the example, above, initiated relationships many years 

after they were on the receiving end of the NPO’s services or programmes. This was 

typically because they had worked for many years and had reached a stage in their career 

where they were able reflect and act on how they might like to give back to those that 

had supported them (the NPO), or to show support to those going through similar 

experiences (the beneficiaries of the NPO). There were also several examples of Alumni 

that were business owners; these individuals had also reached a stage in their personal 

or business growth and were wanting to give back. However, findings suggest the 

relationships with business owners tended to develop over shorter periods (i.e., they 

were more recently beneficiaries of the focal NPO), and therefore, typically had less 

layers to the relationships, and the individuals did not serve in influential positions. This 

does not mean the relationships were any less influential.  
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In a particularly poignant example (The Alumnus), a focal NPO approached a business 

for pro-bono support on a particular project. With several employees that were Alumni 

of the NPO, the business was happy to give back. Where this case is illuminating is in 

how far beyond the contracted arrangement the business went. Because of the Alumni, 

the business understood how the NPO operated, how vital and significant the project 

was for the organisation and its beneficiaries, and as such, was able to provide value to 

the NPO value perhaps beyond that which a non-Alumni organisation would have been 

able to provide. 

In other relationships described by The Historic NPO, Alumni were able to use their 

status and connections to make introductions to potential partners and collaborators. 

Some Alumni were comfortable in this role, and were happy to advocate from their 

unique inside-out perspective. In one example, the nonprofit executive described how 

the alumnus, regularly championed the NPO inside the global business firm, and was 

able to use their passion to grow the relationship over a decade to the point of being 

hugely significant for both parties. When called upon, this alumnus would also promote 

the value of the NPOs programmes to other business, explaining how they have been 

able to grow the partnership and what the model they used (model was used to refer 

the specific way the two organisations engaged). This example was particularly 

significant, because it demonstrated how valuable these individuals are. The nonprofit 

CEO described this relationship as one of the most important and as something they 

would look to replicate; however, he acknowledged the unique role of the alumnus 

when he said that despite trying, “we haven’t been able to recreate that model with 

another corporate” (Nonprofit CEO, The Historic). 
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7.4 Summary 

This study found interaction processes resembling ‘true’ collaboration occur at the 

micro level, between individuals. It also found individuals are a key part of relationship 

evolution. The theme Collaborating with catalytic individuals captures both of these 

elements, and in doing so encompasses some of the most significant findings. By 

exploring the sustaining, scaling, and transformational role individuals can play, the 

analysis presented in this chapter extends what is already known about the paradox of 

personally motivated individuals (e.g., Austin, 2000a). 

The Champions in this study reinforce many of the attributes profiled in the literature 

review: all of the individuals identified as catalytic and were motivated by personal 

experiences, and most were some form of boundary spanner (Crosby & Bryson; 2010; 

Linden, 2010; Rondinelli & London, 2003; Carlile, 2004). However, the Champions in 

this study differ from the literature in three important ways: all were (1) personally 

affected (directly or indirectly) by the social issues the focal NPO sought to address; (2) 

all were self-selected (and voluntary); and (3) all initiated the relationships they were in 

with focal NPOs. The direct and indirect personal experiences that motivated them took 

place outside of their current role, and outside of the partnership. The unique 

experiences they bought to their respective relationships made them particularly 

valuable, and propelled them to act in ways others may not under instruction (Podolny, 

2007). More importantly, personal motivations propelled these individuals to continue 

acting, and it is this continuing to act combined with advocacy that was viewed most 

positively by NPOs. These features distinguish the Champions identified in this study 

from those described in the earlier literature. 

Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) posed two pertinent questions, “what is the role of 

partnership champions before and during a partnership?” (2012b, p. 746), and “what are 

the key enablers of moving to each higher level of collaboration in the Continuum?” 

(2012a, p. 958). The findings from this study address both of these questions; more 

importantly, the findings suggest these questions are connected by the role of 

Champions and Alumni. While the context and experience of each relationship 

examined was unique, these key individuals were repeatedly associated with sustaining, 



| 271 

 

scaling, and transforming relationships to higher and more integrated levels. 

Suggesting, therefore, Champions and Alumni are associated with the concept of value 

renewal in NBC (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). It is not clear from the literature, however, 

if NPOs operating in resource-constrained environments benefit from highly integrative 

relationships or not (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). 

Paradoxically, these individuals were also associated with adding a level risk and 

uncertainty to relationships, largely because they are individuals. On one hand, they 

have the power and influence to sustain and scale a relationship, attracting internal 

resources and support from their respective organisations, and importantly, from within 

the relationship. On the other hand, if the relationship is not sufficiently embedded into 

both organisations, individuals operating in isolation can bring a relationship to an end 

if they leave the partnership for any reason. This can be problematic for NPOs operating 

in an overcrowded, competitive sector with a limited number of potential partners. 

These findings are consistent with those in the existing NBC literature as reviewed in 

Chapter Two (e.g., Austin, 2000a).   

Alumni, are more than simply ‘beneficiaries turned corporate donors’. These boundary 

spanning catalysts use a “real heart connection”, insiders knowledge, and “desire to give 

back”, to create relationships others may not have been able to create, or may not have 

recognised the value in creating. In this way, they are comparable to the ‘difference 

makers’ profiled by Waddock (2010) and described as a form of social entrepreneur. 

This comparison resonates with some of the curious organisational pairings in this 

study. Like Champions, Alumni work in diverse organisations and industries, for these 

individuals, the connection to the NPO is very real and logical – they are the connection. 

However, their current line of work does not necessarily align with the mission of the 

NPO, and this can be a risk. Thus, both of these roles were associated with connecting 

NPOs to ‘left of field opportunities’. Although participants did not describe connections 

to ‘contentious’ businesses through Alumni as they did Champions, it is conceivable how 

this would be possible.  
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In sum, Alumni are valuable because they represent a form of distinctive resource or 

organisation specific asset that is unique to the business partner and difficult to imitate 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b; Hardy et al., 2003). This creates a unique connection 

between partners, and a unique offering to NPOs. One of the main benefits for NPOs is 

relationships with Alumni endure and appear to have a higher level of innovation 

potential.  

The following diagram summarises the key points that were discussed in this chapter. 

Figure 36. Theme summary. Collaborating with catalytic individuals 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s diagrammatic representation of key theme discussed in the chapter. 
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Chapter Eight 

8 Dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration: Nonprofit experience cont. 

 

8.1  Leveraging common networks  

Leveraging common networks is the fourth and final theme. This refers to the way 

networks of interconnected people were one of the most valuable shared ‘resource’ 

exchanged, and leveraging common networks was particularly valuable for nonprofits. 

In this context, network generally refers to groups of interconnected people, and on 

occasion, physical networks (e.g., a chain of retail stores). To explore this dynamic, this 

chapter introduces and examines two final relationship types: Shared Demographic and 

Shared Stakeholders. 

Throughout the different stages and levels of analysis, a large volume of data was coded 

under networks and networking. A number of sub-categories were introduced 

representing emerging themes, including leveraging networks, orchestrating networks, 

gaining access to networks, and shared networks. Much of this activity was one-sided, 

where one partner benefitted from the networks of the other; however, the type of 

activity relevant in this study involves partners leveraging mutual networks and working 

together to co-create value. Firstly, for context and comparison, the following are 

examples of one-sided network leverage that were observed: 

• Nonprofits leveraging industry connections of existing business partners to 

acquire new partners. 

• Nonprofits leveraging retail networks of business partners for brand exposure 

and access to supporters. 

• Nonprofits leveraging business connections to government officials for access 

to policy makers. 

• Nonprofits leveraging international connections of existing place-based 

networks for support in a crisis. 

• Nonprofits leveraging specific skills required at specific times through existing 

networks of business partners. 
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In each example, the focal NPO leveraged the networks of a business partner to benefit 

the nonprofit organisation. The most intriguing examples related to the final two points 

as observed in three cases. In each case, the nonprofit treated their portfolio of existing 

partners as a network, not as a series of isolated relationships. These cases were 

significant, because the NPOs were actively orchestrating these networks through 

organised meetings and networking events, and in doing so, were able to forge 

connections between business partners. The aim for these executives was to enable 

existing partners to benefit from one another’s connections; having taken the time to 

understand the business and industry of each partner, they were able bring them 

together and propose potential connections and opportunities.   

Initially, this type of activity was surprising because it seemed inconsistent with the 

commercial and dyadic nature of many of the relationships examined. However, 

executives from these nonprofits explained that ‘corporate matchmaking’ was a way of 

strengthening the individual business and thus, the network that surrounds the NPO. 

In turn, this ensured the longevity of the relationships and often provided the nonprofit 

partners with additional opportunities. One nonprofit executive described it as a 

“responsibility” they have to their partners, and others saw it as a “logical and natural” 

part of business relations. The following extract captures the sentiments of the three 

NPO participants who each commented in some way, we “try to build the networks 

between the partners themselves” (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

We understand that there is an element of quid pro quo, and so what we try to do whenever 

we can, is connect this person with this person to have a business conversation, and the 

commonality that starts the conversation is the fact that both of them are supporting [us]. 

For us, we try to be as proactive as we possibly can . . . we understand our responsibilities in 

terms of making those connections for them. . . . there is this real sort of positive flow on . . . 

the stronger these businesses are as they network together, then the better off [the NPO] is 

going to be (Nonprofit CEO, The Local). 

The three executives mentioned actively forging connections to differing degrees and in 

different ways; however, each regarded their respective organisation and business 

partners as part of wider networks. There was significant variation across the three cases 

(e.g., local placed-based through to national networks), indicating their approach to and 
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understanding of networking was not determined by the scale and structure of the 

organisations. Each executive was aware the small size of New Zealand increased the 

likelihood of a business partner being able to connect them to someone they needed; 

they explained that a connection made one day could lead to a new partnership the 

next. The strategic approach taken by these NPOs was reminiscent of the networked 

organisations Wei-Skillern & Marciano (2008) speak of in the following analogy: 

Traditional nonprofit leaders think of their organizations as hubs and their partners as 

spokes, networked nonprofit leaders think of their organizations as nodes within a broad 

constellation that revolves around shared missions and values (Wei-Skillern & Marciano, 

2008, p. 42). 

What stood out in the body of data coded to networks and networking was not the way 

in which networks were accessed or managed necessarily, but the composition. Two 

significant relationship types emerged in the later stages of analysis, both connected to 

the idea of sharing common networks of people. These types were labelled Shared 

Demographic and Shared Stakeholders.  

The often-mutual desire to connect to the other parties networks (people and physical) 

was identified repeatedly. Some relationships were initiated with this desire in mind, 

others evolved to a stage where partners realised the existence of shared interests and 

networks and subsequently the value they presented. The following discussion 

illustrates how successfully identifying an important network of people in common 

(whether a demographic or stakeholder group) provides organisations with valuable 

leverage opportunities. Much like the previous themes, often the most illuminating 

cases were the ones where things did not go to plan. In this context, the cases where 

business partners mistook a shared demographic for shared stakeholders are particularly 

revealing, or where there is a misalignment between organisations, and the business 

partners assume the social issue they want to address, is sufficiently aligned with the 

NPOs mission. These cases demonstrate how achieving alignment and correctly 

identifying the nature of a shared group is not as straightforward as it may sound.  

The two relationship types are introduced briefly, followed by a more in-depth 

discussion of how they compare and are related to one another. The purpose here is to 
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demonstrate how and why relationships with the following characteristics were some 

of the most collaborative and potentially transformational in this study. 

 

Fifth relationship type: Shared Demographic 

8.2 Shared Demographic 

Shared Demographic relationships involve two organisations that have identified a 

common demographic significant to both parties. In this context, demographic refers to 

a population that share quantifiable characteristics, such as age, gender, marital status, 

and occupation. In these relationships, organisations leverage the networks of the other 

party in relation to this common group. Typically, the common group comprised the 

beneficiaries of the NPO (existing or potential) and customers of the business (existing 

or potential). In other words, the people who use the NPOs services are like the 

customers of the business.  

Example relationship  

An NPO that provides support services to troubled teenagers might collaborate with a 

technology company that produces computer game consoles that appeal to teenagers. 

Through in-store and online marketing campaigns, the NPO uses the retail network of 

the business to access large numbers of potential beneficiaries through their 

communication channels, and the business leverages the association with the charity in 

way that resonates with a key customer segment. Figure 37, below, is a schematic 

representation of this example. 

Figure 37. Relationship type: Shared Demographic (example arrangement) 

 

Note. Author’s figurative representation of Shared Demographic relationships. 

NPO BUSINESSCUSTOMERSBENEFICIARIES

SHARED DEMOGRAPHIC
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Seven Shared Demographic relationships were identified and examined; in three of these 

relationships, having a demographic in common was considered significant for the NPO 

partner (see Figure 39, below). The following extracts illustrate an example of the value 

a Shared Demographic relationship can yield for an NPO partner; these extracts are from 

either side of the same relationship (interviewed separately). 

That’s where they [the NPO] saw the value in the relationship with us is – we had about 

eleven stores throughout the country, they looked at the, I suppose the ethnic make-up of a 

lot of our staff and our customers and thought yeah, that’s a really good opportunity to talk 

directly to these people (Business Exec., The Family Tie). 

They also put quite a lot of investment into communicating [our] messages to their customer 

base – which for us is a group of people who we don’t easily get to and we can’t afford to 

market to (Nonprofit CEO, The Fragmented). 

In this relationship, the NPO leveraged the nationwide retail network of the business 

partner to access a target beneficiary group they otherwise struggled to access. This 

illustrates the often-interconnected nature of people and place networks. Through a 

new co-developed initiative, the partners created a situation where they had a 

demographic in common. Although this demographic does not represent an 

“organisation specific asset” (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 746) – because other 

businesses may target or employ the same group, it offers a valuable opportunity that 

was bought about by an Alumnus, which findings from this study suggest is an 

organisation specific asset. 

 

Sixth relationship type: Shared Stakeholders 

8.3 Shared Stakeholders 

Shared Stakeholders is the most significant relationship type identified; the full label it 

was assigned is Shared Stakeholders of an Issue Domain (Wood & Gray, 1991). These 

relationships involve two organisations collaborating with one another to address a 

particular social issue, where the stakeholders of that issue are also stakeholders of the 

organisations. Figure 38, below, is a schematic representation. 
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Figure 38. Relationship type: Shared Stakeholders of an Issue Domain 

 

Note. Author’s figurative representation of Shared Stakeholders of an Issue Domain relationships. 

 

In the broadest sense, the stakeholder of an organisation is “any person or group that is 

able to make a claim on an organization’s attention, resources or output or who may be 

affected by the organization” (Lewis, 2001, p. 202). This includes the actions, objectives, 

and policies of the organisation. Internal stakeholders of NPOs include founders, 

managers, employees, and volunteers. External stakeholders include funders such as 

government and philanthropic foundations, suppliers, competitors, and partners 

including for-profit firms, as well as beneficiaries and groups in the communities 

affected by or using the services or programmes administered by an organisation. In this 

context, nonprofit stakeholders typically refers to beneficiaries, and business 

stakeholders typically refers to a segment of customers or employees.  

In the label, Shared Stakeholders of an Issue Domain, the issues referred to are of a social 

nature recognised by society as problematic (Mahon & Waddock, 1992). Examples of 

contemporary social issues in New Zealand include child poverty, housing affordability, 

inequality, and immigration. Thus, an issue domain is a figurative space in which an 

issue exists that more than one organisation is affected by or is interested in addressing.  

While this type of relationship sounds complex, of the five examples identified, several 

involved straightforward arrangements. For example, an NPO that works towards 

addressing the social vulnerability of primary school age children in a specific 

community (e.g., small town), collaborating with a business that employs the parents 

of these children. The issue domain is the social vulnerability of a particular 

demographic and community, of which both organisations have stakeholders. This 

simple example also demonstrates an important point: Shared Demographic and Shared 

Stakeholder relationships are connected to other relationship types already discussed, 
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in this example, Shared Stakeholders and Location Specific. An alternative example 

would be an NPO that provides support to victims of domestic abuse, collaborating with 

a business that has employees who have experienced these issues (and may have used 

the NPOs services). The issue domain is domestic abuse, of which both organisations 

have stakeholders.  

Figure 39. Shared Demographic and Shared Stakeholders example relationships 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

Figure 39, above, indicates which relationships were an example of Shared Demographic 

and which were an example of Shared Stakeholders. It also indicates three cases where 

partners shared both a demographic group and stakeholders. The complexity of these 

relationships evolved over time and new layers of shared interest were added; more 

importantly, two of the relationships evolved from having a demographic in common to 

also having stakeholders in common. While findings suggest in theory it would be 

possible to initiate a relationship as a Shared Stakeholder relationship, the three cases 

examined in the following section suggest Shared Stakeholders is typically a more 

complex type of relationship where organisations evolve together, and over time come 

to understand they have stakeholders in common. In other words, findings suggest 
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having a Shared Demographic can provide partners with a ‘platform’ from which to find 

further synergies, including Shared Stakeholders. 

8.3.1 Shared Demographic versus Shared Stakeholders 

There are important differences between having a demographic in common and having 

stakeholders of an issue domain in common. As several cases demonstrated, one 

important difference is a demographic is hypothetically a common group, whereas as 

stakeholders are confirmed. For example, in The Novice relationship, the business 

recognised that a segment of its customers (foreign tourists from a particular region) 

matched the profile of the NPOs beneficiaries (those most likely to need their services). 

The business initiated the relationship in the hope this common group could be a source 

of value for both parties. However, because neither party could guarantee the 

individuals they had identified as being a common group had, or even would, benefit 

from the partnership, the business interest waned when there was no return. This 

emerged as an issue in this relationship because the demographic they believed they 

had in common was enormous group and based on various uncertainties. As surprising 

as this may seem, this was not a unique scenario, several businesses assumed value could 

come from having a common demographic.  

Another important difference is in some cases the common demographic was related to 

the business’ CSR strategy. This was significant, because CSR strategies are not always 

related directly to what a business does, as was the case in all of the relevant examples 

in this study to varying degrees (see Table 11, below). In several examples, a lack of 

alignment meant the relationships were not a priority activity for the business, and 

therefore business partner interest had to be sustained via other means (typically the 

provision of engagement opportunities). In other cases, there was a lack of alignment 

between CSR and core business activity, and the social issue the business wanted to 

address was not sufficiently related to the core activity of the NPO (it was related to the 

CSR strategy). In other words, the commonality and attraction to the NPO was the 

Shared Demographic, not the social issue. The latter scenario happened in The 

Entrepreneur relationship, which as mentioned previously, almost came to an end 

during data collection when the NPO withdrew support for an initiative because of a 
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lack of alignment with its mission (the researcher was later advised it was on-going but 

significantly transformed). 

Table 11, below, shows a breakdown of the nine relationships identified in Figure 39, 

above. Here the relationships are shown in ascending order from a hypothetical 

common group (demographic), to more certainty around who the shared group are 

(stakeholders). An example of a relationship towards the top of the table might involve 

a pharmaceutical company that focuses its CSR on children’s health, partnering with a 

nonprofit that provides health related products (not pharmaceuticals) to disadvantaged 

children as part of a wider mission. These organisations have a demographic in common 

(children); they do not have Shared Stakeholders of an issue domain in common (i.e., 

disadvantaged children with health needs). The child beneficiaries in this case are, one 

could argue, stakeholders of the business via its CSR strategy.  

8.3.2 Shared Demographic as a precursor to Shared Stakeholders 

The three relationships at the bottom of Table 11, below, tell a different story. Each of 

these relationships evolved from having identified a demographic in common, to having 

stakeholders in common. The partners managed this not because the mission and 

purpose of both parties was aligned, and surprisingly, not because the social issue they 

were trying to address related directly to core of each organisation, but because they 

were able to get tangible evidence that individuals that form the common demographic 

benefitted from a co-developed initiative. In The Family Tie case, this meant the 

business executives and employees could see evidence of the good they were doing by 

collaborating with the NPO. Similarly, the NPO executives could see evidence that the 

co-developed initiative was working, and they had made the right decision to develop 

the partnership further, despite a lack of alignment (the business partner in this 

relationship was coded as ‘contentious’). 

One might assume an alignment between the mission and purpose of partnering 

organisations would be the most likely source of value, if not a prerequisite (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012b; Murphy, Arenas, & Batista, 2015). However, as shown in Table 11, 

above, cross-case analysis suggested this is not always the case. Thus, the following 
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section will present the same data via different means to illustrate that the three 

relationships at the bottom of Table 11 represent a good example of ‘true’ collaboration 

(Wood & Gray, 1991). As this section will go onto discuss, much of the value in these 

relationships derived from their multi-faceted nature, not just Shared Stakeholder 

characteristic. 

In theory, relationships with only a demographic in common represent a form of loose 

coupling when compared to Shared Stakeholders. Without any additional layers of 

shared interest, partners would “share few variables in common or if common, variables 

are weak” (Staber & Sydow, 2002, p. 417). However, this study did not examine 

relationships in which Shared Demographic was the only feature. 

Table 11. Degree of certainty: Shared Demographic and Shared Stakeholders 

  People relationship/initiative focuses on Social issues 
addressed 

Relationship 
Demographic/ 
Stakeholders NPO Bus. NPO core Bus. core 

The Novice Demographic Potential beneficiaries Customer segment Yes No 

(CSR) 

The Local Hero Demographic Potential beneficiaries CSR focus +  

customer segment 

No Yes 

The Cheerleader Demographic Existing beneficiaries CSR focus In part 

(Prog.) 

No 

(CSR) 

The Entrepreneur Demographic Existing beneficiaries CSR focus No No 

(CSR) 

The Big Player Stakeholders 

 

Existing beneficiaries CSR focus + Employees Yes Yes 

The Recluse Stakeholders Existing beneficiaries CSR focus + Employees Yes No  

(CSR) 

The Trend Setter Demographic + 
Stakeholders 

Potential + existing 
beneficiaries 

Employees +  

customer segment 

Yes In part 

(CSR) 

The Family Tie Demographic + 
Stakeholders 

Potential + existing 
beneficiaries 

Employees +  

customer segment 

Yes No  

(CSR) 

The Distant 
Collaborator 

Demographic + 
Stakeholders 

Potential + existing 
beneficiaries 

Existing customers + 
customer segment 

In part 

(Prog.) 

In part 

(CSR) 

Note. ‘Customer segment’ refers to a grouping of potential customers (hypothetical). ‘CSR focus’ refers to 
the group of people the business’ CSR strategy is focused on helping. ‘Prog.’ refers to an NPO programme. 
‘Bus.’ refers to business. 
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8.3.3 Cross-case analysis: Evolution and complexity 

So far, the six emergent relationship types have been discussed in isolation (e.g., 

Location Specific). This is because the analysis examined the dynamics associated with 

each type. From here on, the relationship types are recombined in order to describe the 

significance of having Shared Demographic and Stakeholder networks. 

The Distant Collaborator, The Family Tie, and The Trend Setter relationships emerged as 

significant to the focal NPOs (see Figure 39, above). While the nature and outcomes 

differed, in each relationship a common demographic was the start point (or 

formalisation point). Through collaboration22, the partners discovered additional layers 

of shared interest, and as one nonprofit executive explained, the relationships “evolved” 

and became “wider and deeper” (Nonprofit Exec., The Innovator – The Trend Setter). 

While the processes, timeframes, and motivations varied, in each relationship the 

partners ultimately identified common stakeholders of an issue domain. The three 

examples in Figure 40, below, illustrate the key features of each case; monikers and case 

numbers are deliberately not included to preserve a level anonymity. 

The following list illustrates important consistencies across the three cases: 

• Relationships were initiated/formalised upon identifying a Shared Demographic. 

• Accessing and benefitting a shared network of people was key for both parties. 

• Relationships involved leveraging common networks of people or places. 

• Relationships evolved over time with layers of complexity added. 

• Partners worked in collaboration or co-developed an initiative, product, or 

programme. 

• Relationships involved some level of expertise exchange.  

• Partners ultimately identified an important group of people with whom they 

both interacted (i.e., Shared Stakeholders of a social issue domain). 

 

 

22 “The pooling of appreciations and/or tangible resources, e.g., information, money, labor, etc., by two or more 

stakeholders, to solve a set of problems which neither can solve individually” (Gray, 1985, p. 912). 
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Figure 40. Shared Stakeholder and Shared Demographic relationship examples 

 

 

Example relationship one 

• The business (Champion) identified that its customers faced the same social issue as the NPO’s 
beneficiaries. 

• The social issue was important but not central to either parties’ mission or core activity. 

• The aim was to co-develop an initiative to address the social issue and benefit the beneficiaries 
and customers (the Shared Demographic).  

• Partners exchanged expertise to develop the initiative. 

• The initiative was delivered through shared networks (people and places). 

• The relationship was non-contractual and informal. 

• Engagement between the organisations was frequent, but not regular. 

NPO outcome: The on-going initiative enabled the NPO to disseminate expert advice to its beneficiaries 
(the Shared Stakeholders of the issue domain) through shared physical networks. The initiative aligned 
with one programme of activity, and therefore one aspect of the NPO’s mission. 

Example relationship two 

• The business identified the NPO’s beneficiaries were the target audience of its CSR strategy.  

• This shared group faced issues central to the mission and core business activity of both parties. 

• In the early stages, the relationship benefitted from the NPOs networks (people and places). 

• The relationship evolved through collaboration and became increasingly integrated and 
complex. 

• Partners identified a single specific location (and programme) significant to both parties. 

• Through this location, partners were able to ensure the beneficiaries of the NPO were related to 
employees of the business (Shared Demographic and Shared Stakeholders). 

• The business then incorporated its extended networks (people) into the relationship to add 
additional value for both parties. 

NPO outcome: This Location Specific and Programme Focused collaboration enabled both parties to have 
a tangible and positive outcome on a particular community (Shared Stakeholders). The partnership 
demonstrates the NPOs programme is effective and addresses a core aspect of the mission. 

Example relationship three 

• The business proposed changing the relationship from local to a National + Local format. 

• Having identified the business’ customers were the same type of people (Shared Demographic) 
they struggle to reach through exiting channels, the NPO agreed. 

• Subsequently, the partners co-created an initiative intended to benefit the Shared Demographic. 

• The relationship is contractual, commercial, and engagement is comparatively infrequent. 

• Although value creation was sustained, it was not co-created. 

• Through various feedback channels, partners received confirmation the target group were 
benefitting from the initiative; thus, the Shared Demographic were actually Shared Stakeholders. 

NPO outcome: The on-going initiative enabled the NPO to disseminate important information to hard-to-
reach beneficiaries through the business network (people and physical). The initiative addressed a core 
aspect of the NPOs mission. 
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The findings from these three cases suggest identifying Shared Stakeholders can be 

complicated, and partners can arrive at this realisation through a process of interaction 

and learning about one another. The findings also suggest how valuable the outcomes 

of this process can be for NPOs. In Example One and Three, the NPOs were able to 

disseminate important information to Shared Stakeholder networks (some of which 

were hard-to-reach beneficiaries) through shared or separate networks. In these 

examples, the national networks of the businesses enabled the NPOs to scale their 

impact. Whereas Example Two involved the development and leverage of networks that 

were purposefully limited to a particular location. In this example, the Location Specific 

network allowed the NPO to further embedded in a particular community and achieve 

positive measurable outcomes for the Shared Stakeholders. 

8.3.4 Characteristics of nonprofit–business collaboration: Combine and relate  

Figure 41, below, presents the same data in a different way; the purpose is to illustrate 

how the six relationship types can combine and relate in given relationships. This figure 

shows the same three cases and illustrates how each relationship is comprised of 

multiple ‘types’ (referred to from here on as characteristics). It also illustrates that the 

common significant characteristic is Shared Stakeholders. This simplified selection of 

data indicates how complex individual relationships can be when analysed in isolation. 

Identifying the most salient characteristics was only possible through cross-case 

analysis. 

When analysed in light of the earlier literature, findings suggest these are three of the 

most collaborative and transformative relationships in this study. Each relationship 

evolved organically over time, with partners iteratively discovering layers of shared 

interest, and more importantly, co-creating something (i.e., an initiative, programme, 

or product) to address a social issue in which they are both interested (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). According to Wood and Gray (1991), collaboration is an 

interactive, change-orientated process that takes time; it involves the pooling of 

perceptions and partners ultimately acting on a problem or issue that joins them (Gray, 

1985). Findings also suggest these relationships are representative of the integrative and 
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even transformational cross-sector collaboration on the right of the Collaboration 

Continuum (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b).  

The point is, while these three relationships are multi-faceted and share several 

characteristics, analysis suggests a Shared Stakeholder network is the most significant 

characteristic for the focal NPOs (as shown in Figure 41). Whether these relationships 

are driven by Champions and Alumni, whether they are focused in a specific location or 

nationwide, and whether or not they are linked to a particular NPO programme, having 

identified a common stakeholder group is a crucial component of the collaborative and 

transformative nature of these relationships (Wood  & Gray, 1991; Austin & Seitanidi, 

2012a; 2012b). 

Figure 41. Key examples: Shared Demographic and Shared Stakeholders 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 
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Having Shared Stakeholders provided partners with a tangible focus; this real group of 

people provided ‘evidence’ that the relationship or co-developed initiative was 

contributing towards a desired, positive social effect. It gave them extra layers of 

accountability (internal to the partnership) that encouraged the sustainability of the 

relationships, and it allowed them to attract additional support and resources in the 

process. In essence, it made the whole process “very real”. The following extracts are 

from both sides of the same relationship (interviewed separately). They illustrate the 

multi-faceted, organic, and collaborative nature of The Distant Collaborator 

relationship. 

I found that a lot of [this demographic] in our community were [experiencing this issue] . . . 

and that’s where the involvement with [the NPO] started. I got introduced to [a member of 

the NPO team] and it just basically grew from there. We’ve worked long and hard together . 

. . we’ve saved so many people. . . . I worked again, really closely with [the team] getting an 

understanding of [the issue], because that seemed to be the biggest downfall that nobody 

understood . . . and that has been extremely helpful for this organisation (Business Exec., The 

Distant Collaborator) 

We have a relationship with them [the business] around a particular [programme]. So they’ve 

got a person, [a Champion], and we’re in touch with her all of the time. She comes down and 

delivers talks for us and bits and pieces, she came to the [event] last year and [delivered 

expert advice to beneficiaries]. . . . She saw the issue and the need. . . . She did initially 

approach [us], yes, because we had the [government] contract, and she saw what she was 

doing fitted in with that (Nonprofit CEO, The Networker). 

While every relationship is unique, there are macro level similarities that reveal 

important facets. Other relationships described by nonprofit participants were equally 

as informal and organic; they also involved the co-design and delivery of a product that 

would directly benefit a Shared Stakeholder group. What was striking about some of 

these collaborative and innovative relationships was the level of informality and yet the 

potential for transformational change, internally and externally. 
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8.3.5 Confusing Shared Demographic for Shared Stakeholders  

There were two scenarios identified across different cases which demonstrate how 

complex it can be for partners to correctly identify Shared Stakeholders. In the first 

scenario, business partners assume they have Shared Stakeholders in common when in 

reality they have a Shared Demographic. In the second scenario, business partners 

assume the issue they wanted to address is sufficiently related to the NPO mission. The 

recurrence of these scenarios across cases suggest this is a more sophisticated type of 

arrangement. Although in theory it should be possible to identify Shared Stakeholders 

at the outset, findings suggest it is a state partners arrive at after a period of working 

together, and it is not possible for all organisations to arrive at. 

The Trend Setter and The Entrepreneur relationships illustrate this point; demonstrating 

again why examining pairs of relationships is useful. The business partner in The 

Entrepreneur relationship transformed an existing philanthropic “pet project” into a 

social impact driven initiative – developed in-house. The initiative focused on a 

particular demographic and social issue. The business believed this group shared some 

of the same characteristics as the beneficiaries of the NPO (i.e., young adults of a certain 

age group). More importantly, the business believed the social issue they wanted to 

address with the new initiative related to the NPO’s mission, and could therefore be 

delivered alongside existing NPO programmes. It transpired the NPO was 

uncomfortable because the issue was not sufficiently related. However, the success of 

the initiative relied on sustained access to the NPOs networks (people and places), the 

funding the NPO attracted, and its reputation in the wider community (including with 

government). Two executives from the NPO highlighted the misalignment with the 

mission and suggested the relationship may be bought to a close because of it. In this 

case, a Shared Demographic (young people) could not become Shared Stakeholders 

because the issue on which the initiative focused was not aligned with the social issue 

the NPO focused on addressing. 

In The Trend Setter relationship, on the other hand, although this relationship also 

started with only a demographic in common (again, young people), both partners were 

focused on addressing the same issue these young people face, and that issue was 
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directly related to the NPOs mission, and indirectly related to the business’ core activity. 

These organisations were able to turn the demographic in to stakeholders by focusing 

their energies in a particular location – a location that was significant for both parties. 

For the business, they had a large asset and many employees in a particular community, 

and for the NPO, the community was particularly vulnerable and already in receipt of 

their support. This provided both parties with something tangible in common. The 

point is, in the second case, the partners created a situation where they had a common 

ground beyond a demographic, a learning that undoubtedly benefitted from an 

alignment at the issue domain level (Wood & Gray, 1991).  

8.3.6 Business partners leveraging nonprofit networks  

Business partners were also interested in accessing NPO networks, and in some cases, 

this was a key driver. This is not discussed in the earlier literature very often (Harris, 

2012); however, there were two notable cases (shown in Table 12, below) in which the 

business partner initiated (or formalised) a relationship in order to access the NPOs 

networks and established government funding channels. In both cases, the motivation 

for the business partner was to acquire or attract the resources required to deliver a new 

social initiative that formed the focus of the relationship. 

Table 12. Business initiating relationships to access NPO networks 

 Relationship 

 The Distant Collaborator The Entrepreneur 

Shared 
Demographic: 

NPO beneficiaries (existing and potential)  

+ business customers (existing and potential). 

NPO beneficiaries (existing) + business’ CSR 
target group. 

Social Issue: Related to NPO programme (part of mission) + 
peripherally related to business core activity. 

Not related to NPO mission + related to 
business’ CSR focus. 

Network: Interconnected geographic networks (NPO and 
business) provided the business access to NPO 
beneficiaries. 

NPO geographic networks provided business 
with access to NPO beneficiaries. 

 

There are important differences between these relationships; in The Distant 

Collaborator, the partners had a Shared Demographic in common and both parties were 

interested in addressing as issue related to the mission of the NPO and core activity of 

the business. The business initiated the relationship on the basis of the Shared 

Demographic and the expertise and extensive network of the NPO. Having this common 
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ground was key to later identifying Shared Stakeholders in common. Whereas in The 

Entrepreneur relationship, the organisations shared a demographic on the basis of the 

business partners revised CSR strategy, not its core business activity. In other words, 

the CSR strategy targeted the same group as the NPO worked with; the relationship was 

formalised on this basis of the perceived common ground. However, the issue the 

business wanted to address did not relate to the mission of the NPO directly. Ultimately, 

The Distant Collaborator relationship evolved and achieved tangible positive outcomes 

for the shared demographic and the partner organisations, whereas The Entrepreneur 

relationship almost came to end during data collection because of a lack of alignment 

with the NPO’s mission. The contrast between these cases demonstrate how a lack of 

alignment across multiple areas, as well as and one-sided leverage that does not benefit 

the NPO, can bring a partnership to an end. 

8.3.7 Relationship sub-type: Corporate Service Users 

A particularly intriguing sub-theme to have emerged is the idea of business partners 

using the services of an NPO. The significance and therefore location of this theme was 

not clear until the final stages of this study. During analysis, this theme was labelled 

‘corporate service users’; however, once synthesis of the data had reached an advanced 

stage, it became clear something more complex was occurring. Some focal NPOs were 

leveraging the interest corporate partners had in their services as a way of accessing 

hard-to-reach beneficiaries, or simply larger numbers of beneficiaries. It became 

apparent this was another form of Shared Stakeholder arrangement, thus, it is presented 

under the theme leveraging common networks. This trend was observed in three cases, 

The Historic, The Long Game, and The Optimist. Unfortunately, in each of these cases, 

the corresponding business partners were not able to be interviewed. In two of these 

cases, blog posts, editorial pieces, and news articles from the business side were 

analysed for additional insight. This features almost as a footnote to the main body of 

findings because of the lack of primary source data; nonetheless, they are significant 

findings. 
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Example One: The Long Game (NPO) and The Investors (relationship) 

By keeping track of trends in corporate social responsibility and human resources over 

many years, executives of The Long Game (NPO) were able to align with current CSR 

trends that they believed would advance the mission. For example, by working closely 

with a particular corporation, the partners co-developed an innovative initiative that 

enabled the NPO direct access to large groups of ‘hard-to-reach’ beneficiaries; this was 

then available to use with other businesses. These potential beneficiaries were the 

employees of the business – which is where similarities lie with Shared Stakeholders. 

We kind of put that on the back burner . . . and didn’t completely disappear it, but just 

thought it’s too hard—maybe it’s not the right time. . . it’s obvious that there’s like a whole 

new environment going on. . . . that was an issue corporates were interested in thirteen years 

ago, so we actually did go through this period of time where we tried to have a programme 

that did both [parts of our mission] (Nonprofit Exec., The Long Game). 

Example Two: The Historic (NPO) and The Customers (relationship) 

The business partner in this case was interested in enrolling employees onto a particular 

programme the NPO provided. Providing programme customisation for corporates 

allowed the NPO to access more potential beneficiaries, thus advancing their mission. 

It also opened up new networks and unique opportunities. In this case, the downside 

was the discomfort of the NPO board members who saw it as potential mission drift, 

not mission evolution. The significance of this example is how it enabled the NPO to 

experiment with its programmes and evolve its mission and target beneficiaries ‘in the 

background’ (the people who traditionally used their services were no longer the people 

that needed them). While at the same time, generating revenue (corporates paid to 

enrol) which afforded the NPO time and resources to dedicate to working through how 

the mission and programmes might evolve in response to shifting demographics.  

Corporate thinking is a sort of a faddish type thing, isn’t it? Currently it’s mindfulness, and 

soon it’ll be something else!  . . Years ago, it was Management by Objectives, and then it 

was… [laughs] It doesn’t matter what it was, there are fads that go along and in terms of our 

[programmes that attract corporates], we need to ensure that we don’t stay stuck in some 

methodology, or approach, or paradigm which is fine for the 2010’s but not fine for the 

2015’s (Nonprofit CEO, The Historic). 
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Despite the limited number of cases where this type of engagement was identified, the 

interviewees described this as a particularly significant and innovative form of 

relationship. The connection between the example was the strategic approach taken by 

the nonprofit executives; each of these NPOs leveraged corporate trends and interests 

to address issues they faced internally, including: 

• accessing hard-to-reach beneficiaries; 

• accessing larger, concentrated groups of beneficiaries; 

• raising awareness, network opportunities, and creating opportunities for 

beneficiaries; 

• and buying time to reconsider the direction of the mission in light of 

environmental changes. 

While these example are reminiscent of other findings – in The Family Tie relationship, 

for example, the NPO leveraged the business networks to access hard-to-reach 

beneficiaries, these example, above, stood out because the focal NPOs were strategically 

pursuing these relationships and ‘tapping into’ corporate trends. Each executive 

interviewed was able to describe how these relationships fit into the long-term 

outcomes they hoped to achieve; these were not survival tactics, they were strategic 

alliances.  
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The following is a summary of the significance of each relationship characteristic. 

Table 13. Significant of relationship characteristics: A summary 

Characteristic Significance to focal NPOs 

National + Local • requires ‘buy-in’ from decision makers across the two scales, and is therefore more effective 
with centralised decision making; 

• can be resource intensive, time consuming, and requires more engagement from NPOs; 

• can require providing tangible business employee engagement opportunities; 

• is typically an ‘add on’ to, or evolution of, an existing relationship, triggered by CSR 
developments; 

• can support NPOs through untagged funding; 

• can provide an opportunity for national scale awareness raising (for NPOs). 

Location Specific • involves activity focused at a specific (common) location typically important to, and chosen by, 
the business; 

• can require providing tangible business employee engagement opportunities; 

• can be used as leverage to increase business partner engagement and ensure relationship 
longevity; 

• can risk diverting NPO resources to undesirable locations. 

Event-Focused • is typically initiated and controlled by business partners; 

• generates 'untagged funding' which can preserve NPO autonomy and increase sustainability; 

• can be short-term focused (Type 1); 

• or, can be used by innovative organisations to create awareness through storytelling (Type 2). 

Programme-
Focused 

• is focused on supporting or developing a particular NPO programme; 

• can involve ‘programme specific funding’ which can present a challenge for NPOs; 

• can involve a need to accommodate programme ‘ownership’ by, or co-design with, business 
partners; 

• can attract businesses keen to access NPO networks and contacts; 

• can attract businesses keen to be seen as industry leaders in creating positive social impact; 

• can be of mutual value when shared networks are inter-connected, not inter-dependent. 

Shared 
Demographic 

• can enable partners to access networks that may otherwise inaccessible; 

• is generally collaborative in nature; 

• can be a source of innovation; 

• can be useful leverage for NPO that work with a 'popular' beneficiary demographic; 

• can be useful for experienced NPOs to unite disparate portfolios of partners; 

• is easily confused with Shared Stakeholders by businesses new to CSR; 

• enhances business partner engagement when a Shared Demographic correctly is identified.  

Shared 
Stakeholders 

• involves partners connected by, and collaborating to address, a social issue they are both 
interested in;  

• focuses on the people (stakeholders) concerned with, or affected by, the issue, who are also 
the people concerned with or affected by both organisations; 

• resembles ‘true’ collaboration; 

• involves sharing and leveraging  inter-connected networks of people; 

• typically develops organically and moves beyond commercial and financial objectives. 
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A cross-case overview of relationship characteristics 

8.4 Creating relationship types: A combination of characteristics 

Exploring the nature of the relationships was key focus area of this study; the six 

characteristics that have been presented are the outcome of this analysis. Up to this 

point, they have been presented largely in isolation (e.g., National + Local); this final 

section presents an overview of the same data aggregated. The matrix, below, illustrates 

how diverse and multi-faceted the relationships were in practice. The Trend Setter, for 

example, had five significant characteristics, while The Alumnus had only one. 

Figure 42. Combine and relate: The complete data set (embedded cases) 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 
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The significance weighting used in these matrices (i.e., the different coloured dots) has 

not featured heavily in the discussion so far; it was, nevertheless, an important part of 

analysis and is an important part of communicating the findings. It is important to 

reiterate that significance does not have absolute positive or negative connotations in 

this context, and is not associated with relationship success or failure. It refers to the 

most noteworthy features of a relationship from the NPO perspective. This is because 

identifying which relationships had which characteristics was not the objective; the 

objective was to use the emergent data to explore which characteristics were significant, 

and why. This required two levels of analysis: the relationship level (i.e., what is 

significant about a particular relationship), and the portfolio level (i.e., what is 

significant in light of all of the NBC relationships held).  

To be able to explore these two levels, each nonprofit participant was asked to discuss 

all current NBC relationships, and subsequently, to select the two most significant. Each 

participant was advised they could determine what ‘significant’ meant for their 

organisation, but to consider this is the context of the research. The relationships 

selected were analysed in insolation and in the context of complete portfolios; this 

allowed additional scope to explore why a relationship might be significant, and which 

characteristics appeared to be significant. This multi-level analysis was important, 

because several extraneous factors influenced which businesses were interviewed, such 

as availability, accessibility, and willingness to participate. In other words, the collection 

of thirteen relationships examined is not wholly representative of the most significant 

relationship – a practical challenge associated with this kind of research. 

Three examples are used here to illustrate how the significance weighting works: 

• Figure 44 shows National + Local was ‘highly significant’ in only one relationship, 

The Big Player. This is because the business required the NPO to provide 

employee engagement opportunities around the country, despite the operating 

model of the NPO not lending itself to this type of interaction. Therefore, this 

was significant, because the NPO was willing to accommodate these requests 

which involved diverting ‘energy’ to an activity described as ‘not advancing the 

mission’. Providing this engagement helped retain the business partner by 
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engaging a cross-section of business employees, which ensured relationship 

longevity and increased internal accountability.  

• In another example, the Shared Demographic characteristic was significant for 

several focal NPOs, but less so in The Local Hero relationship. This is because the 

social issue the business wanted to address was not sufficiently connected to the 

NPO mission, and so while having a common demographic was important, it was 

more significant to maintain a network of local businesses; thus, Location 

Specific was more significant.  

• The final example is the one relationship (The Recluse) where Shared 

Stakeholders is a less significant characteristic. This is perhaps surprising because 

it was suggested previously this was the most significant characteristic to have 

emerged in this study. However, in this relationship, the NPO was more 

interested in leveraging the business partners’ interest in one of its programmes, 

and was not concerned with the Shared Stakeholders (because they were not 

disclosed to the NPO), hence, Programme-Focused is shown as more significant. 

The highly multi-faceted relationships tended to be with NPOs that had a breadth and 

depth of NBC experience, and the businesses involved, tended to have more experience 

and a more sophisticated understanding CSR. However, layers of complexity were 

added over time through processes of engagement and learning how the other party 

operates. As the findings have indicated, more complexity does not necessarily mean 

more valuable to the NPO. The Alumnus relationship, for example, was hugely valuable 

to the NPO despite the expertise of the alumnus being the key defining characteristic. 

The final matrix, below, shows the same set of six characteristics this time set against 

the focal NPOs (across the top). This matrix was used as an analysis tool, and it is used 

here as a communication tool. During analysis the significance of each emergent 

characteristic was considered in the context of a relationship (i.e., was it significant in a 

given relationship, if so, how and why), and in the context of how each NPO operates 

(i.e., was it significant for a given NPO, if so, how and why). Figure 43 represents this 

second stage/layer: emergent characteristics within the wider context of each focal 

NPO. 
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Figure 43. Characteristics in the context of complete portfolios  

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s interpretation of the significance of the relationship type to each NPO. 

 

The purpose of this matrix is to illustrate how even when a characteristic (e.g., Location 

Specific) is significant within a given relationship, it may not be the most important 

characteristic in the context of day-to-day NPOs operations. Meaning, in the wider 

context of how an organisation operates; the structure of the NPO and its business 

model; in the context of the other relationships held; and in light of the mission. 

Conducting these two layers of analysis was an important part of exploring the NPO 

perspective, as opposed to examining the relationship level exclusively.  

This final matrix also serves as a useful temper to avoid over interpreting the 

significance of the findings. Inter-organisational collaboration is context specific; the 

value of conducting multi-case research such as this is the ability to compare across 

cases and learn from the unique complexity of individual cases (Stake, 2003). For 

example, while Location Specific, Shared Stakeholders, and Programme-Focused may 
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have highlighted as a the most salient characteristics, this does not mean they are 

unequivocally the most significant for every NPO – even within the boundaries of this 

study. Location Specific was highlighted as a key characteristic because relationships 

with this characteristic provided partners with a tangible common ground, and when 

this location was important to both parties, there was potential for it to contribute to 

the NPO achieving its mission (e.g., The Trend Setter relationship and The Innovator 

NPO). However, if the NPO has a fragmented structure or the location is not important 

to the mission, Location Specific may be more of a hindrance than a benefit (e.g., The 

Self Starter relationship and The Commercially Savvy NPO). 

8.5 Summary 

The diagram below is a summary of the main points that were discussed in this chapter. 

Figure 44. Theme summary: Leveraging common networks 

 

Note. Figure shows the author’s diagrammatic representation of key theme discussed in the chapter. 

 

Networks of interconnected people were the most significant resource identified in this 

study. In this context, resource refers to “strengths, advantages, or assets . . . which 

organizations can use to conceive of and implement their strategies” (Dentoni et al., 

2016, p. 37). While other valuable resources were exchanged, including skills and 

knowledge, the findings suggest having a network of people that was shared (common) 
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was more significant. While it may seem strange to refer to networks of people as 

resources, the way in which partners were leveraging this common ground in order to 

achieve particular outcomes, suggests they can be considered a type of resource or asset 

(Crosby & Bryson, 2010).  

In Shared Demographic relationships, some NPOs were keen to access groups of people 

they otherwise struggled to contact. While the people that comprised the common 

group were not typically connected to an organisation exclusively (and therefore could 

technically be accessed via other means), they were valuable assets in the context of 

each relationship. In Shared Stakeholder relationships on the other hand, the value or 

significance of the shared group was related to an exclusive connection to a shared 

group. In both of these scenarios, these shared networks of people were significant 

because they provided something tangible on which organisations were able to focus 

their energies in order to implement strategies. They were also directly related to 

nonprofit mission attainment. 

The issue of whether or not something is tangible recurred frequently; typically, 

participants referred to something that was “real”, concrete, relatable, and that people 

were able to experience directly. In the context of NBC, this means something both 

parties can comprehend regardless of differences in perspective. A common location is 

tangible (Location Specific), a programme both partners have been involved in 

designing and delivering is tangible (Programme-Focused); similarly, a network of 

people with whom both parties are connected (Shared Demographic), or with whom 

both parties work (Shared Stakeholders) is tangible. Because of the tendency for 

misunderstanding and misaligned expectations in NBC (Berger, Cunningham, & 

Drumwright, 2004), having something tangible in common and achieving tangible 

outcomes is important to the perception of relationship ‘success’ (Burchell & Cook, 

2013). Exploring the NPO perspective, Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013) found poorly 

defined and differently perceived relationship activity can lead to NPOs wasting already 

limited time and resources on activity that provides little or no value. The findings from 

the present study suggest tangible activities (employee engagement), and tangible 

shared resources or assets (networks of people), are valuable to both parties. What was 
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unexpected about this was the realisation that tangible resources or assets can be 

networks of people. 

Furthermore, because this common resource is comprised of people, there is an 

additional dynamic associated with these relationships: internal accountability. In other 

words, the people that comprise the common group can hold to account those that are 

ultimately responsible for the relationship. As the business executive from The Big 

Player explained, if the relationship was threatened (e.g., executives changed priorities), 

there would need for “a huge damage limitation piece” because the employees who are 

passionate about the cause and the NPO hold the business executives to account. A 

similar scenario applies in Shared Stakeholder relationships: if the beneficiaries of the 

NPO are the business employees, then “the strings” become more difficult to cut. In 

these relationships, the shared group of people become an integral part of the 

partnership. In many ways, they become more important than the partnership, because 

they become a central part of why the relationship exists. Partners typically evolve into 

this relationship type, and the common stakeholders have the potential to become the 

most important feature of a relationship. The risks for NPOs in these multi-faceted 

relationships are lower, because the slow evolution processes enable the NPO partners 

to maintain and manage a level of control (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). 

The Shared Demographic characteristics are comparable to organisations achieving a 

‘target market fit’ (Berger et al., 2004). This means finding a “demographic, geographic, 

and/or psychographic fit between the members of the target market” (Berger et al., 

2004, p. 70). In other words, much like Shared Demographic, the business customers 

are in some way ‘like’ the NPO beneficiaries. Berger et al. suggest identifying this ‘fit’ 

can be an effective business strategy to increase competitive advantage, as well as a 

mechanism that enables business employees to “develop an affinity for the [NPO] cause” 

(p. 70). This, they conclude, can provide NPOs with increased volunteer support. While 

the Shared Stakeholder characteristic identified is an extension of what Berger et al. 

(2004) refer to as a ‘work force fit’. They suggest this is when business employees 

develop an affinity for the NPO cause and as a result are more inclined to volunteer with 

a nonprofit partner. 
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Furthermore, there are parallels between the ‘target market fit’ and the Location Specific 

characteristic. For Berger et al. (2004), a sub-set of ‘target market fit’ is ‘geographic fit’. 

Here they refer to the advantages of business customers being concentrated in the same 

location as an NPO partner operates, thus providing visibility to the partnership. This 

is described as a business strategy to create competitive advantage and improve 

business employee retention through job satisfaction. Again, they suggest the main 

outcome for the NPO is increased volunteer support. Although participants in the 

present study spoke about business employees becoming more engaged as a result of 

achieving this ‘fit’, no participants described increased volunteer support as a valuable 

outcome. Conversely, for a number of NPOs, providing opportunities for volunteering 

was inconvenient or even impracticable. Instead, one of the main benefits from 

engaging in Location Specific relationships was attracting and retaining business 

partners as a consequence of creating more engaged employees and executives. For these 

NPOs, acquiring volunteer support was not a motivation behind or outcome from 

accommodating employee engagement. 

Instead, the findings are consistent with a recent study which also adopted the NPO 

perspective. Cook and Burchell (2017) found that when Employee Volunteering (EV) is 

viewed from the NPO perspective, it is not always the win: win scenario it is purported 

to be. These researchers found NPOs were struggling with the additional costs incurred, 

the “administrative burden of health and safety and risk assessments” (p. 174), and 

“cross-sectoral misunderstandings” that lead to “unrealistic expectations” (p. 177). 

Interestingly, they also found the activity partners engaged in to be “connected to 

locations and organizations that suit business participants rather than always being 

areas and activities in most need” (p. 181). The present study corroborates these findings 

which suggest businesses have the power to determine some of the more critical aspects 

of partnership implementation, particularly the location. Moreover, Cook and Burchell 

found when EV emerged as part of an evolving relationship (e.g., in The Trend Setter), 

partners were in a better position to create “joint initiatives that met shared objectives 

[through] engagement and learning” (p. 177). These parallel findings, while interesting 

in themselves, also demonstrate the value in exploring thoroughly the NPO experience 

and perspective. 
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By having explored the nonprofit experience, this study extends the earlier work of 

Berger et al. (2004) in two important ways. Firstly, this study found these ‘fits’ can be 

the result of tactical decisions by nonprofit executives, with specific advantages beyond 

volunteer support. Nonprofit executives were leveraging tangible synergies 

(Demographic and Stakeholders) with partners to meet specific needs, such as funding 

struggling programmes and accessing hard-to-reach beneficiaries. Secondly, this study 

found a relationship between the two characteristics. As described in the findings, 

identifying a Shared Demographic can be a precursor to, or can create an enabling 

environment in which, the identification of Shared Stakeholders is more likely. 

One of the most significant aspects of Shared Demographic relationships is the way in 

which this common group can serve as a foundation from which partners can evolve 

together to find further synergies, including identifying Shared Stakeholders. For 

example, in The Family Tie relationship, this evolution incentivised both parties to 

continue partnering despite an acknowledged poor ‘mission fit’ (Berger et al., 2004). 

Furthermore, the success of the transition from Shared Demographic to Shared 

Stakeholders demonstrated that the co-developed initiative was effective and the model 

was, in theory, applicable to other partnerships. Therefore, from the NPO perspective, 

the relationship transformed from being a source of revenue, to directly contributing to 

mission attainment. In this case, this was the result of a strategic decision on the part of 

the NPO based on extensive prior NBC experience (Seitanidi et al., 2010). Thus, while 

Shared Demographic and Shared Stakeholders have been conceptualised here as both 

types and characteristics of NBC, another conceptualisation allows us to consider this 

behaviour in a different light. When viewed from the NPO perspective, Shared 

Demographic and Shared Stakeholders are types of strategic and tactical behaviour 

(Polonsky et al., 2011). By deciding to enter into and in some cases, by pursuing these 

types of relationship, executives were making strategic or tactical decisions about what 

they would like to achieve as an outcome. 

This series of four chapters has systematically explored the findings of this study. The 

discussion was structured around four interconnected themes representing key 

dynamics: Evolving with corporate social responsibility, Accommodating commercial 

realities, Leveraging common networks, and Collaborating with catalytic individuals. 
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Within these themes, six relationship ‘types’ represented key characteristics: National + 

Local, Location Specific, Event-Focused, Programme-Focused, Shared Demographic, and 

Shared Stakeholders. Two key roles were examined that represented the unexpected 

influence of catalytic individuals: Champions and Alumni. Because of the complex 

nature of inter-organisational collaboration, the presentation of the findings was in a 

cumulative format with a discussion and summary following the examination of each 

theme. To demonstrate how the characteristics and roles were arranged by case, the 

final section bought all of the findings together. This highlighted the way in which 

relationship level analysis can only reveal so much about the phenomenon of NBC; to 

appreciate more fully the role these relationships play for NPOs operating in turbulent 

environments, the unique context of the NPO must be taken into consideration. 
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Chapter Nine 

9 Discussion 

Nonprofit organisations are an important part of creating and sustaining community 

resilience (Aldrich, 2012). The viability of many organisations is threatened, however, 

by increasing levels of turbulence and pressure to transform the way they operate 

(Godbout, 2016). This environmental turbulence, along with wider political and societal 

shifts, is driving NPOs to seek and accept opportunities through collaboration with 

business. Consequently, NPOs in New Zealand and around the world are engaging in 

increasing numbers of relationships of greater intensity (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a).  

Against this background, this study sought to address a picture of incomplete 

knowledge. There are two areas of research relevant to this problem domain, and while 

each contains pieces of the larger picture, this study suggests that at present there is 

insufficient overlap. On one hand, there is a body of research that conceptualises 

nonprofit–business collaboration as a product of turbulence, and a strategic means of 

addressing turbulence (e.g., Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Bryson et al., 2015, Pedersen & 

Pedersen, 2013; Selsky & Parker, 2010; van Tulder et al., 2016). However, there are few 

studies that examine the nonprofit experience (Harris, 2012; Schiller & Almog-Bar, 

2013). Moreover, this literature does not tend to discuss these arrangements as a 

strategic issue for NPOs, in a way that relates to nonprofit priorities, the way these 

organisations operate (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013), or address how engagement might 

support or hinder these organisations in managing turbulence. Following a review of 

this literature, it became apparent there are important gaps in our understanding of 

organisation level outcomes for NPOs (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014), particularly in light of 

the challenges they face. On the other hand, the body of literature that explores the 

other half of this picture (how nonprofits navigate turbulence) (e.g., Letts et al., 1999; 

Strichman et al., 2010; Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013; Kapucu & Demiroz, 2015), highlights 

the importance of inter-organisational collaboration as a strategy to address turbulence; 

however, collaboration with business is rarely the focus.  
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At a time NPOs play a role in society that is more valuable than ever (World Economic 

Forum, 2013), addressing this gap in knowledge is of upmost importance. Evidence 

suggests the operating environment of these organisations is only becoming more 

unsettled and unfamiliar, and cross-sector engagement more prevalent (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a; International Civil Society Centre, 2013). Therefore, by exploring how 

engaging with business relates to how NPOs navigate turbulence, this study makes a 

timely and substantial contribution to NBC theory and practice.  

The following central research question served as a framework to guide data collection 

and analysis:  

How do the dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration, relate to how 

nonprofit organisations are navigating turbulent environments? 

Developing this question was an iterative process informed by the literature. There are 

three components that are central to understanding how the study was conducted. 

Firstly, using the concept of dynamics was a way of exploring the relationship between 

organisational behaviour and strategy (Majchrzak et al., 2015). After reviewing the 

relevant literature, dynamics were defined as observable patterns of interaction and 

change in partnering organisations and the relationship between them (Hardy at al., 

2003). Although there were several stages of analysis involved in identifying dynamics 

across cases, using this conceptual frame contributed towards identifying important 

aspects of nonprofit strategy. 

Secondly, instead of using a linear cause and effect framing, for example, asking how 

relationships influence or affect NPOs, the word relate was used to explore how the two 

parts of the problem (collaboration dynamics and NPO navigation) interact. Inter-

organisational collaboration is a complex and dynamic phenomenon; therefore, to 

explore a new perspective on NBC theory and practice, it was important for the study 

to be sensitive to the complexity of the empirical domain. For example, the common 

practice of simultaneously engaging in multiple relationships. While using relate is an 

unusual framing which appears to add unnecessary complication, a tendency to avoid 

the complexity inherent to interorganisational collaboration in practice, is a recognised 
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weakness of many studies in this field (Bryson et al., 2015), one which this research 

sought to address. 

Thirdly, previous studies exploring how NPOs operate in turbulent environments, 

suggest the strategic approach of a given organisation is tailored and context specific 

(Shumate et al., 2017), and in practice, can present as a combination of capacity and 

strategy (De Vita & Fleming, 2001). Therefore, the word navigate was used to open the 

study up to the myriad ways NPOs plan for and manage the challenges and 

opportunities they face.  

To be able to address this multi-faceted research question, the study focused on 

exploring the following areas: 

• the context in which NPOs are collaborating with businesses, 

• the NPO experience of collaborating, and 

• the nature of a range of relationships. 

• How the above areas combine and relate to how NPOs operate in turbulent 

environments. 

These areas (context, experience, and nature) are not the equivalent of sub-questions to 

which an answer was sought; they were explored concurrently as parts of a whole. The 

final point, above, aims to get to the crux of the research problem and is where this 

discussion chapter will focus. 

The findings examined across the previous chapters are the building blocks of this 

thesis. They comprise relationship dynamics, characteristics, and key roles. The 

characteristics emerged from exploring the nature of thirteen relationships, and the 

features that were significant for ten NPOs. Whereas the roles emerged unexpectedly 

and reflect what emerged to be the central importance of individual actors in NBC. The 

four dynamics identified, on the other hand, are the product of exploring how the 

findings from each of the focus areas combine and relate to one another. They are the 

culmination of multiple layers of cross-case analysis. These components can also be 

conceptualised as throughputs, that is, “the actual dynamism, execution and 

implementation process” of NBC (van Tulder et al., 2016, p. 9). Addressing throughput 
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as a dimension of cross-sector collaboration involves focusing on “the structure within 

which partners work towards the partnership objectives” (van Tulder et al., 2016, p. 9), 

a definition that aligns with the dynamics identified.   

In their totality, the components shown in Figure 45, below, are the dynamics or 

throughputs of NBC as observed in this study. They are the observable patterns of 

behaviour in the partner organisations and the relationships between them (Hardy at 

al., 2003). They depict structural dimensions of the relationships as well as the 

implementation of tactical and strategic decisions made by the NPOs. This diagram also 

illustrates how the characteristics on the right of each pair (shown in grey), are generally 

associated with more strategic behaviour, and those on the left, tactical. By showing the 

product of how the context, experience, and nature of the relationships are combined, 

these dynamics are central to addressing the research question. 

Figure 45. The dynamics of nonprofit–business collaboration from the nonprofit perspective 

 

Note. A diagrammatic representation of the dynamics, characteristics, and key role of nonprofit–business 
collaboration identified in this study. This diagram introduces the idea that the characteristics on the 
right, in grey boxes, are typically associated with more strategic, mission-aligned relationships. 
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The purpose of this chapter is to synthesise these findings and reflect on how the 

dynamics, above, contribute to answering the research question. It begins by 

summarising what turbulent environment means in the context of this study, and how 

this was identified. Drawing on the earlier literature, it then systematically discusses the 

lower level, empirical contributions of this this study. The subsequent chapter reflects 

on the higher level, theoretical contributions and practical and implications. 

9.1 Context of nonprofit–business collaboration 

Exploring the context of NBC involved examining the internal environment of each focal 

NPO (e.g., business model and organisational structure), and the external environment 

over which the NPOs had little control (e.g., political, social, and economic conditions) 

(Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014). Exploring the internal context was a key part of identifying 

collaboration dynamics (Majchrzak et al., 2015). This process involved exploring two 

areas: first, how and why each NPO operated in the way it did. Second, building a rich 

picture of the relationships each NPO engaged in with businesses, and the significance 

of each relationship to the NPO. While this study focused on examining the nonprofit 

experience and organisational outcomes, part of exploring the internal context also 

involved analysis at the relationship level. Therefore, the experiences of the selected 

business partners were also collected and analysed. 

All of the nonprofits in this study are registered charities, each operating programmes 

that can be categorised as a form of social service. Collectively, they represent the larger, 

older, and well-resourced half of the Community and Voluntary Sector in New Zealand. 

This is not a homogenous group, however, and therefore the key characteristics of the 

NPOs and businesses, were described in Chapter Four and elaborated throughout the 

findings. The relationships examined are, in the broadest sense, representative of the 

more transactional end of the Collaborative Value Creation spectrum (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2014). However, with many of the businesses developing their CSR 

programmes in order to integrate relationships into core business activity, the 

relationships were in a state of flux as they transitioned towards a more integrative stage, 

and beyond. Similarly, the way in which the nonprofit executives spoke about the 



| 310 

 

changes taking place across their NBC portfolios, also suggests engagement between the 

sectors was going through a period of change. Encouragingly, the NPOs in this study 

were playing an active role in driving some of these changes; it is in this context the 

findings must be interpreted. 

Exploring the external context involved asking nonprofit decision makers to describe 

the environment in which they operate, and specifically the challenges and changes the 

NPO faced. At first, many of the challenges appeared to have little or no connection to 

the relationships they held with business, or if they were in some way connected, the 

interviewees struggled to articulate this. In other words, while the executives were able 

to describe how they were tackling various challenges, when asked how relationships 

with business fit into the picture, many were of the opinion they were not connected. 

Alternatively, they struggled to explain any connections there might be between 

partnerships activity and resource exchanges, and the mechanisms they use to address 

external challenges. In many ways, the impact of engaging in these relationships seemed 

invisible to nonprofit executives. Some of the relationships were so long-standing and 

integral to the way the NPOs operate, that asking interviewees to explain the role they 

play was an abstract question. Nevertheless, examining the internal and external 

context in parallel, was an important part of exploring the phenomenon of NBC, and 

more specifically, relationship dynamics. 

Data display matrices and mapping techniques were used to explore the connections 

between external challenges, and the relationships being examined. Some of the initial 

matrices were complex, but yielded minimal insight. Consistent cross-case themes 

potentially connecting the two only emerged after a significant amount of analysis. 

These themes formed the basis of further mapping exercises, and as a result, more in-

depth insights started to emerge. For example, it became apparent that some 

relationships were providing both financial flexibility, and a temporary sense of stability. 

These visual mapping techniques enabled the researcher to examine each focal NPO as 

a holistic system, rather than examining the dynamics of relationships in isolation. A 

dyadic approach is a limitation of many studies in this field (Bryson et al., 2015), and 

one of the methodological gaps this study sought to address. While this type of eco-
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system based analysis was not the only possible way to explore NBC, it became a 

necessary part of interpreting the purpose or significance of the different relationships. 

One of the greatest challenges inherent to multi-case research is moving beyond the 

idiosyncrasies of individual cases (Eisenhardt, 2007). One way in which this was 

overcome, was by embracing the idea that identifying consistent causal links between 

relationship dynamics and challenges was unlikely, if at all possible. This lead to the 

extensive use of matrices, such as Figure 42 and Figure 43, which illustrate the multi-

faceted nature of the relationships and inconsistency across cases. 

9.1.1 Context: A turbulent operating environment 

Part of exploring the holistic context of NBC was to determine what turbulence means 

in this study. Chapter Four (Section 4.3) systematically describes the challenges faced 

by the focal NPOs, and by framing these challenges in terms of organisational dynamics, 

it describes how the NPOs were addressing them. 

To summarise, the turbulent operating environment identified in this study is 

characterised by a rising complexity of individual and community level need, and 

escalating service delivery demands. Financial uncertainty is limiting the capacity of 

many nonprofit organisations to innovate and plan beyond a year, while at the same 

time increasing the pressure to find alternative sources of funding. Essentially, these 

nonprofits were required to do more with less. Rising demands around accountability, 

professionalism, and proving the effectiveness of their outcomes, are all part of the 

increasing expectations and transformation processes underway. Rapid changes in 

information technology and demographic shifts, are placing pressure on the nonprofits 

to find new operating and service delivery models. To remain effective and relevant, 

these organisations require a high level of adaptive capacity, and ability to transform 

the way they work at a rate faster than the environment that is changing around them. 

9.2 Nonprofit experience of nonprofit–business collaboration 

The following sections draw together the most salient aspects of the nonprofit 

experience in relation to the research question. The discussion is organised around the 
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root of the empirical contributions: the proactive stance adopted by the focal NPOs, the 

tactical and strategic approach taken when engaging with business partners, the 

importance of individual actors and inter-personal interactions, and the underlying 

risks for NPOs associated with engaging in these relationships. 

Figure 46, below, shows the complete set of findings and how they relate to the 

contributions of this thesis. More specifically, it shows the findings in the bottom box, 

the three key characteristics are separated out to highlight their importance. These 

characteristics are connected to the contribution box; this box shows the connections 

between the contributions of this study. While the current chapter addresses some of 

the higher level contributions, generally, the concepts and theoretical implications are 

discussed in the following chapter. 

9.2.1 Proactive behaviour: At the portfolio level 

The first contribution of this study relates to how proactive the nonprofit organisations 

were in their relationships. In contrast to themes in the NBC literature (Burchell & Cook, 

2013; Mitchell, 2014), the focal organisations and their executives were more than 

simply responding as passive participants. Instead, they were experimenting with new 

initiatives and taking risks based on prior experience and a sophisticated understanding 

of business motivations, at times, creating and controlling aspects of their relationships. 

This includes educating business partners on the importance of funding the mission 

(not one aspect of the mission), introducing contracts to add a layer of certainty, and 

creating opportunities for partners to network with one another, in order to strengthen 

the network that supports the NPO. In effect, they were proactive in areas that 

concerned their ability to continue pursuing their missions. This is representative of a 

proactive stance only recently acknowledged in the literature (e.g., Al-Tabbaa et al., 

2014; Baur & Schmitz, 2012; Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). This stance is captured across the 

four emergent dynamics: evolving with, accommodating, leveraging, and collaborating 

with. 
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Figure 46. Findings and contribution framework 

 

Note. The diagram depicts the findings discussed in Chapters Five – Eight across the bottom 
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At the level of individual relationships, one could argue this is active rather than 

proactive behaviour, because in every case, the business partner initiated the 

relationship. The focal NPOs only adopted a proactive stance towards a given partner 

once engaged. However, having a proactive stance is about more than isolated examples 

of behaviour, or simply who initiates what (Gorley, 2016). Through a sophisticated 

understanding of CSR, executives were ensuring their organisations were able to 

provide activities in which businesses would be keen to engage. At one extreme, this 

involved waiting until opportunities arose to leverage business interests (e.g., through 

contemporary CSR trends), then using that interest to advance the NPO mission.  

Shared Stakeholder relationships were the most surprising demonstration of proactive 

engagement. This intriguing blend of waiting to be approached and then playing an 

active role, supports the argument that typical notions of power and control can appear 

differently when examined through the nonprofit experience (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 

2013). Comparably, Schiller and Almog-Bar (2013) found that nonprofits engaged in 

NBC exhibit “patterns of adaptability and acquiescence” (p. 954). In other words, 

sometimes they are passive and reactive, and at other times active and proactive. These 

authors suggest how nonprofits operate and prefer to interact determines largely how 

they behave in discrete relationships (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). The present study 

takes this argument further, suggesting how nonprofits operate at a given time, and in 

relation to the needs they have at that time, determines largely how they behave in 

discrete relationships. The idea there is a timing or temporal dimension to the perceived 

value or purpose of a relationship, is an argument that will develop through this chapter. 

With the business partners initiating all of the relationships examined, and typically, 

the nonprofit executives preferring it this way, this proactive stance was not 

immediately apparent. Furthermore, the seemingly transactional nature of the 

relationships suggested the businesses were dictating the terms of engagement; the 

implication being, they were a coercive power behind the evolving with dynamic. During 

analysis, these elements initially suggested the nonprofits were passive participants. 

This seemed to contradict the literature that argues high impact, highly capable, and 

experienced NPOs prefer to engage in relationships focused on advancing their mission, 

not primarily addressing financial objectives (Letts et al., 2009). Executives explained, 
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however, that allowing businesses to approach them required fewer resources, and 

relationships initiated in this way were more likely to endure. Their motives were 

twofold: efficiency and service continuity. These executives were in effect opting for the 

most efficient route to flexible arrangements. Faced with other contingencies, such as 

shifting expectations of key funders, the focal NPOs required a level of flexibility in their 

relationships, particularly related to funding. These findings suggest strategic decisions 

were made about when to be passive, and when to be proactive, based on balancing the 

need for efficiency and service continuity. 

Nonprofits are often portrayed on the weaker side of power dynamics in relationships 

with business – to their detriment (Maier et al., 2016). Thus, the way in which they 

behave can be misconstrued as passive (Burchell & Cook, 2013). A recent exception is a 

study that found NPOs could choose to position themselves strategically as the weaker 

party (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013); this is one of the many paradoxes in the nonprofit 

world. While the present study did not find NPOs adopting a weak position as a formal 

strategy per se, both studies found NPOs were accommodating business’ requests for 

tactical or strategic reasons. They were, therefore, demonstrating patterns of reactive 

and proactive behaviour: accepting approaches and requests from businesses, and then 

controlling that which they believed it was important to control. The dynamics evolving 

with and accommodating, suggest the NPOs were yielding to the demands of their 

partners (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). Indeed, there were numerous examples of nonprofits 

making inconvenient compromises and accommodating requests that did not directly 

advance their missions; in many ways, this is the other half of the story. This 

demonstrates the value of conducting a multi-case, multi-level study such as this is; in 

their entirety, the findings show that nonprofits were striving to navigate challenges 

and commercial realities, rather than withdrawing from these types of relationships. 

This study demonstrates that a proactive stance can appear in unexpected forms when 

examined through the nonprofit experience. Nonetheless, adopting this stance is crucial 

for organisations operating in resource-constrained environments (Al-Tabbaa et al., 

2014; Crittenden, 2000). Nonprofits must constantly find a balance between the need 

to be responsive to stakeholders of critical resources, the capacity and resources the 

organisation has available, and requests to engage in activity that may or may not be 
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appropriate or mission-advancing (Balser & McClusky, 2005). This is what the 

nonprofits in this study were doing. Paradoxically, being proactive for NPOs involves 

being responsive to stakeholders; this is not necessarily a sign of a weak positioning 

(Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). As this study shows, an important part of being proactive 

is being willing and able to find a compromise. Contradictions such as these can play 

out in one relationship, as well as across a portfolio of relationships. The literature 

suggests this can be an important strategy for managing stakeholder expectations that 

potentially conflict with the beliefs, values, and mission of the NPO (Mitchell, 2014). As 

the proactive stance of the focal NPOs became more apparent, the specific tactics and 

strategies they were employing also became more apparent. 

9.2.2 Tactical behaviour: To attract, retain, and engage partners 

The second contribution of this study relates to the range of tactical activity in which 

the nonprofits engaged in their NBC relationships. In this context, tactics are “short-

term actions undertaken to achieve implementation of a broader strategy” (Polonsky et 

al., 2011, p. 43). In other words, while short-term and seemingly responsive, tactics 

typically connect immediate action to longer-term goals. For nonprofits in resource 

constrained environments, adaptive tactics can be “strategic behaviours undertaken to 

control the flow of resources so that an organization can survive and achieve its 

objectives” (Mosley et al., 2012, p. 282). Examples of tactical activity in this study 

include, using the flexible funding generated by one type of relationship (e.g., Shared 

Stakeholders), to sustain programmes that have declining support, and to ‘buy time’ to 

allow executives to re-strategise. This is a type of behaviour only ‘visible’ by having 

examined the role or purpose relationships play in wider NPO operations; this is also an 

important contribution of this study that will be discussed later. 

Within individual relationships, NPOs were making certain compromises in one area of 

activity, in order to engage and retain particular business partners, and therefore gain 

access to certain benefits. Meaning, this balancing mechanism observed can also be 

enacted within individual relationships. NPOs involved in National + Local 

relationships, for example, experienced increased demands on their time and resources 

(e.g., by accommodating employee engagement), in exchange for a degree of financial 
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flexibility and continuity (i.e., untagged funds). This tactical behaviour was typically 

associated with NPOs striving to attract, retain, and engage business partners – 

seemingly short-term objectives. However, these tactics were in service of longer-term 

goals: to secure the funds required to sustain programmes, support the infrastructure 

of the organisation, and therefore allow the NPO to continue pursuing its mission. 

This tactical behaviour suggests the nonprofits were demonstrating a degree of 

ambidexterity (March, 1991) as applied in the nonprofit context. That is, striving for a 

variable and dynamic balance between innovative, experimental, change-orientated 

practices, and stabilising, control seeking activity that enhances efficiency; a 

combination of which can ensure service continuity in turbulent environments (Bryson 

et al., 2015; Vario, 2017). In some relationships, executives were making perhaps implicit 

choices about which activity they were willing to accommodate, in light of benefits they 

stood to gain, and which activity it was more appropriate to discourage or phase out of 

practice. Programme-Focused was a curious characteristic that some NPOs encouraged 

with the aim of sustaining programmes and attracting significant partners, which others 

discouraged because it allowed partners too much control. Which choices were made 

varied from case-to-case in relation to the mission, business model, and operating style 

of the focal NPO, and of course, the relationship in question. The NPOs that were 

willing and able to evolve with their partners, and business trends more generally, were 

making a form of tactical and in some cases strategic compromise. This relates to an 

important contribution of this study: the tactics used were not universally ‘available’ to 

NPOs; there were connections observed between the structure and business model of 

the NPOs and the tactics used.  

The six relationship characteristics represent some of the tactical choices made by the 

focal NPOs. These characteristics emerged from the space in between what businesses 

were looking for in their interactions, and what NPOs were willing, able, or even 

hesitant to offer. Therefore, this study contributes an insight into how NPO tactics (in 

the context of NBC) are manifest in practice. More importantly, the findings suggest 

there are connections between the business model of the NPO, and the tactics 

‘available’. In this context, business model refers to “the rationale of how an 

organization creates, delivers, and captures value” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, p. 14). 
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Therefore, it encompasses mission and structure, in terms of where an NPO is physically 

located, and what it does in that location. For example, National + Local relationships 

require multiple overlapping locations between partners, and ideally, similar centralised 

decision-making. As a tactic, this is not ‘available’ to NPOs that operate from a single 

site, or cannot facilitate the local level component.  

Similarly, Shared Stakeholder relationships, as a tactical or strategic choice, are only 

‘available’ to organisations that share a common group of important people. This 

extends the findings of Mosely et al. (2012) which suggest, “an organization’s structural, 

managerial, and financial characteristics may affect what kinds of decisions it is likely 

to make or even able to make during times of economic uncertainty” (p. 284). The 

findings from their study suggest larger organisations may be more flexible and have 

more tactical choices available to them, simply because they have more capacity. What 

their study was not able to comment on was, “which tactics help organizations weather 

financial difficulties” (p. 298). While it is not possible for the present study to draw 

conclusions in this regard either, the findings contribute to the discussion around what 

these financially motivated tactics might look like. Furthermore, this study supports the 

idea that NBC in itself is a strategic mechanism for NPOs looking to secure and diversify 

their revenue streams (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014; Laurett & Ferreira, 2018).  

9.2.3 Strategic behaviour: A key combination of characteristics 

Beyond short-term, tactical behaviour, a number of nonprofits were leveraging aspects 

of their relationships in what could be considered a strategic capacity23 . There are 

several parts to this insight: firstly, the relationships in and of themselves were not 

categorised as tactical or strategic, as is often the case in the literature (e.g., Polonsky et 

al., 2011). Instead, the suggestion is, characteristics or features of relationships can be 

leveraged to serve tactical or strategic purposes. Furthermore, analysis suggests the 

purpose is determined largely by the composition of challenges and opportunities an 

NPO is acting on at a given time. Relationships evolve between serving tactical and 

strategic purposes, or vice versa, in response to the operating environment. Thus, 

 

23 Strategic capacity “focuses on the strategic organization of the decision-making process and looks at issues such 

as ambiguity, redundancy, and resilience” (Giezen, 2013, p. 724). 
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whether a relationship serves a tactical or strategic purpose, depends not only on the 

objectives and characteristics of the partner organisations (Polonsky et al. 2011) and the 

relationship between them, but the environmental conditions in which they are 

operating, and how they choose to navigate (Mitchell, 2014). 

Three relationship characteristics were associated with this strategic leveraging: 

Location Specific, Programme-Focused, and Shared Stakeholders. These characteristics 

were present in relationships that had evolved to their current state over several years. 

According to interviewees in relationships with these characteristics, the partner 

organisations were not necessarily well-aligned when the relationships began. However, 

the nonprofit executives were aware that synergies and common ground can emerge 

and evolve over time, motivations can change, and argued that it is not possible to know 

everything about a partner from the outset. This initial lack of alignment was not 

considered a barrier, it was accepted as being part of the process. Therefore, contrary to 

previous literature (e.g., Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; Murphy, 2015), this study suggests 

that for NPOs, partnership activity does not have to be mission-related from the start 

to be able to generate value, and missions do not have to be well-aligned from the 

outset; in short, alignment can be emergent. 

This emphasising of emergence does not mean mission alignment is unimportant, to 

the contrary, this study acknowledges that for relationships to produce mission 

advancing outcomes (as opposed to solely short-term, immediate benefits), a level of 

mission alignment is important. The previous literature suggests it may be these slow 

evolution processes that allow partners to learn about one another, and therefore add 

layers of synergistic value over time (i.e., based on a specific location, programme, 

and/or people) (Ameli & Kayes, 2011; Austin & Seitanidi, 2014). This may be why 

relationships with these characteristics are multifaceted. 

The key distinction from the previous literature is not that relationships evolve (Austin, 

2000), or even that they evolve between serving a tactical and strategic purpose. The 

distinction is, by having analysed this collection of relationships through the lens of 

nonprofit priorities, challenges, capacities, and approaches, this study has identified a 

small number of broadly applicable characteristics. While seemingly mundane, these 
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characteristics provide important insights into what NBC relationships mean for 

nonprofits. By having identified characteristics that are considered highly significant for 

NPOs, such as the structure of a relationship (e.g., National + Local or Location Specific), 

scope of relationship activity (e.g., Programme-Focused), and the existence of common 

groups of people connected to the social issue (NPO mission), this study is able to make 

empirical contributions to the emerging sub-field exploring NBC strategy for nonprofit 

organisations. 

9.2.4 Boundary spanning mechanism: Finding a tangible common ground 

Another reason these three key characteristics are significant for NPOs, is because they 

create a tangible common ground between partners; in other words, something real, 

definite, and relatable. A location that is important to both parties is tangible, a 

programme in which both parties have invested is tangible, and more importantly, a 

group of people with whom both parties are associated, is tangible. This common 

ground is something partners can build on regardless of differences in perspective, 

language, operating style, motivations, and even objectives. ‘Tangibles’ are important in 

NBC because of the propensity for ‘mis-es’, that is, misunderstandings, misalignments, 

misfortunes, and misallocations etcetera (Berger et al., 2004; Le Ber & Branzei, 2010). 

For the nonprofits in this study, the process of navigating these inevitable ‘mis-es’ 

involved learning about the other party, including exploring common ground and any 

synergies that might exist. A perceived common ground was not necessarily the reason 

for initiating the relationships; it was often the outcome of learning processes. This is in 

contrast to the existing literature. By providing a relatable common ground between 

cross-sector partners, it is conceivable that each of these characteristics provide a form 

of boundary spanning mechanism. 

Boundaries are a key area in the NBC literature, more specifically, finding ways to span 

them and capture the value that lies in the (traditional) differences between partners 

(Bryson et al., 2015). Achieving a level of ‘boundarylessness’ is associated with longer-

term partnerships, and is considered a “prerequisite for the kind of knowledge transfer 

that is required for joint innovations” (Austin, 2000a; Herlin, 2013, p. 848). This 

certainly resonates with the findings from this study: relationships with these key 
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characteristics involved more examples of innovation than those without. This suggests 

that having a tangible common ground may be a source of social innovation. Indeed, 

examples were provided of co-developed initiatives that revolved around a common 

location, the design of new programmes intended to complement an existing suite of 

programmes, and marketing initiatives related to common networks of people (i.e., 

Shared Stakeholders). Thus, the potential to provide a boundary spanning mechanism 

and innovation potential, are two reasons relationships with these characteristics came 

to the fore. This relates to the third contribution from this study. The literature typically 

refers to people or intermediary organisations as boundary spanners (Herlin & Pedersen, 

2013; Ryan & O’Malley, 2016; Williams, 2013). Whereas the findings from this study 

suggest important locations, programmes, and shared groups of people serve as 

boundary spanning mechanisms that complement other relationships attributes. This 

connection is shown in Figure 46, above. 

According to the literature, unequal power dynamics were undoubtedly present in all 

of the relationships examined because of the quantum of financial contributions 

(Ashman, 2001; Baur & Schmitz, 2012). However, the findings suggest it is possible that 

discovering a tangible common ground may contribute towards neutralising detrimental 

power dynamics (Bryson et al., 2006). In relationships where the key characteristics 

were significant, the partners had evolved together and discovered a degree of shared 

purpose. They were aware of the unique contribution of their organisation, and that of 

the other party, and both stood to gain in a number of ways. From this, we can infer 

there were elements of learning about the other party, a degree of trust, and a level of 

open communication (Bryson et al., 2015). Rather than prioritising self-serving 

organisation level objectives, partners were moving towards collaborating around the 

‘issue domain’ (Gray & Wood, 1991). This is particularly the case in Shared Stakeholder 

relationships, where the interactions resembled ‘true’ collaborative processes (as 

discussed in the literature review). With this in mind, it is possible the NPO’s proactive 

stance was an important part of ensuring power imbalances did not hinder relationship 

development (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014). By finding a common ground as the basis of a 

‘win: win’ scenario, the effects of unequal power relations may have been less 

pronounced or less detrimental. 
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9.2.5 Boundary spanning mechanism: Building on ‘pockets of compatibility’ 

Previous research suggests ‘effective’ collaboration (that which meets intended 

objectives), stems from organisational compatibility (Austin, 2000a; Berger et al., 

2004). Instead, the key characteristics that emerged from this study, suggest ‘pockets 

of compatibility’ (i.e., a common location, programme, or group of people) can be 

effective mechanisms for building relationships that are able to evolve. By leveraging 

one or more of these compatibilities, some NPOs were able to access the types of 

resources required to sustain programmes, and support the infrastructure of the 

organisation. Beyond this, others were able to develop relationships by adding layers of 

value over time, and building multi-faceted relationships. In a number of cases, the 

relationships evolved to the stage where activity related directly to the NPO advancing 

its mission (e.g., a co-developed programme with Shared Stakeholders). 

The most surprising examples of building on these ‘pockets of compatibility’, were the 

relationships that evolved from to Shared Demographic to Shared Stakeholder. The 

organisations in these relationships resemble what has been referred to as ‘strange 

bedfellows’ (London, Rondinelli, & O’Neill, 2006). Meaning, they did not present a 

natural pairing when viewed from the outside. Well known examples of strange 

bedfellows include Coca-Cola and Save The Children, and MacDonald’s and The 

Environmental Defence Fund. Despite being similarly strange parings in this study, these 

organisations had found a ‘pocket of compatibility’, or common ground, in the form of 

an important group of people with whom they were both involved. 

The idea that NBC evolves through stages is an established feature in the literature 

(Austin, 2000a). There is a recognised knowledge gap, however, around what the 

pathways to value creation are (Le Pennec & Raufflet, 2018). This in part, refers to how 

organisations move from one stage of collaboration to a higher, more integrative stage 

associated with greater value creation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b, p. 744). This study 

contributes insights into what these evolution processes might look like. As the 

discussion has suggested, establishing a tangible common ground around a location, 

programme, and/or people, can be part of this. This discussion will go on to suggest that 
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leveraging the power of individuals to activate change may be another crucial 

component. 

The relationships with these key characteristics (Location Specific, Programme-Focused, 

and Shared Stakeholders) were complex and tended to emerge and evolve organically. 

They typically involved some form of learning exchange and the co-creation of value in 

various forms (e.g., a programme, initiative, or product). At the point at which they were 

examined, the partnerships focused on addressing the social issue (i.e., NPO mission) 

above operational or business needs. Therefore, these significant characteristics 

represent the intersection between integrative and transformational collaboration 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b; Selsky & Parker, 2010). The point being, despite the 

philanthropic origins and seemingly transactional nature of many of the relationships, 

some of those with the key characteristics appear to have progressed along the 

Collaboration Continuum, in the direction predicted by Austin (2000a). By having 

examined the nonprofit experience across thirteen relationships, this study illuminates 

a key mechanism behind some of these evolution processes: catalytic individuals. This 

is where the discussion moves next. 

9.2.6 The role of individuals: Relationship evolution 

The interactions that define the relationships in this study were between individuals 

(Bryson et al., 2015). It is at this micro level that interactions appeared ‘truly’ 

collaborative (Wood & Gray, 1991). Key individuals acting on a combination of personal 

motivations and business interests, were often the source of important changes. Defined 

largely by the self-selected and voluntary role they played, Champions and Alumni were 

associated with sustaining, scaling, and transforming relationships. The profile of these 

roles and analysis of the outcomes with which they were associated, is an important, 

empirical contribution to the NBC literature.  

For nonprofits operating in resource-constrained environments, sustaining a 

relationship can be important for a number of reasons. Findings from this study suggest, 

it can be more efficient to keep a partner and to work issues through than to find a new 

one. Furthermore, the sustaining of a relationship can allow partners to evolve and learn 
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together, in turn, discovering layers of value through experimentation. These activities 

and associated capabilities that are important in turbulent environments (Carmeli & 

Sheaffer, 2008). Thus, the findings support the idea that working together for extended 

periods is more likely to lead to innovations (Ryan & O’Malley, 2016).  

In this study, innovations were often associated with individuals in these key roles. This 

includes presenting new programme ideas that were taken to fruition collaboratively, 

attracting opportunities to access hard-to-reach beneficiaries, and leveraging business 

networks in specific locations to in turn, attract increased resources to the NPO. The 

boundary spanning position of these Champions was a key part of enabling this 

innovation. These individuals were able to connect NPOs to ‘left of field’ opportunities 

that might have otherwise been inaccessible. Again, in relation to the research question, 

this is an important factor for organisations navigating changeable environments; to 

remain responsive and relevant, NPOs must innovate constantly (Dover & Lawrence, 

2012).  

The Alumni in this study (also associated with innovation), represent a form of 

distinctive or organisation-specific asset. In other words, they can be thought of as a 

resource that is either unique to an organisation, or difficult to imitate (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a). Although it may seem abstract to refer to individuals in this way, the 

unique experience and ‘inside out perspective’ of Alumni, is a valuable inimitable asset 

to nonprofit organisations looking for external opportunities to grow and change. The 

changes these individuals were associated with catalysing, for example, transforming 

relationships from informal to formal, or to greater levels of integration into CSR, or 

increasing the scale of relationships (i.e., from local to national), were associated with 

positive and potentially detrimental outcomes. Like many paradoxes in nonprofit–

business relations, individuals acting on personal motivations presented some of the 

biggest challenges for NPOs, particularly when balancing the need to satisfy and 

accommodate requests, with striving to pursue activity that advance the mission. 
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9.2.7 Risk: The other side of the story 

While the nonprofits in this study may have been willing and proactive partners, the 

tactical behaviour in which they engaged involved compromise and therefore risk 

(Young, 2002). Some curious decisions were made in order to attract, retain, and engage 

business partners. Cross-case analysis suggests the need to create engagement 

opportunities for business employees, motivated many of these decisions. For example, 

agreeing to a National + Local arrangement so that employees could volunteer around 

the country, despite acknowledging that the structure of the NPO made this logistically 

challenging, and it did not advance (or even relate to) the mission. Several NPOs 

encouraged programme ‘ownership’ (Programme-Focused), despite restrictions on 

funding and the risk of focusing too much attention on peripheral, non-core activity. 

Similarly, others encouraged Location Specific relationships, despite limited resources 

being diverted to less vulnerable communities (selected by the business), and affording 

partners a level control that should remain with the NPO. Each of these tactical 

decisions produced relatively short-term gains, typically in the form of financial and 

physical resources, yet they diverted the time, resources, and ‘energy’ of the NPOs in 

order to satisfy business partner needs and expectations.  

Previous research suggests the underlying long-term risk with repeatedly making these 

types of compromises, no matter how strategic the intent, is one of mission drift 

(Akingbola, 2006). In essence, this refers to nonprofits “losing sight of their social goals” 

(Weisbrod, 2004, p. 44) and “caring more for their survival than for their cause” (Moore, 

2000, p. 192). Although mission drift is typically associated with NPOs engaging 

directly in commercial activity, in principle, any activity that diverts time and resource 

away from an NPO pursuing its mission – including government contracting and 

collaborating with business, can lead to mission drift (Eikenberry & Kluver, 2004; Jones, 

2007). In this study, the main concerns expressed by participants related to dedicating 

already constrained resources to addressing business requests, and perhaps more 

concerningly, affording business partners a ‘voice’ in decisions that should reside with 

the NPO (e.g., where activity should take place and therefore with whom). 
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In theory, there are also underlying risks in terms of added complexity and uncertainty 

(Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). Indeed, entering into relationships with businesses did not 

make the day-to-day operations for the focal NPOs less complex, and more stable; for 

many, it did the opposite. Using business as source of revenue in order to address the 

uncertainty generated by other sources of revenue, is in itself a risk (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 

2013). Some businesses were not willing or able to commit to long-term projects or 

relationships; consequently, the initial objectives of the relationships were equally 

short-term. Even the long-standing relationships remained at the ‘nice to do’ end of the 

business’ priority list, exposing NPOs to ‘second-hand’ commercial risks.  

Relatedly, there was a high turnover of partnerships in this study24. This was not viewed 

in a negative light by NPOs necessarily, perhaps because some of the relationships were 

intended to address short-term objectives. Alternatively, it may be because corporate 

donations and sponsorship did not make up a high proportion of total revenue in most 

cases. Nevertheless, theoretically, the underlying risk for nonprofits relates to a form of 

mission drift, where executives start to focus on short-term gains, objectives, and 

relationships, at the expense of long-term mission-related goals (Akingbola, 2006). 

Over time, this can reduce the capacity of NPOs to address societal issues that typically 

require long-term, sustained effort.  

The relationships at the other end of this spectrum – those that appeared well 

developed, multi-faceted, and more importantly, aligned with the NPO mission, were 

able to evolve to this stage perhaps because of the compromises the NPOs were willing 

and able to make. These relationships had typically evolved from origins similar to those 

that presented as tactical. This suggests, therefore, the proactive accommodations NPOs 

were making are worthwhile, if indeed progressing to more integrative relationships is 

worthwhile. It is not clear from the earlier literature, however, if this is actually the case 

(Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013; Shumate, Fu, & Cooper, 2018). Herlin (2013) for example, 

suggests integrative partnerships with business “appear to be particularly risky” (p. 848), 

and proposes, if NPOs are to avoid legitimacy and identity issues, philanthropic and 

 

24  This was observed indirectly; the digital archive, Wayback Machine operated by Internet Archive 

(archive.org/web) and historical annual reports were reviewed to explore the frequency of business partner turnover. 
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transactional partnerships are perhaps a better option. This argument centres on the 

detrimental but inevitable effects of power imbalance in NBC. Like other researchers 

(e.g., Baur & Schmitz, 2012), they argue co-optation is likely to occur if NPOs 

accommodate business requests, and suggest sponsorships in particular should be 

avoided. Co-optation is defined as “the process of aligning NGO interests with those of 

corporations . . . such co-optation manifests itself in sponsoring relationships, labelling 

agreements, and the personal ties established with corporate leaders” (Baur & Schmitz, 

2012, p. 10). It is possible, however, that these concerns only hold true for NPOs that 

are not already co-opted, which according to the definition of Baur and Schmitz (2012) 

and a review of the co-optation literature, the majority of NPOs in this study already 

were before the study commenced. 

There are contrasting interpretations of the power imbalance and risk that can 

accompany commercial activity and relationships; for example, Moeller & Valentinov 

(2012) argue commercialisation is not necessarily detrimental to NPO mission 

attainment. These authors use the open systems theory of von Bertalanffy to argue NPOs 

operating in turbulent environments, engage in controlled and self-regulated 

commercial activity “to maintain the ‘steady state’ of mission attainment” (p. 366). For 

these authors, and others (e.g., Polonsky et al., 2011), this activity is not linked 

automatically to mission drift simply because it is commercial. If it is considered part of 

the whole system of an NPO, and the NPO is regarded as an open system (rather than 

a mechanism that converts inputs into mission-related outputs), commercial activity 

can represent a form of self-regulated adaptation or survival strategy, rather than a 

weakening of NPOs (Moeller & Valentinov, 2012).  

This interpretation embraces the inherent complexity of nonprofit organisations, and 

the capacity of managers to intentionally engage in commercial relationships, and make 

financial decisions, while also maintaining a focus on the mission (W. A. Brown & 

Iverson, 2004; Simpson, Lefroy, & Tsarenko, 2011). This returns to the idea of nonprofit 

leaders having to balance contradictory and even opposing activity and opportunities, 

constantly. Having examined experiences across ten NPOs, the extent of contradictions 

and paradoxes echoes these ideas around complexity, and that engaging in NBC is part 

of a bigger picture for individual NPOs. 
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Connections between commercial, transactional relationships, and power imbalance 

recur frequently in the NBC literature, and in many cases are framed by resource 

dependence theory. The findings from the present study support the suggestion that on 

its own, RDT is insufficient for explaining how NPOs exercise a degree of strategic 

capacity (Drees & Heugens, 2013; Mitchell, 2014; Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). A recent 

study (Mitchell, 2014) extends RDT by factoring in the tactics and strategies employed 

by NPOs in practice, in effect, bringing together RDT and adaptation perspectives. 

Through the lens of adaptation theory, NPOs operating in turbulent environments 

employee different tactics and strategies in order to secure the resources they require 

for survival (Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998). By examining relationships in a context of 

turbulence, and as part of wider NPO interactions, the findings from this study suggest 

NBC can be conceptualised a ‘tool’ or a mechanism for NPOs to address specific needs, 

at a given time, directly and indirectly. While the participants were aware of the unique 

characteristics of each relationship, appreciating how they relate to NPO ‘navigation’, 

was only possible by analysing relationships as part of the wider scope of NPO activity. 

9.2.8 Operating in a context of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Finally, in terms of the external environment, this study found the majority of 

nonprofits were engaging in relationships in the context of corporate social 

responsibility. Each of the characteristics and dynamics that emerged, relate to the way 

in which CSR was being implemented by partners, or to the wider corporate 

responsibility trends nonprofits were trying to ‘tap in to’. This is important in terms of 

the research question, because although this chapter has outlined the proactive, 

tactical, and strategic way in which the NPOs were behaving, the overriding sense is 

that this occurred in a context of, or in relation to, CSR. This includes the participants 

that described pursuing new relationships and new types of relationships; they too 

discussed their ideas and intentions in terms of what would be amenable and attractive 

to business. This is surprising, because as mentioned, it appears to be the opposite of 

striving for ‘true’ collaboration. Furthermore, it suggests the nonprofits were not 

striving to address problems in the ‘social issue domain’ by collaborating with business 

(Wood & Gray, 1991), but to address operational needs first. In the relationships that 

evolved beyond operational needs and arrived at a stage where partners had found 
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layers of synergy, it was as though this was a ‘bonus’ for the nonprofits; the strategy, if 

there was one, was emergent (Matthew Harris et al., 2009). 

This poses the question, is CSR and the activities related to putting CSR programmes 

into action, adding to the environmental turbulence experienced by nonprofits? This 

study suggests it might be. This feature of turbulence is not typically addressed in the 

NBC literature, perhaps because of the dominant business perspective and the typically 

positive analysis of this phenomenon (Boenigk & Schuchardt, 2015). 

9.3 Summary 

This chapter focused the discussion on the proactive stance of the NPOs, and the 

tactical and strategic behaviour they engaged in. It also discussed more specific findings, 

such as the three most significant characteristics identified, and how they relate to the 

idea of a tangible common ground, and the possibility of evolving a relationships from 

pockets of compatibility. Finally, it discussed the role of catalytic individuals in 

relationship evolution, the risks involved in engaging in these relationships, and the 

idea that CSR is the context in which NPOs engage with business.  The final conclusion 

chapter moves beyond the largely empirical contributions discussed in this chapter, and 

discusses the theoretical and conceptual contributions, as well as the practical 

implications.  
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Chapter 10 

10 Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to explore how engaging in nonprofit-business 

collaboration, relates to how NPOs navigate in turbulent environments. The 

experiences of twenty-eight decision makers were analysed across thirteen NBC 

relationships, at the organisation and relationship level. Using mainly inductive analysis 

techniques, a set of dynamics, corresponding characteristics, and key roles emerged. 

Returning to the question posed at the beginning of this study, it is now possible to 

conclude by reconceptualising the phenomenon of NBC as an emergent balancing 

mechanism for NPOs operating in turbulent environments. 

This reconceptualisation is a product of two particular innovations: the design of an 

emergent methodology to facilitate exploring one perspective, and the synthesis of two 

areas of the literature in order to explore a problem that spans these areas. 

This study makes a number of contributions to the NBC literature, the nonprofit 

management literature, and the sub-field emerging in the centre ground: nonprofit NBC 

strategy. Specifically, it contributes three new sources of value to the Collaborative Value 

Creation Spectrum (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a): (1) a spatial dimension, (2) a temporal 

dimension, and (3) a purpose dimension. This study also makes a contribution to the 

concept of value renewal, and proposes increasing the scope of what constitutes a 

resource in NBC. These conceptual contributions have implications for the theory of 

collaborative value creation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). The following sections discuss 

these contributions in more detail.  

The chapter then reflects on the significance of the empirical context, New Zealand, and 

the implications for resource dependence theory. It then moves to address the 

conceptual contributions to the nonprofit management literature. Subsequently, the 

implications for practice and the limitations of the study are discussed, and finally the 

potential areas for future research. 
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10.1 Contribution to the nonprofit–business collaboration literature 

Analysing each NPO as a holistic, open system (Moeller & Valentinov, 2012; Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003) was an important part of reconceptualising the phenomenon. Equally 

important was having observed how the nonprofits utilised NBC, as part of their day-

to-day processes. Over time, relationships with ‘business people’ and firms had become 

an integral part of the nonprofit’s strategies, with strategy meaning, “the process of 

taking an organization from its present position to its desired position” (Akingbola, 

2006, p. 266). In this context, NBC emerged as “a tool for actualising the [nonprofit] 

mission” (Akingbola, 2006, p. 266), and an integral part of how NPOs were navigating 

the challenges they faced. To the extent that, isolating the influence of individual 

relationships was an abstract idea for some of the participants.  

According to the previous nonprofit management literature, the perpetual balancing act 

performed by NPOs is an inherent part of how these organisations operate (Strichman 

et al., 2008; W. A. Brown et al., 2016), supporting the idea that this is not an act reserved 

for the management of NBC. At the conclusion of this study, NBC is conceptualised as 

an emergent mechanism used by NPOs as part of performing this balancing act. These 

ideas are grounded in the business management and nonprofit management literature, 

that which conceptualises organisations as comprised of different parts, that operate 

differently, or serve different purposes (e.g., Anheier, 2000; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). 

The concept of organisational ambidexterity, for example, assumes an effective strategy 

for NPOs facing turbulence, is to find a variable and dynamic balance between 

innovative, experimental, change-orientated activity, and stabilising, control-seeking 

activity that enhances efficiency (Bryson et al., 2015; Vario, 2017). An ambidextrous 

organisation, therefore, can host “multiple contradictory structures, processes, and 

cultures within the same firm" (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013, p. 324). 

Having examined a range of experiences, this study suggests the dynamics identified, 

might be explained by these concepts and theories that consider organisations to be 

multi-part entities, or operating in a way that requires contrasting capacities. The classic 

analyser strategy (R. E. Miles & Snow, 2003), for example, depicts organisations as 

simultaneously operating in two domains. One where the organisation is constantly 
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monitoring the external environment, which in this study, includes the partner-seeking 

CSR strategies of business. In this domain, organisations must be poised to make 

changes to their strategies rapidly. The other, a stability-seeking domain requiring 

predictability and efficiency, which in this study, includes NPOs ensuring service 

continuity (R. E. Miles & Snow, 2003). Other concepts introduced in the literature 

review, for example, chaordic organisations (Hock, 1999), also speak to the idea of 

balancing competing needs and interests. 

Anheier (2000) offers a useful argument for explaining the contributions of this study. 

He suggests that when we use business management models to understand NPOs, 

particularly models based on financial management principles, often “we proceed from 

the wrong assumptions about how nonprofit organisations operate” (Anheier, 2000, p. 

i). Describing the nonprofit entity as “a conglomerate of multiple organisations with 

multiple bottom lines that demand a variety of different management approaches and 

styles” (p. i), Anheier makes a powerful case for why management and strategy in NPOs, 

is fundamentally different to business firms. He argues this is because NPOs have 

multiple bottom lines, and unlike businesses, they can be different for each NPO, “two, 

three or more . . . the number will depend on the purpose and structure of the 

organisation” (p. 6). This theory can be used to explain why relationship activities, 

resource exchanges, and characteristics, can serve different purposes, or bottom lines. 

In this study, different ‘purposes’ refers to: 

• an organisational purpose, which includes financial and capacity related needs; 

• an operational purpose, typically referring to service delivery related needs; and 

• a mission advancing purpose. 

These purposes are an equivalent to Anheier’s (2000) organisational bottom lines25 . 

This idea of nonprofits having multiple bottom lines recurs in the nonprofit literature. 

Sometimes framed as two, for example, “mission effectiveness and financial 

sustainability” (Moore, 2000, p. 194), and other times three, for example, financial, 

 
25 Anheier’s (2000) bottom lines are presented by: Dual management structure (operating procedures 
including finances, versus governance and mission); motivational structure (altruistic versus altruistic 
goals); organisational environment; interests and needs of clients; and importance of values (p. 6-7). 
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social, and environmental (Fruchterman, 2016). It is also comparable to the nonprofit 

literature that examines nonprofit performance objectives in the context of NBC, where 

NPOs might strive to satisfy organisational objectives, or social objectives (Lefroy & 

Tsarenko, 2013). Regardless of how many, the idea that NPOs must serve different 

bottom lines appears to be established in the nonprofit management and NBC 

literatures. 

Two decades ago, Austin (2000) wrote, “the task [for organisations] is identifying the 

purpose or function of each relationship, its relative importance, and its transformative 

potential” (p. 73). An advocate of NPOs managing relationships as a portfolio, Austin 

(2003) went on to suggest, “the task is to analyze each collaboration in terms of its role 

within the portfolio” (p. 54). He also suggests that “the manager needs to think about 

the function that the new type of relationship will play.” (p. 55). In this literature, 

function refers to, for example, raising the visibility of the NPO or increasing financial 

benefits. However, Austin (2003) does not discuss these functions in connection to the 

NPO structure, or the way in which these organisations operate. Instead, the analysis 

remains at the level of advising NPOs to ensure a balance of types across the 

Collaboration Continuum (i.e., philanthropic, transactional, and integrative). This 

includes balancing a “diversity in number and size to avoid overdependency” (Austin, 

2003, p. 55). This line of thinking does not appear to have been developed by Austin, or 

elsewhere in the literature, beyond this surface level analysis and advice. 

The present study revisits this portfolio management thinking, and the idea that 

relationships can serve particular functions, by suggesting the purpose of a partnership 

can be interpreted in relation to the way an NPO operates. This refers to the NPO 

business model (i.e., how the organisation creates and delivers value), and therefore 

incorporates the multiple bottom lines (Anheier, 2000), needs, culture, and character 

of an NPO (Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). This study also makes an important conceptual 

contribution, by suggesting there is a related temporal dimension. In other words, 

because the needs of the NPO are constantly changing, the purpose of a relationship 

changes depending on the timing of the resource exchange and/or partnership activity 

(this temporal dimension is discussed further below). 
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According to O’Reilly and Tushman (2013), one of the foundations of the ambidexterity 

concept, is the idea that “different organizational forms are associated with different 

strategies and environmental conditions” (p. 324). Applying this logic, analysis 

conducted in this study suggests different relationship characteristics are associated 

with different NBC dynamics, and these are determined largely by the external 

environment. While the connections shown in Figure 45 are preliminary, if we consider 

these dynamics to be insights into the balancing mechanisms employed by NPOs, these 

findings make an important contribution to the emerging field of NBC strategy for 

nonprofits (e.g., Al-Tabbaa et al., 2015; Al-Tabbaa 2018; Schiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). 

For example, sometimes collaborating with partners is required, at other times, 

leveraging common connections is possible, and at other times still, compromise and 

accommodation is necessary to achieve long-range goals. 

Simpson et al. (2011) also refer to the ‘balancing act’ that NPOs must perform when 

engaging in NBC, and argue that although this is a complex challenge, it is achievable. 

According to these researchers, NPOs are able to manage relationships in such a way, 

they are able to exist simultaneously ‘together and apart’. Meaning, they are able to 

adhere to their own ethical standards, ideologies, and pursue their own missions, while 

making a financial decision to engage with business (Simpson et al., 2011). They argue 

that by employing formal and informal governance mechanisms (e.g., contracts and 

trust), NPOs are able to ‘stay true’ “to their social principles, whilst facilitating successful 

relationships with corporations” (p. 308). This study extends these observations by 

suggesting what might influence this balancing act. 

Figure 47, below, depicts NBC as an emergent balancing mechanism. The types of 

activity, behaviour, and decisions associated with performing this balancing act, are 

shown on the scales. The boxes on the far left show some of the key variables that can 

affect the purpose a relationship plays at a given time, and therefore, the balance that is 

required. 
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Figure 47. A reconceptualisation: NBC as an emergent balancing mechanism 

 

Note. This diagram depicts NBC as an emergent balancing mechanism. On the scales are the types of 
activity, behaviour, and decisions associated with each side of the balancing act. The boxes on the left are 
the key variables that ‘tip the scales’. 

 

• NPO Structure/Business model: As discussed, the nonprofit business model 

influences which characteristics of a relationship are significant to the NPO, and 

therefore, whether a relationship serves tactical, short-range objectives, or 

mission advancing, strategic purposes, serving potentially long-range goals. 

• Resource exchange timing: NPOs have different operational and service-related 

needs at different times, determined by a multitude of external and internal 

factors (Strichman & Marshood, 2010). Therefore, the value (benefit) derived 

from the activities involved in a relationship, the resources exchanged, and even 

characteristics of a relationship, is determined to a large extent by timing. 

• Resource purpose: Independent of the above, different resources (and different 

activities) may simply serve different purposes for NPOs. For example, untagged 

funding might provide a level of flexibility, and therefore, might enable 

experimentation and innovation in new areas. The purpose this serves, therefore, 

is beyond purely financial stability as the literature might suggest (Austin, 2000). 

Depicting NBC as a balancing mechanism is rooted in the idea that NPOs, knowingly or 

otherwise, manage their external relationships in a way that resembles portfolio 

management (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014). It is worth noting, however, that because of the 

methodology and scope of this study, it is not clear the extent to which portfolio level 

thinking and decision making is deliberate and strategic, or a form of post-hoc 
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rationalisation (Galaskiewicz & Bielefeld, 1998; Ogliastri et al., 2016). Future research 

would benefit from examining a greater cross-section of organisation stakeholders in a 

longitudinal study (Bryson et al., 2015). This would enable a greater cross-referencing 

of experiences, and an opportunity to explore changes over time. Nonetheless, having 

meticulously examined a large number of cases and embedded cases, and analysed 

multiple perspectives across different levels, there is a level of confidence that these 

conclusions are based on reliable findings with a degree of transferability.  

This study, therefore, raises a fundamental question: When viewed from the nonprofit 

perspective, is differentiating relationships by sector as useful as the NBC literature 

suggests? In this empirical context, differentiating NBC from other configurations of 

collaboration, might be a false separation. While this differentiation might be useful for 

understanding dyadic relationships from the corporate perspective, which is the basis 

of the NBC literature, it does not appear to resemble how these relationships are 

understood and managed by nonprofit decision makers in this context. Instead, it may 

be more useful to differentiate relationships by the purpose they serve, or the role they 

in play in the complete system of the NPO. As the nonprofit participants explained, we 

have relationships that help “make the boat go faster”, those that support us to “do what 

we do”, and even those that “do not directly serve the mission”. 

10.1.1 The significance of the New Zealand context 

The way in which participants rarely distinguished partner organisations (or key 

individuals) by sector, was a recurring theme. It suggests there may be peculiarities of 

the context influencing relations between sectors. Having studied NBC in New Zealand 

for over three years, the researcher perceived a level of informality in interpersonal 

relations between organisations, as well as genuine, non-hierarchical collegiality, and 

the importance of personal integrity. This was also how many participants described 

relations during interviews and was, therefore, coded from the interview data. Profiling 

the history of the New Zealand nonprofit sector and relations with the sector, Tennant 

et al. (2008) describe unusual levels of “intimacy and informality” (p. 19), as well as “the 

small scale of New Zealand society enabling relatively ad hoc arrangements to 

proliferate” (p. 20). Perhaps this study departs from the previous literature because in 
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New Zealand, individuals (regardless of sector) have more visibility, a louder voice, and 

therefore more impact potential (R. O’Leary, 2014). These intangible features of New 

Zealand society, are likely to have influenced the prominence of catalytic individuals in 

this study. Further research into how NPOs in New Zealand, and other countries, 

rationalise their relationships, could shed more light on whether NBC is a tool or 

mechanism for NPOs, as opposed a sector–sector specific strategy (Al-Tabbaa, 2015). 

Three particular characteristics of the nonprofit landscape may have had a bearing on 

the nature of the relationships examined, interpretation of the findings, and the 

conclusions drawn: (1) the bifurcation of the nonprofit sector, (2) the unusual scale of 

the sector, and (3) the ‘blurred’ boundaries between community and business (R. 

O’Leary, 2014; Sanders, O’Brien, & Tennant, 2008; Yarwood, 2011). 

The bifurcation of the New Zealand nonprofit sector 

The New Zealand nonprofit sector is unofficially comprised of two halves: large 

‘corporatist’ organisations and community-based organisations (R. O’Leary, 2014; 

Tennant et al., 2008; Yarwood, 2011). The relationships examined involved the larger, 

‘business like’ half of the nonprofit sector. Therefore, the findings are less likely to 

resonate with NPOs in community-based, largely voluntary organisations, in New 

Zealand and elsewhere. However, this does mean the relationships resemble more 

closely those featured in prominent NBC research (e.g., Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 

Bryson et al., 2015). This made the process of building on existing theoretical 

frameworks possible, and increases the future transferability of the research to other 

contexts. 

The unusual scale of the New Zealand nonprofit sector 

Despite New Zealand nonprofit sector reports reflecting the universal concern for 

organisation survival, the number of NPOs in New Zealand continues to grow each year 

(McLeod, 2017). This is an intriguing phenomena, although, not limited to New Zealand 

(Godbout, 2016; World Economic Forum, 2013). There is an awareness in the sector, 

that resources are stretched and the size of the sector exacerbates the challenges 

associated with this, yet the equivalent of two and a half nonprofits have commenced 

business in New Zealand every day since 2010 (McLeod, 2017). This is likely to have 
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influenced the outcomes of the study for a number of reasons, which are best 

understood in combination with the following feature. 

The ‘blurred’ boundaries between community and business 

According to Sanders et al. (2008), the boundaries between the state, private sector, 

and family are particularly ‘blurred’ in New Zealand when compared internationally. In 

reality, this means where voluntary and community activity begins and business activity 

ends, can appear less well defined. Sanders et al. (2008) suggest this is a consequence 

of how the sector has evolved historically. In particular, they point to the unique 

contribution of Māori and Pacific peoples’ cultures and value systems, and the way these 

are blended with an Anglo-Saxon heritage, and a “particular version” (p. 23) of the 

welfare state and Western-style democracy. While the present study captured a 

‘snapshot’, not a historical or longitudinal examination of interactions, these blurred 

boundaries were nonetheless perceptible. 

New Zealanders are particularly active in their communities (McLeod, 2017), which has 

a direct influence on the unusually large number of very small NPOs; over ninety 

percent of which have no paid employees (Statistics New Zealand, 2016). Around one 

third of the nonprofit sector workforce in New Zealand are volunteers, with large 

numbers serving on nonprofit boards (McLeod, 2017). It is perhaps unsurprising, 

therefore, that some of the oldest nonprofits examined, had a long history of interacting 

with “the business community”. For many CEOs, maintaining relationships with 

“business people” was something their organisations had always done. Many 

relationships had existed for decades, predating current CEOs, and had evolved from 

relationships between individuals. “Business people” held long-standing positions as 

volunteers, board members, philanthropic donors, pro-bono supporters, and more 

recently, CEOs and professional staff in key roles (e.g., marketing and fundraising). 

Many of these individuals had become embedded in the organisations over time; 

ultimately, holding joint roles on nonprofit boards and the boards of corporate 

foundations. These blurred boundaries undoubtedly underpin all of the dynamics that 

emerged in this study, in particular, Collaborating with catalytic individuals and 

Leveraging common networks. As well as the surprisingly influential role of individuals 
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when compared to the previous literature. These features of New Zealand society and 

the influence they had on the case composition, and subsequent analysis and 

interpretation of the findings, also have theoretical and conceptual implications. 

10.1.2 Implications for the Collaborative Value Creation framework 

The following sections discuss the implications of this study on the Collaborative Value 

Creation (CVC) framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b). As discussed in the 

literature review, the CVC framework comprises four components for conceptualising 

and analysing Value Creation in NBC: the Value Creation Spectrum, Collaboration 

Stages (Collaboration Continuum), Partnering Processes, and Collaboration Outcomes 

which occur across micro (individual), meso (organisational), and macro (societal) 

levels (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b). 

10.1.2.1 Value Creation Spectrum: Adding a spatial and temporal dimension 

This study proposes an expansion of the existing Value Creation Spectrum by including 

a new spatial and temporal dimension. Despite being interconnected, these dimensions 

are discussed here separately. 

Spatial dimension 

By exploring the significance of relationship characteristics, a different set of issues 

emerged with regard to value creation. This study suggests the following are important 

spatial considerations for NPOs with a social mission: 

• where relationship activity takes place; 

• the significance of the location (in relation to the NPO mission/business model); 

• the scale of partnership activity (meaning, the extent of the geographic area in 

which activity takes place or has an effect on).  

These spatial considerations were discussed in-depth in the findings chapters. In 

summary: for businesses, being based in the same location (or multiple locations) can 

enable access to opportunities for tangible employee engagement. For nonprofits, this 

can produce more engaged partners which can lead to longer lasting relationships. 

These relationships are also more likely to involve Shared Stakeholders and to focus on 
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specific programmes. Conversely, co-location is also associated with negative 

consequences, for example, in situations where the business partner selects the location. 

Furthermore, these spatial dimensions were connected to issues of unequal power 

relations, accountability, and efficacy. 

Spatial considerations such as these do not feature in the existing Collaborative Value 

Creation framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). The CVC Spectrum indicates 

four sources of value: resource complementarity, resource nature, resource directionality, 

and linked interests. Linked interests refers to, for example, understanding that a social 

issue affects both parties. One could suggest, therefore, that undertaking activity in a 

shared location must be based on linked interests. However, this would be an extension 

of how the term is used in the literature. Austin & Seitanidi (2012a) suggest linked 

interests should be identified before a partnership begins – it are not considered an 

emergent source of value, and more importantly, linked interests at the tangible level 

of where activity takes place, is not discussed. The discussion essentially revolves around 

the higher level of mission alignment (considered an important part of identifying 

linked interests). However, the present study suggests it is possible to generate 

organisational value with only ‘pockets’ of compatibility’. 

In sum, linked interests and resources as described in the literature, do not capture these 

spatial dimensions or how they feature in the process of value creation. Therefore, this 

study proposes that to effectively capture these dynamics, a new spatial dimension could 

be added to the CVC Spectrum (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Table 14, below, shows the CVC Spectrum (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b) with the 

three contributions inserted into the sources of value section (shown as new rows, in 

blue). Based on the findings, and in line with the language used in the existing CVC 

Spectrum, this spatial dimension is referred to as resource scale26 . This is shown as 

ranging from small and/or localised to large and/or distributed. This dimension has also 

been inserted into the Collaboration Continuum in Table 15, below. 

 

26 The conceptualisation of a resource in the context of NBC in expanded in Section 10.1.2.3, below. 
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Table 14. Contributions to the Collaborative Value Creation Spectrum 

 Type/Stage 1 Type/Stage 2 Type/Stage 3 Type/Stage 4 
 Philanthropic  Transactional  Integrative  Transformational 

 Sole-creation   Co-creation 

SOURCES OF VALUE     

Resource complementarity Low   High 

Resource nature Generic   Distinctive 

Resource directionality Unilateral   Conjoined 

Linked interests Weak/Narrow   Strong/Broad 

Resource purpose Organisational   Mission advancing 

Resource scale Small/Localised   Large/Distributed 

Resource exchange timing Immediate/Short-term   Distant/Long-term 

TYPES OF VALUE     

Associational value Modest   High 

Transferred resource value Depreciable   Renewable 

Interaction value Minimal   Maximal 

Synergistic value Least   Most 

Innovation Seldom   Frequent 

 

Note. Adapted for the purpose of illustrating contributions. Adaptation of “Collaborative value creation 
spectrum” by J. Austin and M. Seitanidi, 2012, Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering between 
nonprofits and businesses. Part 1: Value creation spectrum and collaboration stages, 41(5) p. 745. Copyright 
James Austin and Maria May Seitanidi 2012. 

 

In the previous literature, Bryson et al. (2015) discuss the strategic use of spatial and 

temporal separation in a similar context to how it is used here. For these researchers, 

this refers to the ability to separate out elements of a relationship that cause tension. 

They refer to this as a form of ambidexterity, which again aligns with the conclusions of 

this study. However, they do not develop this idea, instead they suggest “future research 

might explore what kinds of ambidexterity are necessary . . . and how ambidexterity is 

best developed and managed” (p. 654). This is where this study makes important 

contributions by elaborating on spatial, temporal, and purpose dimensions. 

Furthermore, examples in the previous literature of resources provided by businesses to 

NPOs, typically includes revenue, people (e.g., volunteers), facilities (e.g., access to 

office space), goods, and knowledge. In the CVC framework, resource nature refers to 

whether a resource is generic, such as cash, or distinctive, such as core competencies. A 

resource, according to Austin and Seitanidi (2012a), is something that can be 

exchanged, provided, or transferred to the other party. Whereas the existence of, and 

leveraging of, an important shared location (or locations), is neither transferred, 
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exchanged, or provided to the other party. It is the location of partnership activity and 

the site of value co-creation. By this logic, an important shared or common location is 

not a resource. Therefore, in light of this analysis, this study proposes the inclusion of a 

new spatial dimension to the theory of Collaborative Value Creation, and an extension 

of what constitutes a resource in NBC (discussed below). 

Table 15. Contributions to the Collaboration Continuum 

 Type/Stage 1 Type/Stage 2 Type/Stage 3 Type/Stage 4 

 Philanthropic  Transactional  Integrative  Transformational 

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP     

Level of engagement Low   High 

Importance to mission Peripheral   Central 

Magnitude of resources Small   Big 

Type of resources Money   Core competencies 

Resource purpose Operational   Mission advancing 

Resource scale Small/localised   Large/distributed 

Scope of activities Narrow   Broad 

Interaction level Infrequent   Intensive 

Trust Modest   Deep 

Internal change Minimal   Great 

Managerial complexity  Simple   Complex 

Strategic value Minor   Major 

Co-creation of value Sole   Conjoined 

Synergistic value Occasional   Predominant 

Innovation Seldom   Frequent 

External system change Rare   Common 

 

Note. Adapted for the purpose of illustrating a theoretical contribution. Adaptation of “The Collaboration 
Continuum” by J. Austin and M. Seitanidi, 2012, Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering 
between nonprofits and businesses. Part 1: Value creation spectrum and collaboration stages, 41(5) p. 736. 
Copyright James Austin and Maria May Seitanidi 2012 

 

Temporal dimension 

This study also proposes adding a temporal dimension to the CVC framework (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). Analysis suggests there is a connection between the perception 

of how valuable or beneficial a resource is, and the opportunities and challenges the 

NPO is acting on at a given time. This, again, is a dimension that does not feature in the 

CVC framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). This temporal dimension is 

concerned with the constantly changing needs of, and opportunities available to, 

nonprofit organisations, and how these relate to the different activities and 

characteristics of NBC relationships. 
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This temporal dimension has also been inserted into the CVC Spectrum shown in Table 

14, above. Based on the findings and in line with the language used in the existing CVC, 

this dimension is referred to as resource exchange timing. It is shown as ranging from 

immediate and/or short-term, through to distant and/or long-term. In this context, 

these indicators refer to the underlying decisions or consequences of engaging in the 

resource exchange. 

10.1.2.2 Value Creation Processes: Adding a purpose dimension 

One of the main contributions of this study and discussed throughout this chapter, is 

the suggestion that value creation has a purpose dimension. In essence, analysis suggests 

how valuable (beneficial) the activities or resources exchanged in a relationship are 

perceived to be, is connected to the purpose they are thought to serve. 

This proposed purpose dimension has also been added to the CVC Spectrum shown 

above in Table 14, and the Collaboration Continuum, in Table 15. In both tables it is 

shown as ranging from organisational (through operational), to mission advancing. 

These are the three purposes or bottom lines described previously in Section 10.1. 

There is an underlying assumption in the NBC literature that the experience of NBC is 

the same for both partners. As such, the CVC framework suggests it is possible for the 

stage or types of NBC to be categorised using a series of single descriptors. For example, 

characterising a partnership as transactional, and thus characterised by moderate levels 

of trust and of peripheral importance to the mission, or integrative because managerial 

complexity is high. This study poses the question, the managerial complexity for which 

partner organisation? The trust held by which partner organisation, and at what level? 

It quickly became apparent conducting this research, that this type of single descriptor 

categorisation does not resonate with the reality of the NPO experience. More 

specifically, how NPOs describe and rationalise their external relationships with other 

organisations, and how their experiences often differed from their business partners. 

Furthermore, with catalytic individuals a the key feature of many relationships, using 

these descriptors was also problematic. The reason being, some nonprofit decision 

makers were trusting of the Champion and their motivations, but were sceptical of 
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motivations at the firm level. Alternatively, there may have been high levels of 

interaction with the Champion, but minimal with the rest of the firm. In other words, 

to more accurately reflect the experiences of NPOs, the CVC framework needs 

additional dimensions. 

This problem may have arisen because the CVC framework is for the purpose of 

analysing collaborations that effectively generate as much value as possible, and across 

as many levels as possible. Whereas relationships the revolve around key individuals are 

known to be an undesirable risk in cross-sector collaboration (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 

Berger et al., 2004). However, catalytic individuals appeared to be inescapable in the 

New Zealand context. More importantly, engaging with these individuals, while risky, 

was not a barrier to creating value and even, one could argue, transformational 

relationships. The point is, in a societal context where informal personal relationships 

are historically highly valued currency, individuals have high impact potential (e.g., 

when advocating for the NPO), and resources are scarce, the CVC relationships 

descriptors are not as useful as they may be in the context in which they were devised. 

That is, a resource rich, corporate-heavy, formalised, and professionalised environment 

with highly developed levels of nonprofit–business collaboration. 

10.1.2.3 What constitutes a resource in the context of NBC? 

The previous NBC literature groups resources loosely into generic and tangible, or 

distinctive and intangible. Intangible resources are associated with more integrative 

relationships towards the right of the CVC Spectrum; these intangibles are thought to 

generate more value for partner organisations (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). In the present 

study, however, leveraging tangible resources and assets formed an important part of 

relationship activity, more so than intangible. For example, a common location is 

tangible and enabled NPOs to engage partners, and a common group of stakeholders is 

tangible and enabled access to hard-to-reach beneficiaries. In contrast to the literature, 

these resources or assets appeared to generate significant organisational value for NPOs. 

Moreover, these assets appeared to be valuable because they were tangible, also in 

contrast to the literature. This study proposes an extension of what is considered a 

resource in order to include value generating mechanisms (resources or assets) that are 
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not necessarily exchanged, provided, or transferred; instead, they are shared or 

common. 

Having focused explicitly on the NPO experience is undoubtedly one of the reasons why 

tangible resources or assets appeared to be more valuable in this study (Lefroy & 

Tsarenko, 2013; Shiller & Almog-Bar, 2013). Generally, the existing NBC literature 

reflects the desire of corporations to increase their positive social impact through their 

CSR programmes (Seitanidi, 2007). This increasingly involves offering NPOs access to 

core competencies or capacity enhancing opportunities as one way of achieving this 

(i.e., intangible assets) (Simpson et al., 2011). In contrast, this study suggests many NPOs 

in New Zealand are not yet accustomed to engaging with corporations in this way; many 

were sceptical of business’ motivations and moving to increased levels of interaction. 

Many participants believed nonprofit staff and volunteers are the “issue experts”, and as 

one nonprofit executive explained, many NPOs believe they are able to “row their own 

boat”. These cultural and NBC development related factors are also likely to have 

influenced the higher prevalence and perceived value of tangible resources. 

10.1.2.4 Value Renewal in nonprofit–business collaboration 

In the previous literature, value renewal is described as the part of the co-creation 

process in which the repeated transfer of resources, yields value that is renewable or 

durable, as opposed to depreciable (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). However, how 

relationships move to higher stages of the spectrum, has not yet been sufficiently 

explored in the literature (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). As discussed in the findings 

(Chapter Seven), this study demonstrates how catalytic individuals can form a key part 

of sustaining, scaling, and transforming relationships, including moving the 

relationships to higher levels of integration. Therefore, this study suggests individuals, 

particularly personally motivated ones in a position of influence, can be a key enabler 

for moving NBC to higher levels on the Collaboration Continuum. Therefore, while only 

a preliminary conclusion, the idea that catalytic individuals as described in this study 

are connected to the concept of value renewal in NBC, is an important proposition worth 

exploring in future research. 
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10.2 Methodological contribution 

One of the key contributions of this study is an examination of the nonprofit experience. 

This is an important contribution to the NBC literature which acknowledges a lack of 

studies exploring the nonprofit perspective (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013; Margaret Harris, 

2012; Runté et al., 2009). This was achieved through a number of means. Firstly, by 

employing an embedded case study structure (i.e., exploring more than one relationship 

per NPO). Secondly, by using multiple levels of analysis (e.g., analysing each 

relationship as a dyad, but in the context of the focal organisations experiences, inside 

and outside of NBC). This involved a number of analysis methods, including thematic 

mapping techniques which enabled the researcher to analyse the NPO as a holistic, 

open system. This allowed the significance of each relationship to be explored, and how 

it compared to other relationships held by the same NPO. Finally, this methodology 

enabled both sides of a large number of relationships to be examined equally, and the 

nonprofit experience of engaging in NBC to be explore more generally. Using an 

embedded multiple case study design provided a scope and magnitude of rich data, and 

subsequent multi-level analysis options, rarely encountered in the NBC literature. This 

in itself is an important contribution to the cross-sector collaboration literature which 

calls for more multi-case and multi-level research (Bryson et al., 2015, p. 675).  

Using this embedded multi-case approach also means the dynamics identified are 

common to multiple organisations and relationships. Therefore, while this study is 

laden with as many paradoxes and contradictions as every other study of NBC (Herlin, 

2013), it represents an important step forward and contribution to a body of literature 

built largely on single case and variable-based research (Bryson et al., 2015), and one 

which is typically lacking the nonprofit experience (Margaret Harris, 2012; Schiller & 

Almog-Bar, 2013). 

10.3 Reflections on resource dependence theory 

In many ways, RDT is one of the core theories underpinning the NBC literature (Austin, 

2000). This section reflects on how applicable RDT is in a context built on a history of 

valuing personal relationships. Firstly, personally motivated individuals were clearly an 
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important feature in many of the relationships examined, they presented opportunities 

and made changes happen that might not have been possible otherwise. These catalytic 

individuals were essentially a type of resource in NBC27, and this study suggests that 

when these individuals are Stakeholders of the Issue Domain, they are in effect, a type of 

organisation-specific asset (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b), and as such, can serve as a 

boundary spanning mechanism. 

Based on this analysis, the applicability of RDT in this context is questionable. The 

NPOs examined did not display the organisation level dependence on businesses one 

might expect to find following the logic of RDT. Instead, several executives described 

exiting relationships that were ‘not the right fit’, including financially lucrative ones. 

These NPOs did not appear to be dependent on these catalytic individuals, or the 

organisations they were part of, for survival related purposes (e.g., serving an 

organisation purpose). There was also evidence of this missing dependence at the level 

of NBC portfolios, in other words, a dependence on NBC generally. This may be because 

the NPOs held diversified income portfolios, and experienced generally lower levels of 

corporate contributions compared to the United States and parts of Europe (McLeod, 

2017). In other words, perhaps because NBC presented one source of revenue and 

resources, not the main source, and because these personally motivated individuals 

were so beneficial and genuine in their connection to the NPOs, the typical power 

dynamics one might expect, was not evident 28 . Instead, relationships with these 

catalytic individuals often (although not exclusively) served a mission-related or service-

related purpose, and were considered valuable. Therefore, this study suggests the 

purpose dimension or bottom line argument developed earlier, is also relevant here. 

There are, however, other facets to RDT that do resonate with the findings. 

Dependence, in the context of NBC, is connected to notions of isomorphism, a loss of 

autonomy, and co-optation, which is “when an organization consciously or 

unconsciously follows the dominant organization’s lead” (Herlin, 2013, p. 848). The 

 

27 In this context, resource refers to “strengths, advantages, or assets . . . which organizations can use to 

conceive of and implement their strategies” (Dentoni et al., 2016, p. 37). 

28 Or perhaps these dynamics were imperceptible using the methodology employed; this is discussed in 

the limitations section. 
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dynamic Evolving with corporate social responsibility captures the many ways NPOs 

were willing to make changes based on business requests and to Accommodate 

commercial realities. Therefore, what this study offers is an empirical contribution to 

the NBC literature based on a critique of resource dependence theory. 

What many focal organisations appeared to have in common when engaging in NBC, 

was a desire to increase control over elements in their environment that prevent them 

from being responsive and relevant, and from being able to take opportunities as they 

arise. This involved making decisions and taking actions with immediate and distant 

consequences. Flexibility, in other words, was a priority, and NPOs were willing and 

able to make tactical decisions to achieve their goals and objectives. Thus, engaging in 

NBC appeared to be a way for NPOs to increase control over elements in their 

immediate, short-term environment that enhance or deteriorate their ability to be 

responsive and relevant long-term, and to take opportunities connected to advancing 

their mission as and when they arise. 

This preliminary conclusion contrasts with that which might be drawn from a resource 

dependence platform (Selsky & Parker, 2005). Many of the exchanges and activities in 

this study appeared to be based on an inter-connectedness with business partners, not 

necessarily an interdependence (Baur & Schmitz, 2011; Herlin, 2013). There are a 

number of potential reasons for this contrast. Perhaps because many of the NPOs held 

large numbers of relationships, it was not possible (with the chosen methodology) to 

comprehend degrees of dependence or effectively explore the subtleties of power 

dynamics (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Perhaps the types power dynamics driven by 

dependence presented differently because the NPOs held diversified income portfolios, 

and some relationships generated multiple layers of value (therefore variable degrees of 

dependence). Perhaps this presented differently because of the ambidextrous approach 

of the NPOs? Lefroy and Tsarenko (2013) suggest that, by using relationships built on 

commitment, trust, and reciprocity “to adapt continually to the resource environment, 

nonprofits will be able to manage their resource dependencies, rather than be 

controlled by them” (p. 1660). Perhaps therefore, it is possible the NPOs did not appear 

to be dependent because they were using NBC as a balancing mechanism. 
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In sum, in a context where personal relationships are highly valued and individuals have 

high impact potential, perhaps inter-connectedness is a more salient concept than inter-

dependence. 

10.4 Reflections on adaptive Capacity and nonprofit–business collaboration 

Adaptive capacity is a dynamic capability (Teece et al., 1997), organisations with this 

capacity possess a level inquisitiveness, innovativeness, responsiveness, and flexibility 

(Sherman, 2005; Strichman et al., 2008; Sussman, 2003). A review of the nonprofit 

capacity literature suggested NBC might present many channels through which NPOs 

could enhance their capacity. Underpinned by theories of organisational learning, the 

nonprofit adaptive capacity literature depicts organisations as externally orientated and 

aware of interdependencies with other entities in their environment (Strichman et al., 

2008). With an increase in corporations wanting to provide intangible resources to 

NPOs (e.g., skills and knowledge), instead of ‘depreciables’ (e.g., money), there was a 

latent expectation that opportunities for learning and capacity enhancing activity would 

be common place. Similarly, with NPOs increasing the number of partnerships they 

engage in, there was also a latent expectation that by embedding themselves in, and 

engaging with, wider networks, NPOs would be presented opportunities to enhance 

their capacity. However, this study has not produced conclusive insights into how NBC 

influences NPO adaptive capacity. Instead, it has produced insights into how NPOs were 

using NBC as an important part of adapting. Rather than finding empirical evidence of 

how relationships were enhancing or deteriorating particular adaptation-related 

capacities and resources for NPOs, NBC appeared to be an integral part of, and outward 

sign of, NPOs exercising their adaptive capacity. 

Nonetheless, purposefully engaging in multiple relationships with business that serve 

needs associated with distinct parts of the organisation, even different parts of the 

mission, and at different scales and timeframes, is a sign of ambidexterity (O’Reilly & 

Tushman, 2013; Vario, 2017). This study suggests NBC is used strategically to deal with 

short-range impacts, such as funding shocks, and long-range stresses and strains, such 

as shifting demographics. Furthermore, NBC appears to provide nonprofits with a test 

ground for ideas on how to address the challenges they face. The NPOs examined were 
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using relationships to achieve service continuity and to innovate. For the majority of 

nonprofits, NBC did not appear to contribute directly to how they address the 

challenges they face, instead, the evidence suggests NBC is one of the challenges they 

face. Therefore, taking into consideration the risk taking and opportunities for 

experimentation that these relationships enabled, NBC may contribute indirectly to 

NPO adaptive capacity. 

10.5 Implications for practice 

By exploring this important yet under-developed topic, this research demonstrates how 

relationships with business form part of day-to-day processes for service-orientated 

nonprofits in New Zealand. These organisations, like their counterparts around the 

Western world, face a number of challenges including escalating demands and shifting 

constraints. They are also faced with a number of opportunities, and this study suggests 

it is possible for executives to use these relationships as a mechanism to help balance 

how they address often contradictory issues. Nonprofit executives that regard their 

relationships with business as a cohesive portfolio, stand to yield more value from NBC 

(Austin, 2003). Beyond that, this study suggests executives that factor relationships 

with businesses into the entire system of the NPO, stand to yield more value from a 

given relationship, and potentially, a collection of relationships. 

This level of management is not possible for all NPOs, however, and this study suggests 

organisations that are sufficiently developed such that their executives are able to 

articulate the business model (how and why the NPO creates and delivers value), would 

be better positioned to appreciate how relationships serve a particular purpose, and 

therefore address a particular challenge. The findings suggest this requires a 

sophisticated level understanding and organisational capacity to be able to take into 

account how the scope and scale of relationship activity, relates to the NPO structure 

and mission. Similarly, to be able to appreciate how all of the pieces of the larger puzzle 

fit together, such that the positive outcomes of one relationship can be used to offset 

the negative consequences of another, requires a level of organisational capacity 

potentially beyond the reach of smaller, under-resourced NPOs.  
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Researchers have long referred to collaboration as a process (Grey & Wood, 1991), and 

this study provides empirical evidence of this. The findings suggest nonprofit executives 

should trust in the process of collaboration, safe in the knowledge that the value derived 

from a relationship can be emergent. While mission alignment with a business partner 

may be the ultimate aim for many partnerships (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a), this research 

demonstrates how organisational compatibility can be pocketed and still yield 

significant value. It suggest partnering organisations do not have to be wholly aligned 

before a relationship can begin. Relationships based on these pockets of compatibility 

can even yield transformational outcomes and potentially societal level value. 

This research suggests that when this collaboration processes is between individuals, it 

can be just as valuable if not more so than the potential outcomes. Nonprofit executives 

should recognise that when a relationship is not integrated across a partner firm there 

are inherent risks; however, this study suggests it is possible for nonprofits to positively 

leverage the personal connections external individuals feel to the NPO mission and the 

organisation itself. Again, if managed as part of the complete system of the NPO, 

executives can potentially counter the risks or negative effects by factoring them into 

the composition of NBC portfolio. 

While individuals within misaligned business firms can pose a risk, much like any inter-

organisational relationships that revolve around individuals, when their connection to 

the NPO is based on a mission-related common ground, they can be of significant value, 

to point of being an inimitable asset in the relationship. This study suggests NPO 

executives should not underestimate the value of having shared stakeholders, 

particularly those that connect organisations via the NPO mission. The findings from 

this study suggest these individuals can add a layer of accountability to a relationship, 

which can serve to extend its life and therefore see layers of synergy built over time. 

In conclusion, while this study acknowledges there are risks for NPO that invite 

businesses further into their domain, these risks might be outweighed by the potential 

benefits of continuing to use business’ interests to their advantage and managing this 

in a concerted way. 



| 353 

 

10.6 Study limitations 

While the design of this study responds to calls for more research examining the 

nonprofit experience, as well as the use of multi-level and multi-case methodologies 

(Bryson et al., 2015), it is not without limitations. The methodology chapter detailed 

many of these and the key points are summarised here. Firstly, the data collection 

methods allowed for a ‘snapshot’ exploration of the nonprofit experience. This is a 

limitation in terms of exploring the holistic phenomenon of NBC, because while the 

organisations and relationships were clearly evolving, constantly, the extent and nature 

of change and evolution that can be captured through one-off interviews and document 

reviews is limited. It became apparent after the data collection period, that substantial 

changes were taking place in the relationships that had already been examined; for 

example, key individuals were leaving (including CEOs), and more importantly, a 

number of relationships came to a close.  

These changes will undoubtedly have had an impact on the focal organisations and their 

relationships. However, while the experience of working through change can be 

captured by interviews, and indeed the main theme refers to the way in which partners 

were evolving together, ultimately, there are limitations with regard to the ability 

capture and analyse change dynamics. Instead, this study portrays a rich picture of 

relations between nonprofit and business organisations in New Zealand, many of which 

took place in a context of change. The researcher agrees with the argument that given 

sufficient time and resources, longitudinal studies might offer a more complete picture 

of NBC dynamics (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). 

There is inherent variation across the focal organisations and relationships examined. 

However, there is also a surprising amount of consistencies across the NPOs in 

particular. This means ultimately, the collection of cases is representative of a segment 

of the nonprofit ‘world’. In effect, this study has examined large, comparatively well-

resourced, social service-orientated nonprofits, with pre-existing and high levels of 

experience working with business. Therefore, the findings may not resonate with small, 

grassroots or environmental NPOs because of how differently these types of 
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organisations interact with business (Seitanidi, 2010; Stafford, Polonsky, & Hartman, 

2000).  

Similarly, all of the focal organisations were based in the largest New Zealand cities; 

therefore, the findings may not reflect the experiences of organisations based in rural or 

remote areas. It is important to reiterate, however, that cases were selected by 

relationship type, not the location of the organisation. Therefore, consistencies such as 

this are interesting in terms of the focus of this study, and pose questions that future 

research might address. Furthermore, this feature of the case selection strategy (by 

relationship type) may have predetermined a bias towards selecting some of the most 

publicly ‘visible’ partnerships. This will have inadvertently reduced the potential for 

examining grassroots NPOs, reduced the potential pool of SME business partners, and 

reduced the potential to examine partnerships that are not ‘in the public eye’. While 

this affects the potential transferability of the contributions, it does not reduce the 

validity of the findings. 

This study has examined the experiences of decision makers, typically senior executives 

from both parties, and often CEOs and directors. It has not examined the experiences 

of business employees, NPO volunteers, or more importantly, beneficiaries. In terms of 

understanding a holistic picture of NBC, examining the experiences of a wider cross-

section of individuals involved, particularly those that are the focus of relationships 

(beneficiaries), would be create a more complete picture. 

With regard to context, this study was a valuable opportunity to research NBC in the 

underexplored setting of New Zealand. Consequently, this study provides new insights 

that can contribute towards academic and practitioner understanding of NBC strategy 

for NPOs in New Zealand. However, related to the small population size of New Zealand 

compared to other countries in the OECD, the requests from a number of participants 

for strict anonymity was a challenge in terms of presenting this thesis (i.e., an inability 

to discuss particular details, such as what type of partnership activity takes place and 

where). One could argue it has limited the extent to which the reader is able to able to 

draw on comparisons from personal experience. In case study research, recognising the 

types of organisations and relationships examined can help the reader draw conclusions 
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as to the validity and transferability of the findings. However, this is a reality of research 

conducted in confined environment and examining what are essentially commercially 

sensitive relationships. 

10.7 Areas for future research 

The conclusion to this study potentially poses more questions about the practice of NBC 

for nonprofits than it addresses. Logically therefore, one of the key areas for future 

research is to continue examining the NPO experience. As this study effectively 

demonstrates through rich empirical evidence and analysis, NBC is not a single coherent 

concept; there are literally two side to every story, at least. At present, this is not 

reflected in the Collaborative Value Creation framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a; 

2012b). Having proposed three new dimensions to the CVC framework, future research 

might explore and expand on the idea of multiple perspectives, for example, through 

the use of the relationship descriptors in the CVC Spectrum. 

The spatial, temporal, and purpose dimensions proposed for the CVC Spectrum require 

further corroboration. Given that so many of the preliminary conclusions rely on the 

idea nonprofits are cognisant of the purpose a relationship plays, future research might 

explore the extent to which this behaviour and decision making is deliberate and 

premeditated (i.e., strategic), or emergent (i.e., tactical) and rationalised after the event. 

Similarly, the connections that were made between the nonprofit business model and 

the nature and purpose of the NBC relationships, is a significant area for potential future 

research. If nonprofit practitioners were in a position to incorporate NBC into their 

business model and have an increased awareness of the outcomes these relationships 

can achieve, this would be a significant step forward for the NBC strategy literature, and 

nonprofit practice of engaging in NBC. 

The breadth of insights generated by this study suggest future research should continue 

‘cross-pollinating’ the nonprofit strategy and capacity literature with the cross-sector 

collaboration literature, adding to the sub-field of nonprofit NBC strategy. This sub-

field is built implicitly on the argument that NPOs would benefit from managing their 

relationships with business as a portfolio (Austin, 2003; Al-Tabbaa et al., 2014; Schiller 
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& Almog-Bar, 2013). In support of this, this study recommends further examination of 

NBC at the portfolio level, as opposed to as a dyad. This will involve more researchers 

making the methodological choice to embrace the complexity of NBC by employing 

multi-level analysis, which will enable researchers to explore both the organisation and 

relationship level.  

Similarly, future research should continue exploring NBC in a systemic way – as a part 

of, and in relation to, how and why NPOs operate in the way they do, and the challenges 

and opportunities generated by their environment. This study suggests a holistic, open 

systems approach holds more insights important for ensuring NPOs continue thriving, 

than exploring relationships in isolation and continuing with the single case study 

trend. 

Many questions were raised by this study about the cultural features of the nonprofit 

landscape in New Zealand. Future research would benefit from a greater element of 

cross-cultural comparison. This would enable researchers to explore the significance of, 

and extent to which, an informal, personal relationship-driven societal context 

influences NBC dynamics and the type of outcomes observed in this study. While cross-

cultural comparisons were beyond the scope of the present study, sufficient ideas were 

presented that future research might build on and develop further. 

Given the suggestion that Shared Stakeholders of the social issue domain is the most 

significant characteristic in light of the research question, perhaps one of the most 

important questions raised by this study is: what is the impact on these individuals? 

What does it mean to be the focus of an inter-organisational relationship? Within the 

context of this study, this poses the question, if Shared Stakeholder relationships (and 

Corporate Service User relationships) are part of an upward trend, what does success 

look like in this context? 
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10.8 Concluding statement 

The multi-faceted contributions from this research reflect the complexity of the 

phenomenon examined. There is no straightforward answer or resounding single 

insight. The combination of dynamics, characteristics, and roles that emerged are the 

connections between the challenges of the nonprofit environment, and the way in 

which NPOs are proactively navigating change. Thus, a logical conclusion and response 

to the research question, is a reconceptualisation of the phenomenon of NBC as a 

strategic balancing mechanism for NPOs, largely for the purpose of managing resource 

exchanges in their turbulent operating environments.



| 358 

 

  



| 359 

 

References 

Ackoff, R. L. (1974). Redesigning the future: A systems approach to societal problems. New York: Wiley. 

Adobor, H. (2006). Interfirm collaboration: Configuration and dynamics. Competitiveness Review: An 
International Business Journal, 16(2), 122–134. https://doi.org/10.1108/cr.2006.16.2.122 

Aimers, J., & Walker, P. (2016). Resisting hybridity in community-based third sector organisations in 
Aotearoa New Zealand. Voluntas, 27(6), 2666–2684. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-016-9776-2 

Akingbola, K. (2006). Strategic choices and change in non-profit organizations. Strategic Change, 15, 
265–281. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.772 

Al-Tabbaa, O., Leach, D., & March, J. (2014). Collaboration between nonprofit and business sectors: A 
framework to guide strategy development for nonprofit organizations. Voluntas: International 
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 25(3), 657–678. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-
013-9357-6 

Al-Tabbaa, O., Leach, D., & March, J. (2015). Nonprofit-business collaboration: Operationalizing a 
strategy for nonprofit organizations. In Public Service Operations Management: A Research 
Handbook (pp. 30–51). Oxen: Routledge. 

Aldrich, D. P. (2012). Building resilience: Social capital in post-disaster recovery. Chicago: The University 
of Chicago Press. 

Alexander, J. (2000). Adaptive strategies of nonprofit human service organizations in an era of 
devolution and new public management. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 10(3), 287–303. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.10305 

Ameli, P., & Kayes, D. C. (2011). Triple-loop learning in a cross-sector partnership. The Learning 
Organization, 18(3), 175–188. https://doi.org/10.1108/09696471111123243 

Anheier, H. K. (2000). Managing non-profit organisations: Towards a new approach. Civil Society. 
Working paper series 1 January. Centre for civil society: London school of economics and political 
science, London, UK. http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/id/eprint/29022 

Anheier, H. K. (2009). What kind of nonprofit sector, what kind of society?: Comparative policy 
reflections. American Behavioral Scientist, 52(7), 1082–1094. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764208327676 

Ansoff, I. H. (1979). Strategic Management. Basingstoke, United Kingdom: Palgrave MacMillan. 

Appley, D. G., & Winder, A. E. (1977). An evolving definition of collaboration and some implications for 
the world of work. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 13(3), 279–291. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/002188637701300304 

Ashman, D. (2001). Civil society collaboration with business: Bringing empowerment back in. World 
Development, 29(7), 1097–1113. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(01)00027-4 

Austin, J. (2000a). Strategic collaboration between nonprofits and businesses. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 29(1), 69–97. https://doi.org/10.1177/089976400773746346 

Austin, J. (2000b). The collaboration challenge: How nonprofits and business succeed though strategic 
alliances. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 



| 360 

 

Austin, J. (2003). Strategic alliances: Managing the collaboration portfolio. Stanford Social Innovation 
Review, (Summer), 48–55. Retrieved from https://ssir.org/articles/entry/strategic_alliances 

Austin, J. (2007). Sustainability through partnering: Conceptualizing partnerships between businesses 
and NGOs. In P. Glasbergen, F. Biermann, & A. P. J. Mol (Eds.), Partnerships, governance and 
sustainable development: Reflections on theory and practice (pp. 49–67). Cheltenham, UK. 

Austin, J. (2010). From organization to organization: On creating value. Journal of Business Ethics, 
94(Supplement 1: Cross-sector social interactions), 13–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0787-
z 

Austin, J., & Hesselbein, F. (2002). Meeting the collaboration challenge: Developing strategic alliances 
between nonprofit organisations and buisness. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Austin, J., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2012a). Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering between 
nonprofits and businesses. Part 1: Value creation spectrum and collaboration stages. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(5), 726–758. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012450777 

Austin, J., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2012b). Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering between 
nonprofits and businesses. Part 2: Partnership processes and outcomes. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 41(6), 929–968. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012454685 

Austin, J., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2014). Creating value in nonprofit-business collaborations: New thinking 
and practice. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Babiak, K. M. (2009). Criteria of effectiveness in multiple cross-sectoral interorganizational 
relationships. Evaluation and Program Planning, 32(1), 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2008.09.004 

Backer, T. E., Bleeg, J. E., & Groves, K. (2004). The expanding universe: New directions in nonprofit 
capacity building. Retrieved from 
http://www.handsonnetwork.org/files/resources/RS_New_Directions_in_Nonprofit_Capacity_Buil
ding_2004_Alliance.pdf 

Bains, A., & Durham, J. (2013). Community-based organisations: Developing organisational resilience to 
build back better. In M. Hall, D. Amaratunga, R. Haigh, B. Ingirige, K. Keraminiyage, U. 
Kulatunga, & C. Pathirage (Eds.), International Conference on Building Resilience 2013: Book of 
Abstracts (pp. 1–12). Ahungalla, Sri Lanka: Hill and Associates. 

Balser, D., & McClusky, J. (2005). Managing stakeholder relationship and nonprofit organization 
effectiveness. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 15(3), 295–315. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.70 

Baregheh, A., Rowley, J., & Sambrook, S. (2009). Towards a multidisciplinary definition of innovation. 
Management Decision (Vol. 47). Emerald Group. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740910984578 

Baur, D., & Palazzo, G. (2011). The moral legitimacy of NGOs as partners of corporations. Business 
Ethics Quarterly, 21(4), 579–604. https://doi.org/10.2307/41304451 

Baur, D., & Schmitz, H. P. (2012). Corporations and NGOs: When accountability leads to co-optation. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 106(1), 9–21. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1057-9 

Beck, T. E., Lengnick-Hall, C. A., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2008). Solutions out of context: Examining 
the transfer of business concepts to nonprofit organisations. Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership, 19(2), 153–171. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.213 

 



| 361 

 

Berardo, R., Heikkila, T., & Gerlak, A. K. (2014). Interorganizational engagement in collaborative 
environmental management: Evidence from the South Florida ecosystem restoration task force. 
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 24(3), 697–719. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu003 

Berger, I. E., Cunningham, P. H., & Drumwright, M. E. (2004). Social alliances: Company/nonprofit 
collaboration. California Management Review, 47(1), 58–91. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166287 

Besel, K., Williams, C. L., & Klak, J. (2011). Nonprofit sustainability during times of uncertainty. 
Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 22(1), 53–65. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.20040 

Biesta, G. (2010). Pragmatism and the philosophical foundations of mixed methods research. In A. 
Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of mixed methods in social & behavioral 
research (2nd ed., pp. 95–118). Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.4135/9781506335193 

Bloomberg, L. D., & Volpe, M. (2016). Completing your qualitative dissertation (3rd ed.). Thousand 
Oaks, California: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Bode, I. (2003). Flexible response in changing environments: The German third sector model in 
transaction. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 32(2), 190–210. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764003251622 

Boenigk, S., & Schuchardt, V. (2015). Nonprofit collaboration with luxury brands: Positive and negative 
effects for cause-related marketing. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 44(4), 708–733. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014551280 

Bolton, M., & Abdy, M. (2007). Foundations for organisational development: Practice in the UK and USA. 
Retrieved from https://baringfoundation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2007/03/FFOD.pdf 

Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2002a). Assessing and improving partnership relationships and outcomes: A 
proposed framework. Evaluation and Program Planning, 25(3), 215–231. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7189(02)00017-4 

Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2002b). Government-nonprofit partnership: A defining framework. Public 
Administration and Development, 22(1), 19–30. https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.203 

Bronstein, L. R. (2003). A model for interdisciplinary collaboration. Social Work, 48(3), 297–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/48.3.297 

Brown, S. L., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1998). Competing on the edge: Strategy as structured chaos. Boston, 
Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press. 

Brown, W. A., Andersson, F., & Suyeon, J. (2016). Dimensions of capacity in nonprofit human service 
organizations. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 27(6), 
2889–2912. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-015-9633-8 

Brown, W. A., & Iverson, J. O. (2004). Exploring strategy and board structure in nonprofit 
organizations. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(3), 377–400. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764004265428 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2007). Business research methods (2nd ed.). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Bryman, A., Liao, T. F., & Lewis-Beck, M. S. (Eds.). (2004). The SAGE encyclopedia of social science 
research methods (1st ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications Inc. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412950589 



| 362 

 

Bryson , J. M. (2011). Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit Organizations: A Guide to Strengthening 
and Sustaining Organizational Achievement (4th ed.) San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Middleton Stone, M. (2006). The design and implementation of cross-
sector collaborations: Propositions from the literature. Public Administration Review, 66(s1: 
Collaborative Public Management), 44–55. https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00665.x 

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Middleton Stone, M. (2015). Designing and implementing cross-sector 
collaborations: Needed and challenging. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 647–663. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12432 

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., Middleton Stone, M., & Saunoi-Sandgren, E. (2009). Designing and 
managing cross-sector collaboration: A case study in reducing traffic congestion. IBM Center for 
The Business of Goverment, 78–81. Retrieved from 
http://wwwhhh.oit.umn.edu/centers/slp/transportation/bicycling_nonmotor/pdf/DesigningandM
anagingCross-SectorCollaboration-Brysonetal.pdf 

Burchell, J., & Cook, J. (2013). Sleeping with the enemy? Strategic transformations in business-NGO 
relationships through stakeholder dialogue. Journal of Business Ethics, 113(3), 505–518. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1319-1 

Cairns, B., Harris, M., & Young, P. (2005). Building the capacity of the voluntary nonprofit sector: 
Challenges of theory and practice. International Journal of Public Administration, 28(9–10), 869–
885. https://doi.org/10.1081/PAD-200067377 

Cairns, L. (2015, April). Sinking lid on Christchurch gaming machines questioned. The Press. Retrieved 
from http://www.stuff.co.nz/the-press/news/67798148/Sinking-lid-on-Christchurch-gaming-
machines-questioned 

Cajaiba-Santana, G. (2014). Social innovation: Moving the field forward. A conceptual framework. 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 82(1), 42–51. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.05.008 

Caplan, A. K., & Jones, D. (2002). Partnership indicators: Measuring the effectiveness of multi-sector 
approaches to service provision. Practitioner Note Series. Retrieved from 
https://www.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/Caplan-2002-Partnership.pdf 

Carman, J. G., & Fredericks, K. A. (2010). Evaluation capacity and nonprofit organizations: Is the glass 
half-empty or half-full? American Journal of Evaluation, 31(1), 84–104. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214009352361 

Carlile, P.R. (2004), "Transferring, translating, and transforming: An integrative framework for 
managing knowledge across boundaries", Organization Science, Vol. 15 No. 5, pp. 555-568. 

Carmeli, A., & Sheaffer, Z. (2008). How learning leadership and organizational learning from failures 
enhance perceived organizational capacity to adapt to the task environment. Journal of Applied 
Behavioral Science, 44(4), 468–489. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886308323822 

Charities Services. (2018). Charities by sector. Retrieved November 25, 2018, from 
https://charities.govt.nz/view-data 

Charity Commission. (2010). Choosing to collaborate: Helping you succeed (Collaborative Working and 
Mergers). Retrieved from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/choosing-to-collaborate-
how-to-succeed 

 



| 363 

 

Chetkovich, C., & Frumkin, P. (2003). Balancing margin and mission: Nonprofit competition in 
charitable versus fee-based programs. Administration & Society, 35(5), 564–596. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399703256162 

Chikoto, G. L., & Neely, D. G. (2014). Building nonprofit financial capacity: The impact of revenue 
concentration and overhead costs. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 43(3), 570–588. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012474120 

Cikaliuk, M. (2011). Cross-sector alliances for large-scale health leadership development in Canada 
Lessons for leaders. Leadership in Health Services, 24(4), 281–294. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/17511871111172330 

Cobb, A., & Wry, T. (2016). Resource-dependence thoery. Oxford Bibliographies. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/OBO/9780199846740-0072 

Cohen, W. M. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and 
innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128–152. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553 

Connolly, P., & York, P. (2003). Building the capacity of capacity builders: A study of management 
support and field-building organizations in the nonprofit sector (June). Philadelphia: The 
Conservation Company. Retrieved from 
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.180.3338&rep=rep1&type=pdf 

Contreras, M. E. (Ed.). (2004). Corporate social responsibility in the promotion of social development: 
Experiences from Asia and Latin America. Inter-American Development Bank. 
https://doi.org/10.2298/SOC1101021I 

Cook, J., & Burchell, J. (2017). Bridging the gaps in employee volunteering: Why the third sector doesn’t 
always win. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 47(1), 165–184. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764017734649 

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for developing 
grounded theory (3rd ed.). Los Angeles, California: Sage Publications Ltd. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452230153.n1 

Cornforth, C., & Mordaunt, J. (2011). Organisational capacity building: Understanding the dilemmas for 
foundations of intervening in small- and medium-size charities. Voluntas: International Journal of 
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 22(3), 428–449. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41307817 

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches (4th 
ed.). Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Crittenden, W. F. (2000). Spinning straw into gold: The tenuous strategy, funding, and financial 
performance linkage. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(1), 164–182. 

Cropper, S. (1996). Collaborative working and the issue of sustainability. In C. Huxham (Ed.), Creating 
collaborative advantage (pp. 80–100). London: SAGE Publications. 

Crosby, B. C., & Bryson, J. M. (2010). Integrative leadership and the creation and maintenance of cross-
sector collaborations. Leadership Quarterly, 21(2), 211–230. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.01.003 

Crotty, M. (1998). The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in the research process. St 
Leonards: Sage Publications Ltd. 

 



| 364 

 

Danaher, A. (2011). Reducing health inequities: Enablers and barriers to inter-sectoral collaboration. 
Toronto, Canada. Retrieved from http://www.wellesleyinstitute.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/09/Reducing-Health-Inequities-Enablers-and-Barriers-to-Intersectoral-
Collaboration.pdf 

De Vita, C. J., & Fleming, C. (Eds.). (2001). Building capacity in nonprofit organisations. Washington, 
D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

den Hond, F., de Bakker, F. G. A., & Doh, J. P. (2015). What prompts companies to collaboration with 
NGOs? Recent evidence from the Netherlands. Business & Society (Vol. 54). 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650312439549 

Dentoni, D., Bitzer, V., & Pascucci, S. (2016). Cross-sector partnerships and the co-creation of dynamic 
capabilities for stakeholder orientation. Journal of Business Ethics, 135(1), 35–53. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2728-8 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2008). The landscape of qualitative research (3rd ed.). Tousand 
Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Department of Internal Affairs. (2016). Guide: Pokies in New Zealand a guide to how the system works. 
Wellington, New Zealand. Retrieved from 
http://www.gamblinglaw.co.nz/download/Research/Pokies_in_New_Zealand_a_guide_to_how_th
e_system_works.pdf 

Department of Internal Affairs. (2017). Pokie proceeds: Building strong communities. Wellington, New 
Zealand. Retrieved from https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Pokie-Proceeds-Building-
Strong-Communities-high-res v1/$file/Pokie-Proceeds-Building-Strong-Communities-high-res 
v1.pdf 

Despard, M. R. (2017). Can nonprofit capacity be measured? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
46(3), 607–626. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764016661425 

Dexter, L. A. (1970). Elite and specialized interviewing. Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press. 

Diaz-Kope, L., Miller-Stevens, K., & Morris, J. C. (2015). Collaboration processes and institutional 
structure: Reexamining the black box. International Journal of Public Administration, 38(9), 607–
615. https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2014.949755 

DiMaggio, P. J. and H. K. A. (1990). The sociology of nonprofit organizations and sectors. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 16(1), 137–159. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.16.080190.001033 

Dorado, S., & Vaz, P. (2003). Conveners as champions of collaboration in the public sector: A case from 
South Africa. Public Administration and Development, 23(2), 141–150. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.270 

Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1994). Typologies as a unique form of theory building: Toward improved 
understanding and modeling. Academy of Management Review, 19(2), 230–251. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243204273076 

Dover, G., & Lawrence, T. B. (2012). The role of power in nonprofit innovation. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 41(6), 991–1013. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764011423304 

Dovers, S. R., & Handmer, J. W. (1992). Uncertainty, sustainability and change. Global Environmental 
Change, 2(4), 262–276. https://doi.org/10.1016/0959-3780(92)90044-8 

 



| 365 

 

Drees, J. M., & Heugens, P. P. M. A. R. (2013). Synthesizing and extending resource dependence theory: 
A meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 39(6), 1666–1698. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312471391 

Drucker, P. F. (1969). The age of discontinuity. London: Heinemenn. 

Easterling, D. (2016). How grantmaking can create adaptive organizations. Stanford Social Innovation 
Review, 14(4), 46–53. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=117596399&site=ehost-live 

Eckstein, H. (2000). Case study and thoery in political science. In R. Gomm, M. Hammersley, & P. 
Foster (Eds.), Case study method (pp. 119–164). London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Economy Watch. (2015). Sector: Types and economic functions based on ownerships. Retrieved July 5, 
2015, from http://www.economywatch.com/world-industries/sector.html 

Edwards, M. (1999). Legitimacy and values in NGOs and voluntary organizations: Some sceptical 
thoughts. In D. Lewis (Ed.), International perspectives on voluntary action: Reshaping the third 
sector. London: Earthscan Publications Limited. 

Eikenberry, A. M., & Kluver, J. D. (2004). The marketization of the nonprofit Sector: Civil society at 
risk? Public Administration Review, 64(2), 132–140. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6210.2004.00355.x 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management Review, 
14(4), 532–550. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1989.4308385 

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from cases: Opportunities and challenges. 
Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 25–32. https://doi.org/10.2307/20159839 

Eisinger, P. (2002). Organizational effectiveness among street-level food assistance programs. Nonprofit 
And Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 31(1), 115–130. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764002311005 

Eraković, L., & McMoorland, J. (2014). Charting new waters: Building for the future, responding to the 
unknown. In Management and Governance of Third Sector Organizations. Munster, Germany: 
International Society for Third Sector Research. 

Ettlie, J. E., Bridges, W. P., & O’Keefe, R. D. (1984). Organization strategy and structural differences for 
radical versus incremental innovation. Management Science, 30(6), 682–695. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2631748 

Evans, B., Richmond, T., & Shields, J. (2005). Structuring neoliberal governance: The nonprofit sector, 
emerging new nodes of control and the marketisation of service delivery. Policy and Society, 24(1), 
73–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1449-4035(05)70050-3 

Evers, A. (2003). Origins and implications of wokring in partnership. In P. Abrahamson & P. Raynard 
(Eds.), Local partnerships in Europe: An action research project (pp. 1–144). Copenhagen: The 
Copenhagen Centre. 

Eweje, G., & Palakshappa, N. (2009). Business partnerships with nonprofits: Working to solve mutual 
problems in New Zealand. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 16(6), 
337–351. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr 

Fitzpatrick, T., Molloy, J. (2014). The role of NGOs in building sustainable community resilience. 
International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment, 5(3), 292–304. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-01-2014-0008 



| 366 

 

Flyvbjerg, B. (2011). Case Study. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative 
research (4th ed., pp. 301–316). Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Forti, M., & Yazbak, K. (2012). Building Capacity to Measure and Manage Performance. The Bridgespan 
Group, 1–22. Retrieved from http://www.bridgespan.org/getattachment/d0076a96-47e9-4c4c-
9ad4-106d4a3aa270/Building-Capacity-to-Measure-and-Manage-Perfor.aspx 

Fraser-Jones, J., & Tabarias, J. (2016). State of the state New Zealand 2016: Social investment for our 
future. Retrieved from www.deloitee.com/nz/stateofthestate 

Fruchterman, J. (2016). Using data for action and for impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 14(3), 
30. 

Frumkin, P. (2005). On being nonprofit: A conceptual and policy primer. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
Harvard University Press. 

Frumkin, P., & Andre-Clark, A. (2000). When missions, markets, and politics collide: Values and 
strategy in the nonprofit human services. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(1), 141–163. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/089976400773746373 

Galaskiewicz, J., & Bielefeld, W. (1998). Nonprofit organizations in an age of uncertainty: A study of 
organizational change. (J. D. Wright, Ed.). New York: Walter de Gruyter, Inc. 

Galbraith, J. R. (1973). Designing complex organisations. Reading, MA: Addison Westly. 

Gasper, D. (2000). Evaluating the “logical framework approach” towards learning oriented development 
evaluation. Public Administration and Development, 20(April 1999), 17–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-162X(200002)20:1<17::AID-PAD89>3.0.CO;2-5 

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays. New York: Basic Books. 

Glasbergen, P., Biermann, F., & Mol, A. (Eds.). (2007). Partnerships, governance and sustainable 
development: Reflections on thoery and practice. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing 
Limited. 

Godbout, J. (2016). A time for change: New Zealand non-profits. Auckland. Retrieved from 
http://www.slideshare.net/JeffreyGodbout/a-time-for-change-nz-nonprofits 

Gorley, C. (2016). Adaptive capacity as a proactive approach. (Doctoral Dissertation, Fielding Graduate 
University). https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.26415.12960 

Grant Thornton. (2016). The challenge of change. Auckland, New Zealand. Retrieved from 
http://www.grantthornton.co.nz/globalassets/1.-member-firms/new-
zealand/pdfs/gt_6379_nfp_survey-report_2016.pdf 

Gray, B. (1985). Conditions facilitating interorganizational collaboration. Human Relations, 38(10), 911–
936. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678503801001 

Gray, B. (1989). Collaborating: Finding common ground for multiparty problems. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass Inc. 

Gray, B., & Stites, J. P. (2013). Sustainability through partnerships: Capitalizing on collaboration. London, 
Ontario. Retrieved from https://nbs.net/p/executive-report-sustainability-through-partnerships-
28f1889f-1399-416a-a2e1-2e3b44fb060e 

Gray, B., & Wood, D. J. (1991). Collaborative alliances: Moving from practice to theory. The Journal of 
Applied Behavioral Science, 27(1), 3–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886391271001 



| 367 

 

Greenwood, D., & Levin, M. (2008). Reform of the social sciences and of universities through action 
research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The landscape of qualitative research (3rd ed., pp. 
57–86). Los Angeles, California: Sage Publications Ltd. 

Grey, S., & Sedgwick, C. (2013). Fears, constraints, and contracts: The democratic reality for New 
Zealand’s community and voluntary sector. Victoria University of Wellington. Retrieved from 
http://www.victoria.ac.nz/sacs/pdf-files/Fears-constraints-and-contracts-Grey-and-Sedgwick-
2014.pdf 

Grimshaw, B. S. M., & Egerman, R. J. (2006). Adapt to change to survive. Nonprofit World: Society for 
Nonprofit Organisation, (March/April), 27–29. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2011). Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and emerging 
confluences, revisited. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative 
research (4th ed., pp. 97–128). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Ltd. 

Gunderson, L. H., Carpenter, S. R., Folke, C., Olsson, P., & Peterson, G. (2006). Water RATs (resilience, 
adaptability, and transformability) in lake and wetland social-ecological systems. Ecology and 
Society, 11(1). https://doi.org/[online] URL:http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art16/ 

Guo, B. (2006). Charity for Profit? Exploring Factors Associated with the Commercialization of Human 
Service Nonprofits. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 35(1), 123–138. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764005282482 

Haga, T. (2009). Orchestration of network instruments: A way to de-emphasize the partition between 
incremental change and innovation? AI and Society, 23(1), 17–31. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-
007-0165-7 

Hall, M., Andrukow, A., Barr, C., de Wit, M., Embuldeniya, D., Jolin, L., … Vaillancourt, Y. (2003). The 
capacity to serve: A qualitative study of the challenges facing Canada’s nonprofit and voluntary 
organisations. Toronto, Canada: Canadian Centre for Philanthropy. Retrieved from 
http://sectorsource.ca/sites/default/files/resources/files/capacity_to_serve_english.pdf 

Hammersley, M., Gomm, R., & Foster, P. (Eds.). (2000). Case study method. London: SAGE Publications 
Ltd. 

Hansberry, J. (2005). An exploration of collaboration and organizational effectiveness in Denver county 
human service organizations. (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Pittsburgh). Retrieved from 
http://d-scholarship.pitt.edu/9238/1/HansberryJFAugust2005.pdf 

Hardy, C., Phillips, N., & Lawrence, T. B. (2003). Resources, knowledge and influence: The 
organizational effects of interorganizational collaboration. Journal of Management Studies, 40(2), 
321–347. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00342 

Harper, D. (2016). Collaboration. Retrieved from http://www.etymonline.com/search?q=collaborate 

Harris, M. (2012). Nonprofits and business: Toward a subfield of nonprofit studies. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(5), 892–902. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012443735 

Harris, M., Dopson, S., & Fitzpatrick, R. (2009). Strategic drift in international non-governmental 
development organizations—putting strategy in the background of organizational change. Public 
Administration And Development, 29(5), 415–428. https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.542 

Hatton, T. (2015). Collaborative approaches to the post-disaster recovery of organisations. The University 
of Canterbury, New Zealand. Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/10092/10927 

 



| 368 

 

Head, B. W. (2008). Assessing network-based collaborations. Public Management Review, 10(6), 733–
749. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030802423087 

Herlin, H. (2013). Better safe than sorry: Nonprofit organizational legitimacy and cross-sector 
partnerships. Business & Society, 54(6), 822–858. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650312472609 

Herlin, H., & Pedersen, J. T. (2013). Corporate foundations: Catalysts of NGO-Business partnerships? 
Journal of Corporate Citizenship, (June), 58–90. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=buh&AN=91845872&site=ehost-
live&scope=site 

Herrera, M. E. B. (2015). Creating competitive advantage by institutionalizing corporate social 
innovation. Journal of Business Research, 68(7), 1468–1474. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.01.036 

Heuer, M. (2011). Ecosystem cross-sector collaboration: Conceptualizing an adaptive approach to 
sustainability governance. Business Strategy and the Environment, 20(March 2010), 211–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.673 

Hock, D. W. (1999). Birth of the chaordic age. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers Inc. 

Hookway, C. (2013). Pragmatism. In E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford encyclopedia of philosophy 
(Summer). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. Retrieved from 
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2016/entries/pragmatism/ 

Huxham, C. (Ed.). (1996). Creating collaborative advantage. London: Sage Publications Ltd. 

Huxham, C., & Vangen, S. (2005). Managing to collaborate: The theory and practice of collaborative 
advantage. New York: Taylor & Francis Ltd. 

Hwang, H., & Powell, W. W. (2009). The rationalization of charity: The influences of professionalism in 
the nonprofit sector. Administrative Science Quarterly, 54, 268–298. 
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2009.54.2.268 

International Civil Society Centre. (2013). Riding the wave... Rather than being swept away. Berlin, 
Germany. Retrieved from https://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/report/riding-the-wave-rather-
than-being-swept-away/ 

Jaskyte, K. (2004). Transformational leadership, organizational culture, and innovativeness in nonprofit 
organizations. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 15(2), 153–168. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.59 

Jones, M. B. (2007). The multiple sources of mission drift. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
36(2), 299–307. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764007300385 

Kaldor, M. (2003). Civil society and accountability. Journal of Human Development, 4(1), 5–27. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1464988032000051469 

Kapucu, N., & Demiroz, F. (2013). Collaborative capacity building for community-based small nonprofit 
organizations. Journal of Economic and Social Studies, 3(1), 83–119. 
https://doi.org/10.14706/JECOSS11313 

Kapucu, N., & Demiroz, F. (2015). A social network analysis approach to strengthening nonprofit 
collaboration. The Journal of Applied Management and Entrepreneurship, 20(1), 87–101. 
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.9774/GLEAF.3709.2015.ja.00007 

 



| 369 

 

Kapucu, N., Healy, B. F., & Arslan, T. (2011). Survival of the fittest: Capacity building for small nonprofit 
organizations. Evaluation and Program Planning, 34(3), 236–245. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2011.03.005 

Kasper, G., & Marcoux, J. (2014). The re-rmerging art of funding innovation. Stanford Social Innovation 
Review, 12. 

Kupers, R. (2014). Turbulence: A corporate perspective on collaborating for resilience. Amsterdam: 
Amsterdam University Press. 

Laurett, R., & Ferreira, J. J. (2018). Strategy in nonprofit organisations: A systematic literature review 
and agenda for future research. Voluntas, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-017-9933-2 

Le Ber, M. J., & Branzei, O. (2010). Towards a critical theory of value creation in cross-sector 
partnerships. Organization, 17(5), 599–629. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508410372621 

Le Pennec, M., & Raufflet, E. (2018). Value creation in inter-organizational collaboration: An empirical 
study. Journal of Business Ethics, 148(4), 817–834. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-3012-7 

Lee, L. (2011). Business-community partnerships: Understanding the nature of partnership. Corporate 
Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 11(1), 29–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720701111108826 

Lee, Z. (2013). Rebranding in brand-oriented organisations: Exploring tensions in the nonprofit sector. 
Journal of Marketing Management, 29(9–10), 1124–1142. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2013.812978 

Lefroy, K., & Tsarenko, Y. (2013). From receiving to achieving: The role of relationship and dependence 
for nonprofit organisations in corporate partnerships. European Journal of Marketing, 47(10), 1641–
1666. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2011-0338 

Letts, C., Ryan, W., & Grossman, A. (1999). High performance nonprofit organizations: Managing 
upstream for greater impact. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

Lewis, D. (2001). The management of non-governmental development organizations: An introduction. (S. 
P. Osborne, Ed.). London: Routledge. 

Linden, R. (2003). The discipline of collaboration. Leader to Leader, 41–47. 

Linden, R. (2010a). Developing a dollaborative mindset. Executive Forum, 57–63. 

Linden, R. (2010b). Leading across boundaries: Creating collaborative agencies in a networked world. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Lindenberg, M. (2001). Reaching beyond the Family: New Nongovernmental Organization Alliances for 
Global Poverty Alleviation and Emergency Response. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
30(3), 603–615. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764001303014 

Linnell, D. (2003). Evaluation of capacity building: Lessons from the field. Alliance for Nonprofit 
Management. 

Lister, S. (2003). NGO Legitimacy. Critique of Anthropology, 23(2), 175–192. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.26.1.439 

London, T., Rondinelli, D. A., & O’Neill, H. (2006). Strange bedfellows: Alliances between corporations 
and nonprofits. In S. Oded & R. J. Jeffrey (Eds.), Handbook of Strategic Alliances (pp. 353–366). 
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231075.n19 



| 370 

 

Loza, J. (2004). Business-community partnerships: The case for community organization capacity 
building. Journal of Business Ethics, 53(3), 297–311. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039415.90007.56 

Mahon, J. F., & Waddock, S. A. (1992). Strategic issues management: An integration of issue life cycle 
perspectives. Business & Society, 31(1), 19–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/000765039203100103 

Maier, F., Meyer, M., & Steinbereithner, M. (2016). Nonprofit organizations becoming business-like: A 
systematic review. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(1), 64–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014561796 

Majchrzak, A., Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Bagherzadeh, M. (2015). A review of interorganizational collaboration 
dynamics. Journal of Management, 41(5), 1338–1360. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314563399 

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organizational Learning, 2(1 
Special Edition), 71–87. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.71 

Masaki, K., Plettner, D., & Anderson, M. (2002). The nimble nonprofit: The central role of adaptive 
capacity in building organizational capacity. GIA Reader, 13(3), 1–2. Retrieved from 
http://www.giarts.org/article/nimble-nonprofit 

McHatton, P. A., Bradshaw, W., Gallagher, P. A., & Reeves, R. (2011). Results from a strategic planning 
process: Benefits or a nonprofit organisation. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 22(2), 233–
249. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml 

McKay, S., Moro, D., Teasdale, S., & Clifford, D. (2014). The marketisation of charities in England and 
Wales. Voluntas, 26(1), 336–354. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-013-9417-y 

McKegg, K., Wehipeihana, N., & Pipi, K. (2016). The evaluation capacity building project: Developing an 
evaluation capacity assessment tool and process for New Zealand NGOs. Wellington, New Zealand. 

McLeod Grant, H., & Crutchfield, L. R. (2007). Creating high-impact nonprofits. Stanford Social 
Innovation Review, Fall, 32–41. Retrieved from 
http://ssir.org/images/articles/2007FA_feature_mcleod_grant_crutchfield.pdf 

McLeod, J. (2017). The New Zealand cause report: Shape of the charity sector. Auckland, New Zealand: 
JBWere. Retrieved from https://www.jbwere.co.nz/assets/Uploads/JBWereNZ-CauseReport-
March2017-DigitalVersion.pdf 

McNeill, K., & Silseth, L. (2015). Growing pains: The fourth sector as a progressive alternative in New 
Zealand. New Zealand Sociology, 30(2), 59–72. 

Miles, M. B., Hubberman, A. M., & Saldana, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A methods sourcebook 
(3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Miles, R. E., & Snow, C. C. (2003). Organizational strategy, structure, and process. Stanford, California: 
Stanford University Press. 

Miles, R. E., Snow, C. C., Meyer, A. D., & Coleman, H. J. (1978). Organizational strategy, structure, and 
process. Academy of Management Review, 3(3), 546–562. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1978.4305755 

Millesen, J. L., Carman, J. G., & Bies, A. L. (2010). Why engage? Understanding the incentive to build 
nonprofit capacity. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 21(1), 5–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.20009 

 



| 371 

 

Mills, A. J., Durepos, G., & Wiebe, E. (Eds.). (2010). Encyclopedia of case study research. SAGE 
Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397 

Mintzberg, H. (1979). The structuring of organisations. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 

Mitchell, G. E. (2014). Strategic responses to resource dependence among transnational NGOs 
registered in the United States. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 
Organizations, 25(1), 67–91. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-012-9329-2 

Moeller, L., & Valentinov, V. (2012). The commercialization of the nonprofit sector: A general systems 
theory perspective. Systemic Practice and Action Research, 25(4), 365–370. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-011-9226-4 

Moore, M. H. (2000). Managing for value: Organizational strategy in for-profit, nonprofit, and 
governmental organizations. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(1_suppl), 183–204. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/089976400773746391 

Mosley, J. E., Maronick, M. P., & Katz, H. (2012). How organizational characteristics affect the adaptive 
tactics used by human service nonprofit managers confronting financial uncertainty. Nonprofit 
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 22(2), 281–303. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.20055 

Moss Kanter, R. (1999). From spare change to real change: The social sector as beta site for business 
innovation. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/1999/05/from-spare-change-
to-real-change-the-social-sector-as-beta-site-for-business-innovation 

Murphy, M., Arenas, D., & Batista, J. M. (2015). Value creation in cross-sector collaborations: The roles 
of experience and alignment. Journal of Business Ethics, 130(1), 145–162. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2204-x 

National Association for Voluntary and Community Action. (2015). Change for good: Report of the 
Independent Commission on the future of local infrastructure. Sheffield, United Kingdom. 
Retrieved from https://www.navca.org.uk/resources/55-change-for-good 

Never, B. (2011). Understanding constraints on nonprofit leadership tactics in times of recession. 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(6), 990–1004. https://doi.org/10.1 
177/0899764010378357 

New Zealand Productivity Commission. (2014). More effective social services. Wellington, New Zealand. 
Retrieved from https://www.productivity.govt.nz/sites/default/files/social-services-issues-paper-
dec.pdf 

New Zealand Productivity Commission. (2015). More effective social services (Vol. August). Wellington, 
New Zealand. Retrieved from https://www.productivity.govt.nz/sites/default/files/social-services-
final-report-main.pdf 

Noguer Blue, N. (2013). Impact in the voluntary sector: Literature review. Volunteering New Zealand. 
Retrieved from http://www.communityresearch.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/formidable/Impact-
in-the-Voluntary-Sector-full-report.pdf 

Nohrstedt, D. (2015). Does adaptive capacity influence service delivery? Evidence from Swedish 
emergency management collaborations. Public Management Review, 17(5), 718–735. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.848921 

O’Brien, M. (2016). The triplets: Investment in outcomes for the vulnerable--reshaping social services 
for (some) New Zealand children. Aotearoa New Zealand Social Work, 28(2), 9–21. 

 



| 372 

 

O’Brien, M., Sanders, J., & Tennant, M. (2009). The New Zealand non-profit sector and government 
policy, (August). Retrieved from https://www.dia.govt.nz/Pubforms.nsf/URL/nz-nonprofit-sector-
and-govt-policy.pdf/$file/nz-nonprofit-sector-and-govt-policy.pdf 

O’Leary, R. (2014). Collaborative governance in New Zealand: Important choices ahead. Wellington, New 
Zealand. Retrieved from http://www.fulbright.org.nz/publications/2014-oleary/ 

O’Leary, R., Choi, Y., & Gerard, C. M. (2012). The skill set of the successful collaborator. Public 
Administration R, 72(S1), S70–S83. https://doi.org/10.111/j.1540-6210.2012.02667.x. 

O’Leary, Z. (2007). The social science jargon buster. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9780857020147 

O’Reilly, C. A., & Tushman, M. L. (2013). Organizational ambidexterity: Past, present and future. The 
Academy of Management Perspectives, 27(4), 324–338. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0025 

OECD Development Centre. (2014). Venture philanthropy in development: Dynamics, challenges and 
lessons in the search for greater impact. 

Ogliastri, E., Jäger, U. P., & M. Prado, A. (2016). Strategy and structure in high-performing nonprofits: 
Insights from Iberoamerican cases. Voluntas, 27(1), 222–248. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-015-
9560-8 

Oliver, C. (1991). Strategic responses to institutional processes. The Academy of Management Review, 
16(1), 145–179. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/258610 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2009). Business model generation. Amsterdam, Netherlands: Self 
Published. 

Osula, B., & Ng, E. (2014). Toward a collaborative, transformative model of non-profit leadership: Some 
conceptual building blocks. Administrative Sciences, 4(2), 87–104. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci4020087 

Paynter, B. (2016, July). No one wants to donate to pay for overhead–so we need to call it something 
sexier. Retrieved January 5, 2017, from https://www.fastcompany.com/3061967/no-one-wants-to-
donate-to-pay-for-overhead-so-we-need-to-call-it-some 

Pedersen, E. R. G., & Pedersen, J. T. (2013). The rise of business-NGO partnerships. The Journal of 
Corporate Citizenship, (50), 6. 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (2003). The external control of organisations: A resource dependence 
perspective (2nd ed.). Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Philanthropy New Zealand. (2016). Philanthropy News: In for the long haul. Key lessons on high-
engagement philanthropy. Wellington, New Zealand. 

Phills, J. A., Deiglmeier, K., & Miller, D. T. (2008). Rediscovering social innovation. Stanford Social 
Innovation Review, Fall, 34–43. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2010.00656.x 

Pittz, T. G., & Intindola, M. (2015). Exploring absorptive capacity in cross-sector social partnerships. 
Management Decision, 53(6). https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-08-2014-0545 

Plewa, C., & Quester, P. (2008). A dyadic study of ‘“champions”’ in university-industry relationships. 
Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 20(2), 211–226. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13555850810864560 

 



| 373 

 

Podolny, J. M. (2007). Networks for good works. Stanford Social Innovation Review, (Winter 2007), 32–
39. Retrieved from https://ssir.org/articles/entry/networks_for_good_works 

Piorier, D. (2013). Charity law in New Zealand. Charities Commision. Wellington, New Zealand. 
https://www.charities.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Resources/Charity-Law-in-New-Zealand.pdf  

Polonsky, M. J., Lefroy, K., Garma, R., Chia, N., Jay, M., Lefroy, K., … Chia, N. (2011). Strategic and 
tactical alliances: Do environmental non-profits manage them differently? Australasian Marketing 
Journal, 19(1), 43–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2010.11.006 

Porter, M. E. (1996). What is strategy? Harvard Business Review, 74(6), 61–78. 

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating shared value. Harvard Business Review, 63–77. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600039410055963 

Powell, W. W., & DiMaggio, P. J. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and 
collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48(2), 147–160. 
Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/2095101 

Price, R. (2016, June 25). Government reaches out to pokies sector over community funding decline. 
Stuff. Retrieved from https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/politics/81422783/government-reaches-
out-to-pokies-sector-over-community-funding-decline 

Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: Structure, management, and 
effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(2), 229–252. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015 

Ravenswood, K. (2011). Eisenhardt’s impact on theory in case study research. Journal of Business 
Research, 64(7), 680–686. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.08.014 

Rifkin, J. (2014). The zero marginal cost society: The internet of things, the collaborative commons, and 
the eclipse of capitalism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Robinson, L. W., & Berkes, F. (2011). Multi-level participation for building adaptive capacity: Formal 
agency-community interactions in northern Kenya. Global Environmental Change, 21(4), 1185–1194. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.07.012 

Rondinelli, D. A., & London, T. (2003). How corporations and environmental groups cooperate: 
Assessing cross-sector alliances and collaborations. The Academy of Management Executive, 17(1), 
61–76. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/4165929 

Roschelle, J. (1992). Learning by collaborating: Convergent conceptual change. The Journal of the 
Learning Sciences, 2(3), 235–276. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/1466609 

Runté, M., Basil, D. Z., & Deshpande, S. (2009). Cause-related marketing from the nonprofit’s 
perspective: Classifying goals and experienced outcomes. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector 
Marketing, 21(3), 255–270. https://doi.org/10.1080/10495140802644505 

Ryan, A., & O’Malley, L. (2016). The role of the boundary spanner in bringing about innovation in cross-
sector partnerships. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 32(1), 1–9. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2015.09.002 

Salamon, L. M. (2012). The resilient sector: The future of nonprofit America. In L. M. Salamon (Ed.), 
The State of Nonprofit America (Second, pp. 3–84). Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute Press. 

 



| 374 

 

Salamon, L. M., Anheier, H. K., List, R., Toepler, S., & Sokolowski, W. (1999). Global civil society: 
Dimensions of the non-profit sector. Global Civil Society: Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector. 
Baltimore, MD, USA: The John Hopkins Univeristy. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-5707-8_22 

Saldana, J. (2015). Thinking qualitatively: Methods of mind. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Sanders, J., O’Brien, M., Tennant, M., Sokolowski, S. W., & Salamon, L. M. (2008). The New Zealand 
non-profit sector in comparative perspective. Retrieved from 
https://www.dia.govt.nz/Pubforms.nsf/URL/the-new-zealand-non-profit-sector-in-comparative-
perspective.pdf/$file/the-new-zealand-non-profit-sector-in-comparative-perspective.pdf 

Sanzo, M. J., Alvarez, L. I., Rey, M., & Garcia, N. (2015). Business–nonprofit partnerships: A new form of 
collaboration in a corporate responsibility and social innovation context. Service Business, 9(4), 
611–636. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-014-0242-1 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research methods for business students (5th ed.). 
Harlow: Prentice Hall. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2015). Understanding research philosophy and approaches to 
theory development. In Research methods for business students (7th ed., pp. 122–161). Harlow: 
Pearson Education Limited. 

Schiller, R. S., & Almog-Bar, M. (2013). Revisiting collaborations between nonprofits and businesses: An 
NPO-centric view and typology. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 42(5), 942–962. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012471753 

Schirmer, H. (2013). Partnership steering wheels. Journal of Corporate Citizenship, (50), 23–45. 
Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=91845870&site=ehost-live 

Schminke, M. (1992). A dispositional approach to understanding individual power in organizations. 
Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(1), 63–79. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25092362 

Schmitz, H., & Mitchell, G. E. (2009, April). Bracing for impact. Monday Developments, 20–21. 
Retrieved from https://www.maxwell.syr.edu/uploadedFiles/moynihan/tngo/Bracing for 
Impact.pdf 

Scholz, G., Dewulf, A., & Pahl-Wostl, C. (2013). An analytical framework of social learning facilitated by 
participatory methods. Systemic Practice and Action Research, 27(6), 575–591. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-013-9310-z 

Seitanidi, M. M. (2007). Intangible economy: How can investors deliver change in businesses? Lessons 
from nonprofit-business partnerships. Management Decision, 45(5), 853–865. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740710753675 

Seitanidi, M. M. (2008). Adaptive responsibilities: Nonlinear interactions in cross sector social 
partnerships. E:CO Emergence: Complexity and Organization, 10(3), 51–64. 

Seitanidi, M. M. (2010). The politics of partnerships: A critical examination of nonprofit-business 
partneships. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-8547-4 

Seitanidi, M. M., Koufopoulos, D. N., & Palmer, P. (2010). Partnership formation for change: Indicators 
for transformative potential in cross sector social partnerships. Journal of Business Ethics, 94(S1), 
139–161. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0784-2 

 



| 375 

 

Seitanidi, M. M., & Ryan, A. (2007). A critical review of forms of corporate community involvement: 
From philanthropy to partnerships. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Marketing, 12(3), 247–266. https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.306 

Selsky, J. W., & Parker, B. (2005). Cross-sector partnerships to address social issues: Challenges to 
theory and practice. Journal of Management, 31(6), 849–873. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279601 

Selsky, J. W., & Parker, B. (2010). Platforms for cross-sector social partnerships: Prospective 
sensemaking devices for social benefit. Journal of Business Ethics, 94(SUPPL. 1), 21–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0776-2 

Senge, P. M. (2006). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning organisation (2nd ed.). 
Loondon: Random House Business Books. 

Sergeant, A. (2011, November). Philanthropy should be a risky business. The Guardian. Retrieved from 
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/poverty-matters/2011/nov/22/philanthropists-
should-take-more-risks 

Sherman, A. (2005). Everyday leaders: Building the adaptive capacity of nonprofit organizations. 
Perspectives. Retrieved from http://www.tccgrp.com/pdfs/index.php?pub=per_news_winter05.pdf 

Sherman, A. (2008). Capacity building for nonprofits: A Hartford example. Communities and Banking, 
(Winter), 1–3. Retrieved from 
https://www.bostonfed.org/commdev/c&b/2008/winter/Sherman_nonprofit_capacity.pdf 

Shumate, M., Cooper, K. R., Pilny, A., & Pena-y-lillo, M. (2017). The nonprofit capacities instrument. 
Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 28(2), 155–174. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.21276 

Shumate, M., Fu, J. S., & Cooper, K. R. (2018). Does cross-sector collaboration lead to higher nonprofit 
capacity? Journal of Business Ethics, 150(2), 385–399. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3856-8 

Siggelkow, N., & Rivkin, J. W. (2005). Speed and search: Designing organizations for turbulence and 
complexity. Organization Science, 16(2), 101–122. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0116 

Simpson, D., Lefroy, K., & Tsarenko, Y. (2011). Together and apart: Exploring structure of the corporate–
NPO relationship. Journal of Business Ethics, 101(2), 297–311. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-
0723-7 

Sowa, J. E., Selden, S. C., & Sandfort, J. R. (2004). No longer unmeasurable a multidimensional 
integrated of nonprofit organizational effectiveness. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
33(4), 711–728. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764004269146 

Staber, U., & Sydow, J. (2002). Organizational adaptive capacity: A structuration perspective. Journal of 
Management Inquiry, 11(4), 408–424. https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492602238848 

Stacey, R. D. (2007). Strategic management and organisational dynamics: The challenge of complexity to 
ways of thinking (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 

Stafford, E. R., Polonsky, M. J., & Hartman, C. L. (2000). Environmental NGO-business collaboration 
and strategic bridging: A case analysis of the Greenpeace-Foron alliance. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 9(2), 122–135. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0836(200003/04)9:2<122::AID-
BSE232>3.0.CO;2-C 

Stake, R. E. (2003). Case studies. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Strategies of qualitative inquiry 
(2nd ed., pp. 134–164). Tousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 



| 376 

 

Stake, R. E. (2006). Multiple case study analysis. New York: Guilford Publications, Inc. 

Statistics New Zealand. (2016). Non-profit institutions satellite account: 2013. Wellington. Retrieved 
from http://archive.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/economic_indicators/NationalAccounts/non-
profit-institutions-2013.aspx 

Stone, M. M., Bigelow, B., & Crittenden, W. (1999). Research on strategic management in nonprofit 
organizations: Synthesis, analysis, and future directions. Administration & Society, 31(3), 378–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00953999922019184 

Strichman, N., Bickel, W. E., & Marshood, F. (2008). Adaptive capacity in Israeli social change 
nonprofits. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 37(2), 224–248. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764007304462 

Strichman, N., & Marshood, F. (2010). Adaptive capacity and social change. Introduction: A conceptual 
framework. Organizational learning and long-term stability. New England Journal of Public Policy, 
23(1), 103–111. Retrieved from http://scholarworks.umb.edu/nejpp/vol23/iss1/19 

Strichman, N., Marshood, F., & Eytan, D. (2017). Exploring the adaptive capacities of shared Jewish–
Arab organizations in Israel. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 
Organizations, 29(5), 1055–1067. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-017-9904-7 

Struthers, M. (2010). Reflections on starlings, collaboratives, and the nature of the nonprofit sector. The 
Philanthropist, 23(2), 146–155. 

Suarez, D. F. (2010). Collaboration and professionalisation: The contours of public sector funding for 
nonprofit organizations. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21, 307–326. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muq049 

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches. The Academy of 
Management Review, 20(3), 571–610. https://doi.org/10.2307/258788 

Sussman, C. (2003, December). Making change: How to build adaptive capacity. Nonprofit Quarterly. 
Retrieved from https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2003/12/21/making-change-how-to-build-adaptive-
capacity/ 

Sussman, C. (2004). Building adaptive capacity: The quest for improved organisational performance. 
Boston, Massachusetts. Retrieved from 
http://wikiciv.org.rs/images/5/5d/Sussman_(2004)_Building_Adaptive_Capacity.pdf 

Sustainable Business Council. (2015). Major Companies Group and youth oriented corporate social 
sesponsibility. Retrieved from 
https://www.sbc.org.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/107057/Youth-Oriented-CSR_July-2015-
doc.pdf 

Teddlie, C., & Tashakkori, A. (2011). Mixed methods research: Contemporary issues in an emerging 
field. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research (4th ed., 
pp. 285–299). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications Ltd. 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. M. Y. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. 
Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3088148 

Tennant, M., O’Brien, M., & Sanders, J. (2008). The history of the non-profit sector in New Zealand. 
Wellington, New Zealand: Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector. 

 



| 377 

 

Tennant, M., Sanders, J., O’Brien, M., & Castle, C. (2006). Defining the nonprofit sector: New Zealand. 
Working papers of The John Hopkins comparative nonprofit sector project (Vol. September). 
Baltimore, MD, USA. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2009.01865.x 

Tharenou, P., Donohue, R., & Cooper, B. (2007). Management research methods. Cambridge, United 
Kingdom. 

The Treasury. (2017). Social investment. Retrieved November 25, 2018, from 
https://treasury.govt.nz/information-and-services/state-sector-leadership/cross-agency-
initiatives/social-investment 

Tikkanen, J., & Touminen, P. (2000). Studying change and dynamics in business relationships: The 
processual case study approach. In 16th Annual Conference of International Marketing and 
Purchasing Group, University of Bath. Bath. Retrieved from 
http://www.impgroup.org/uploads/papers/126.pdf 

Trist, E. (1977). Collaboration in work settings: A personal perspective. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 
Science, 13(3), 168–278. https://doi.org/10.1177/002188637701300303 

Trist, E. (1983). Referent organizations and the development of inter-organizational domains. Human 
Relations. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678303600304 

United Nations. (2003). Handbook on non-profit institutions in the system of national accounts. New 
York. Retrieved from http://unstats.un.org/unsd/publication/seriesf/seriesf_91e.pdf 

University of Michigan. (2018). What is social impact? Retrieved from 
https://socialimpact.umich.edu/about/what-is-social-impact/ 

van Huijstee, M. M., Francken, M., & Leroy, P. (2007). Partnerships for sustainable development: a 
review of current literature. Environmental Sciences, 4(2), 75–89. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15693430701526336 

van Puyvelde, S., Caers, R., du Bois, C., & Jegers, M. (2012). The governance of nonprofit organizations: 
Integrating agency theory with stakeholder and stewardship theories. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 41(3), 431–451. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764011409757 

van Tulder, R., Seitanidi, M. M., Crane, A., & Brammer, S. (2016). Enhancing the impact of cross-sector 
partnerships: Four impact loops for channeling partnership studies. Journal of Business Ethics, 
135(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2756-4 

Vario, A. J. (2017). Organizational ambidexterity in nonprofit organizations: A descriptive case study to 
uncover the innovative practices of a New England–based nonprofit organization as perceived by key 
organizational decision makers. (Doctoral Dissertation, Northeastern University). Retrieved from 
https://repository.library.northeastern.edu/files/neu:cj82pz519/fulltext.pdf 

Vinke-de Kruijf, J., Bressers, H., & Augustijn, D. C. M. (2014). How social learning influences further 
collaboration: Experiences from an international collaborative water project. Ecology and Society, 
19(2). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06540-190261 

Waddock, S. (1991). A typology of social partnership organisations. Administration and Society, 22(4), 
480–515. https://doi.org/10.1177/009539979102200405 

Waddock, S. (2010). From individual to institution: On making the world different. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 94(SUPPL. 1), 9–12. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0786-0 

 



| 378 

 

Walden University. (2018). Other APA guidelines. Anthropomorphism. Writing Centre, Walden 
University. Retrieved from 
https://academicguides.waldenu.edu/writingcenter/apa/other/anthropomorphism#s-lg-box-
10747361 

Weick, K. E. (1995). What theory is not, theorizing is. Administering Welfare Reform: International 
Transformations in Welfare Governance, 40(3), 385–390. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2393789 

Weisbrod, B. A. (2004). The pitfalls of profits. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 2(3), 40–47. 

Wiepking, P., & Handy, F. (Eds.). (2015). The palgrave handbook of global philanthropy. Basingstoke, 
United Kingdom: Palgrave MacMillan. 

Williams, P. (2013). We are all boundary spanners now? International Journal of Public Sector 
Management, 26(1), 17–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513551311293417 

Wood, D. J., & Gray, B. (1991). Toward a comprehensive theory of collaboration. Journal of Applied 
Behavioural Science, 27(2), 139–162. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886391272001 

World Economic Forum. (2013). The future role of civil society (World Scenario Series). Retrieved from 
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_FutureRoleCivilSociety_Report_2013.pdf 

Wymer, W., & Samu, S. (2003). Dimensions of business and nonprofit collaborative relationships. 
Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 11(1), 59–76. https://doi.org/10.1300/J054v11n01 

Wymer, W., & Samu, S. (2009). The influence of cause marketing associations on product and cause 
brand value. International Journal of Nonprofit & Voluntary Sector Marketing, 14, 1–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm 

Yarwood, R. (2011). Voluntary sector geographies, intraorganisational difference, and the 
professionalisation of volunteering: A study of land search and rescue organisations in New 
Zealand. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 29(3), 457–472. 
https://doi.org/10.1068/c1004 

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage 
Publications Inc. 

Young, D. R. (2002). The influence of business on nonprofit organizations and the complexity of 
nonprofit accountability: Looking inside as well as outside. The American Review of Public 
Administration, 32(1), 3–19. https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074002032001001 



| 379 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Adaptive capacity concepts 

 
Author Key concepts 

Chandler & Scott Kennedy, 2015 Observe, Monitor, Access, Respond 

Goldstein, B. E. et al., 2013 Strong connection to place, Ample social capital, Dense social networks, 
Positive outlook 

Gorley, 2016  Learning Organisation Culture, Leadership, Future Orientation, Ideas, 
Creativity, Innovation, Effective Healthy Systems, Communication, 
Entrepreneurial Mind-set 

Gorley, 2016 Initiative, Innovation, Opportunity, Impetus for Change, 
Communication, Connection, Partnerships, Relationships, Human 
Element, Scanning the radar screen, Learning, Resources, Structure, 
Empowerment, Autonomy, Trust, Leadership, Alignment with Mission 
and Purpose, Attitude 

Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013 Organisational learning: 
Flexibility, Knowledge generation and acquisition, Technical skills, Goal 
orientated 
Interorganisational relations: 
Connectedness, Trust, Information Sharing, Innovation 

Letts et al., 1999 Innovativeness, Responsiveness, Motivation, Learning, Quality, 
Collaboration 

Masaki et al., 2002 Self-awareness, Leadership, Responsiveness to constituents, Motivating 
staff and volunteers, Innovativeness, Evaluation, Benchmarking 

McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 
2007 

Listen, Seek opportunities for change or improvement, Innovate and 
Experiment, Evaluate and Learn, Network connectedness, Distributed 
leadership 

McManus 2008 Knowledge management, Creativity and flexibility, Positive and 
opportunistic perspective and behaviour, Distributed leadership, 
Tolerance for uncertainty 

Sherman, 2005 Monitor, asses, respond to, and stimulate internal and external changes 

Shumate, Cooper, Pilny, & Pena-
y-lillo, 2017  

External orientation, Organisational learning, Responsiveness, 
Innovativeness, Motivation 

Staber & Sydow, 2002 Tolerance for uncertainty, Interaction, Innovativeness, Learning 
orientation,  
Open structures 

Strichman et al., 2008, 2010 Shared Vision, Inquisitiveness, Openness, Evaluative Thinking, Systems 
Thinking, Social Capital (as part of culture of innovation), External Focus, 
Network Connectedness 

Sussman, 2003 External Focus, Network Connectedness, Inquisitiveness, Innovation 
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Appendix A Cont. Adaptive capacity concepts and key components 

Component Authors and concepts 

Learning Orientation Letts et al., 1999, Gorley 2016; Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013; Shumate et al., 2017; 
Staber & Sydow, 2002 (Learning orientation/Organisational culture) 
Masaki et al., 2002 (Evaluation, Benchmarking) 
Sussman, 2003 (Inquisitiveness) 
Strichman et al., 2008, 2010 (Inquisitiveness/Openness/Evaluative Thinking/Systems 
Thinking) 
Sherman, 2003; Chandler & Scott Kennedy, 2015 (Access) 
McLeod Grant, 2007 (Experiment, Evaluate, Learn) 

Network 
Connectedness/ 
embeddedness 

Letts et al., 1999 (Responsiveness) 
Masaki et al., 2002 (Evaluation) 
Strichman et al., 2008; Sussman, 2003; McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 2007 (Network 
connectedness) 
Gorley, 2016 (Connection/Partnerships/Relationships) 
Goldstein et al., 2013 (Strong connection to place/Ample social capital/Dense social 
networks) 
Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013 (Inter-organisational relations) 

Innovativeness Letts et al., 1999; Masaki et al., 2002; Sussman, 2003; McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 
2007; Shumate et al., 2017 (Innovativeness/Innovation) 
Gorley, 2016 (Ideas/Creativity/Innovation) 
Strichman et al., 2008 (Social capital) 
McManus, 2008 (Creativity) 
Sherman, 2005 (Stimulate change) 

External Orientation McManus, 2008 (Positive and opportunistic perspective and behaviour) 
Chandler & Scott Kennedy, 2015; Sherman, 2005 (Observe/Monitor) 
McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 2007 (Listen/Seek Opportunities) 
Shumate et al., 2017; Sussman, 2003 (External Orientation/External Focus) 
Gorley, 2016 (Future Orientation/Opportunity) 
Giezen, 2013 (Create external influence) 

Distributed Leadership Masaki et al., 2002; Gorley, 2016; McManus; McLeod Grant & Crutchfield, 2007 
(Distributed Leadership) 

Mission Driven Masaki et al., 2002 (Self Awareness) 
Strichman et al., 2008, 2010 (Shared Vision) 
Gorley, 2016 (Alignment with Mission and Purpose) 

Internal Cultural 
Components 

Letts et al., 1999; Masaki et al., 2002; Shumate et al., 2017 (Motivation/Quality) 
Gorley, 2016 (Effective Healthy 
Systems/Communication)/Resources/Structure/Empowerment/Autonomy/ 
Trust/Attitude) 
McManus, 2008 (Tolerance for Uncertainty) 
Staber & Sydow, 2002 (Open Structures) 
Kapucu & Demiroz, 2013 (Technical Skills/Goals Orientated) 
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Appendix C: Study invitation 

   Invitation to participate 

  
    Department of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship 

    Email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

    Phone: +64 (0)21 165 5890 

    Date: <INSERT> 

 

Collaboration with business:  
Exploring the influence on non-profit organisations 

 
Dear <NAME>, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this. I have handpicked a small number of non-profit organisations around 
New Zealand that are engaged in cross-sector collaboration or partnership with business. It would be fantastic 
to start a conversation with Shine about the various relationships the organisation is involved in.  
 
To give you a brief introduction: The purpose of the study is to explore how collaboration and partnership with 
business influences non-profit organisations in the community sector. It aims to understand how the processes 
behind the partnerships influence a community organisation’s capacity to adapt, learn, and respond to changing 
environments. To do this I need to understand the nature and different types of relationships, how they form 
and operate and in what context, and ultimately how they influence the non-profit organisation's adaptability. 
 
A rapidly changing non-profit sector and a trend towards increasing interaction with business make this study 
both timely and essential to strengthening the rich variety of New Zealand-based non-profits.  
 
This is a three-year study and I am over half way through. In this second phase, I am looking to talk to a small 
selection of senior decision makers in established service provision non-profits engaged in a range of 
relationships with business.  
 
Taking part in this research would be voluntary and at no financial cost to you or your organisation. After a full 
description of the study, if you decide to take part, you will be asked to participate in an interview that will last 
approximately 1 hour. After which, you may be asked a limited amount of clarifying questions via email and will 
have the opportunity to review and amend your interview transcription if you wish. 
 
The interview will be more of a conversation, covering: 

• a little about the organisation and your role and experiences, 
• the changes and challenges facing the sector and the organisation, 
• some of the significant relationships the organisation is in with business. 

 
I will also be looking to interview a contact from two corporate partnerships. No onus is placed on Shine to make 
this happen, simply to provide details. However, rest assured this will only be with Shine’s consent.  
 
You will be invited to provide feedback on the research findings within 6 months, where you and other members 
of your organisation will have the opportunity to provide input and reflection. The information presented will 
be anonymous and will not identify individuals or individual organisations. 
  
Please let me know if you are interested in participating and I can provide any additional details of the study, 
how it is being conducted, and any confidentially related issues. 
 
Do not hesitate to call or email if you have any questions, I look forward to hearing from you! 
 
Many thanks, 
Ann Brown 

mailto:ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Appendix D: Study information sheet 

   Information Sheet 

  
    Department of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship 

    Email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

    Phone: +64 (0)21 165 5890 

    Date: <INSERT> 

 

Collaboration with business:  
Exploring the influence on non-profit organisations 

 

Information sheet for potential interviewees 

<NAME> | <ORGANISATION> 

 

My name is Ann Brown; I am a Ph.D. student researcher at the University of Canterbury, I am also associated 

with Resilient Organisations, a New Zealand-based public good research group. 

 

The aim of this study is to explore how working relationships with business influence non-profit organisations in 

the community and voluntary sector. It aims to understand how different forms of cross-sector collaboration 

and partnership serve to influence community-based organisation’s capacity to adapt, learn, and respond to 

change. 

 

• If you choose to take part in this study, your involvement will be in the form of a semi-structured, 

face-to-face interview with the researcher. The interview will last approximately 1 hour and will be 

recorded on a digital voice recorder. You will be made aware of when the recorder is running. You 

may be asked to answer follow-up questions via phone or email after the interview, this will be for 

further clarification and/or elaboration. 

• Participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any stage without penalty. You may 

ask for your raw data (i.e. voice recordings) to be returned to you or destroyed; this includes stopping 

the voice recorder at any point. If you withdraw, information relating to you will be destroyed. 

However, once analysis of raw data starts in the days following the interview, it will become 

increasingly difficult to remove the influence of your data on the results. 

• Publicly available information relating to the organisation and the collaboration will be gathered and 

used for analysis, e.g. websites and media releases, along with any documentation your organisation 

chooses to submit. 

• The results of this project will be published and therefore potentially used to further the research and 

analysis after the project end, but you are assured of the complete confidentiality of data gathered in 

this investigation: your personal identity and the identity of your organisation will not be made public 

without your prior consent.  

• To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, your name and the name of your organisation will be 

replaced with an unrelated reference code when transcribing and analysing; the only personal data 

that will be recorded is your position held within the organisation. Raw data in the form of digital 

voice recordings will only be accessed by me, the researcher. However, transcriptions of voice 

recordings will be accessible to the supervisory team within the University of Canterbury only after 

your review and amendment of the text if required.  

mailto:ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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• Digital voice recordings will be stored on a secure University of Canterbury server and an encrypted, 

password accessed external storage device. This raw data will be held for ten years in a secure format 

and then destroyed. However, the results of the analysis will be stored indefinitely in both digital and 

physical printed format. 

• A thesis is a public document and will be electronically available through the University of Canterbury 

library system. Please indicate to the researcher named on the consent form if you would like to 

receive a summary copy of the project results. 

• This project is being carried out as a requirement for a Doctor of Philosophy degree by Ann Brown, 

the researcher, under the primary supervision of Dr Sussie Morrish, who can be contacted at 

sussie.morrish@canterbury.ac.nz. She will be pleased to discuss any concerns you may have about 

participation in the project. 

• This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 

Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The Chair, Human Ethics Committee, 

University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, or email: human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz. 

 

If you agree to participate in the study, you are asked to complete and sign a separate consent form and return 

it to Ann Brown in person or via email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz. 

 

Many thanks, 

 
 
PhD Researcher 

University of Canterbury 

Department of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship 

Mobile: +64 (0)21 165 5890 

Email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 
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Appendix E: Consent form 

   Consent Form 

  
    Department of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship 

    Email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

    Phone: +64 (0)21 165 5890 

    Date: <INSERT> 

 

Collaboration with business:  
Exploring the influence on non-profit organisations 

 

Consent Form for Interviewee | <NAME> 

I have been given a full explanation of this project in the form of an information sheet and discussion with the 

researcher, and I have had the opportunity to ask questions.  

 I understand what is required of me if I agree to take part in this research. 

 I understand that participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time without penalty. Withdrawal 
of participation will also include withdrawal of any information I have provided should this remain 
practically possible. 

 I understand that any information or opinions I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher and her 
supervisor, and that any published or reported results will not identify the participants or their associated 
organisation. I understand that a thesis is a public document and will be available through the University 
of Canterbury library. 

 I understand that all raw data collected for the study will be kept in secure facilities at the university and 
in password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after ten years.  

 I understand the researcher will use publicly available information relating to the organisation for analysis, 

e.g. websites and media releases, along with any documentation the organisation choses to submit. 

 I understand the results of the data may be used for future analysis and publication internationally, these 
results will be stored indefinitely. 

 I understand that I am able to receive the transcripts before they are finalised as well as a report on the 
findings of the study by contacting the researcher at the conclusion of the project. 

 I understand that agreement to participate cannot be provided on my behalf by my employer or a third 
party. 

 I understand that I can contact the researcher, Ann Brown (ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz) or her 
supervisor Dr Sussie Morrish (sussie.morrish@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any 
complaints, I can contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Human Ethics Committee, Private Bag 
4800, Christchurch, or email: human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz. 

 I would like a summary of the results of the project. This can also be requested at a later date by 
contacting the researcher via email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

 By signing below, I agree to participate in this research project. 

 

Name:     Signed:     Date: 

Many thanks, 

Ann Brown 

 

mailto:ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Appendix F: Example interview guide 

   Interview Guide 

  
    Department of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship 

    Email: ann.brown@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

    Phone: +64 (0)21 165 5890 

    Date: <INSERT> 

 

Collaboration with business: Exploring the influence on non-profit organisations 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
1. About the organisation and your role 
2. Changes and challenges facing the organisation and sector, and how you’re addressing them 
3. Some of the external relationships the organisation is in, particularly with business 
4. The value of relationships with business community 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

• The organisation (including structure/governance/operating model/mission/purpose) 
• Your role (day-to-day role, strategic, vision for the organisation) 

 
• Changes and challenges you see affecting the organisation and the sector…? 
• How is the organisation dealing with these challenges and changes? 
• …what does that mean for the organisation? Are you having to do things differently? 
• What would you like to do differently? 

 
• Can you tell me about the different types of relationships you are involved in with the business 

sector? 
• What do they/does it look like in practice/operationally? (in/formal contracts, trust-based, legal 

entity, frequency with which you meet) 
• Drivers and motivations for partnerships with business/for a particular partnership? 

o Driver: Int./ext. – causing you to partner, e.g. reduced funding from a particular source 
o Motivation: Int./ext. – the reason you’re partnering, e.g. to extend service 

• Aims and objectives of a particular collaboration/partnership? 
o Aim: Intention/desired outcome 
o Objective: The steps you’ll take to get there 

• Who’s involved? (all staff, only leaders) 
• Evolution of the collaboration/partnership (specific relationships) 
• How do you know it’s achieving what you set out to achieve? Measurement of outcomes? 
• Discuss the history of external collaboration. Is it increasing? 

 
• What is the value in this relationship for your organisation? Strategically… 
• What role do external relationships with business play for the organisation, operationally (now) or 

strategically (in the future)? 
o (Internal resources: intellectual, human, physical resources. Networks? …new opportunities?) 

• Were there any changes made as a result?  
o (Culture: values, norms, systems, language, assumptions, habits) 

• Were there any compromises or allowances you had to make? 
 

• …future plans for the organisation? For a specific relationship? 
 

• Case Study 
• Any documents, contracts/MOUs etc. (for example, timeline and Zipper Plan from Red Cross-SCIRT) 
• Contact details of any of the partner organisations? 
• Clarification emails, or even follow-up meeting, OK? 
• Feedback session in a couple of months? Report on findings? 
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Appendix G: Interview participants 

The following diagram shows the roles held by the various interview participants.  
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 The Cheerleader (CS9 R1)
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The Family Ties (CS2 R2)

The Local Hero (CS3 R2)

The Entrepreneur (CS6 R2)

The Big Player (CS8 R2)
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Appendix G Cont.: Interview participants 

The following diagram shows the roles held by the various interview participants.  
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Appendix H: Case attributes 

Case study attribute database, list of attributes recorded (for confidentiality reasons, the 

actual database has not been included). 

• Case reference number 

• Organisation name 

• Organisation type 

• Location 
• Official activities 

• Activities – Interpretation 

• Sector – Official 

• Main Sector – Interpretation 

• Official Beneficiaries 

• Beneficiaries – Interpretation 

• Government funding/contracts? 

• Number of contractual NBCs (numeral) 

• Number of contractual NBCs (low/medium/high) 

• No. of ‘relationships with BUS (low/medium/high 

• Highest NBC type/stage 

• Age of organisation (years) 

• NBC age range  

• Date NBC set up 

• Stage of organisation 

• Annual income 

• Annual expenditure 

• Size of organisation 

• Number of  Paid Employees 

• Number of volunteers 

• Number of beneficiaries 

• Operating model 

• Governance structure 

• Official structure 

• Structure – Interpretation 

• Legal structure 

• Scale of organisation’s coverage 

• Structure notes 

• Additional notes 
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Appendix H-1: Example first-cycle codes 

Code Ad Hoc Arrangements 
Description Arrangements made or created without planning because of an immediate need. 
Code Barriers to Change - Internal 
Description Things that act as barriers to making changes the organisation would like to make, or needs to make. 
Code Categorisation - External Relationships 
Description How do the NPOs categorise the external relationships they have? 
Code Chain Reaction 
Description Where there is evidence or examples of one thing leading to another, processes, parts of the partnership, 

branching out from the partnership, following on from the partnership. 
Code Challenges - External 
Description Challenges the organisation faces which they attribute to the external environment. 
Code Challenges - Internal 
Description Challenges the organisation faces that are related to the capacity/capability/resources/structure/internal 

dynamics etc. of the organisation and it's team(s). 
Code Changes being made - Internal 
Description Internal changes that are being made 
Code Comparison to Business 
Description Where organisations compare themselves, positively or negatively to some aspect of the business world. 
Code Drivers of Change - External 
Description Things in their external environment that have served as a driver of change. 
Code Drivers of Change - Internal 
Description The ‘facts’ that are thought to be causing the internal changes, now and looking forward. 
Code Emotional Connection 
Description Signs of emotional connection to the collaboration, partnership or organisation (either side) in some way. 
Code Evolution of CSR 
Description Evidence of the evolving nature of Corporate Social Responsibility. 
Code External Environment 
Description This is a parent node. Within it: Challenges presented by the external environment, opportunities presented by it, 

drivers in the external environment 
Code Gaming Trust Related Funding 
Description Issues the organisation mentions that relate to gaming related finding - including lottery. 
Code Government 
Description Issues caused by or related to the government in New Zealand. 
Code Government Initiated Change 
Description Changes that organisations are having to make because of changes the government want to see. 
Code Government Supported Change 
Description Changes that the organisations have initiated or requested, that the government support. 
Code Grassroots 
Description In Vivo Code. Relationships and changes etc that have emerged from grassroots beginnings. 
Code Informal to Formal 
Description Includes the transition of processes and other organisational factors from informal to formal (at this stage this 

could be for any reason). 
Code Initiate Change - Internally 
Description Attempts (successes, failures, and past present and in progress) to initiate changes to the organisations - 

regardless of whether the driver is external or otherwise. 
Code Inter-connected (intertwined) Processes 
Description Examples of processes of the two organisations either being dependent on one another, or part of a chain - 

sequential process involving both organisations, or where they are simple enmeshed or inter-twined somehow. 
Code Internal Environment 
Description NPO-centric. 
Code Invested Interests 
Description Personal connections, stories, and experience that link people to the organisation or the cause. 
Code Knowledge Exchange 
Description Things related to an exchange of knowledge, not just information - but something more. 
Code Localised Approaches 
Description Evidence of, and examples of, situations where the organisations, together or independently arrive at a solution 

that is localised. 
Code Metrics and Outcome Measurements 
Description At this stage, identifying areas where NPOs talk about if and how they measure the success of the partnership (or 

at this stage, measure anything related to the partnership) 
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Code Motivation to Change - External 
Description Motivation: a reason for acting, e.g. extend the level of service provision. From the external environment. 
Code Motivation to Change - Internal 
Description Motivation: a reason for acting, (e.g. extend the level of service provision) From the internal environment. 
Code Natural Progression 
Description In Vivo Code. Comment made by CS1-i1 - "the act of progressing; advancement" 
Code Networking and Networks 
Description Both sectors, this is a parent node. 
Code Opportunities Presented - External 
Description Opportunities that are presented/taken from changes that are taking place in their external environment, 

something they typically have much less control over. 
Code Out of Date 
Description Comments that reflect on bringing things up-to-date with 'the times'. 
Code Over-Lapping Processes or Arrangements 
Description Examples or evidence of areas of overlap between the for-profit and the non-profit partners in a particular 

partnership. 
Code Partnership Enabler 
Description Factors which facilitate or impede the partnership or partnership process. 
Code Personal Relationships 
Description Evidence of personal relationships, regardless of what the organisations are doing around them with formal or 

informal processes and arrangements. 
Code Process of Change 
Description Current or previous change processes the organisation has gone through - that the interviewee describes as 

influencing the organisation in some way. 
Code Professionalisation 
Description Where there is a talk of a need for professionalisation or a lack of it. 
Code Rationale 
Description The reasons and logic (?) behind working with business. 
Code Respect Between Partners 
Description Examples of, or evidence of, respect between the partners, no matter what the basis. 
Code Same Sector Collaboration - Business 
Description Examples or evidence of SAME sector collaboration. 
Code Self-Comparison 
Description How the interviewee describes the organisation compared to other organisations - predominantly the: ‘we are 

the same’ perspective. 
Code Sharing - External 
Description Where people talk specifically about sharing, in any context - across sectors or within sectors. 
Code Structure 
Description Comments made related to structure. This node could be broken down into - changes to structure, 

challenges/limitations of the structure, opportunities presented by the structure/ 
Code Structure as Barrier 
Description Data related to the structure of the organisation that acts as a barrier - either a barrier to partnering, or a barrier 

when partnering. 
Code Structure as Enabler 
Description Data related to the structure of the organisation that enables the partnership/s to exist, or serves to make it work 

better, or is a significant feature of the partnership. 
Code Structure related 
Description Comments that are relevant with regard to the structure of the NPO, but are not necessarily related to enabling 

or acting as a barrier to partnerships. 
Code Survival 
Description Issues the organisations mention that refer to pure survival of the organisation - not necessarily sustainability, this 

is something else and a different node, but pure survival. 
Code Time Pressure 
Description Changes made under the pressure of an externally imposed timeframe, i.e. from government. 
Code United by Core Purpose 
Description They are independent, but acknowledge that it is the core purpose/mission that unites them. 
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Appendix I: Example coding 

(Sample only) 

• Partnering Experience 
o Change of people involved 
o Community-Focused 
o Contract Related 
o Evolution of CSR 

▪ Corporate Citizenship 
▪ “Go where we make a difference” 
▪ Holistic understanding of Stakeholder 
▪ National CSR strategy 
▪ National Trends – Bus. 
▪ Real Community Involvement 
▪ Social Innovation or Impact 
▪ Traditional to Pro-Bono Transition 

o Exchange between NPOs and Bus. 
o Experience of Partnering for Bus. 
o Experience of Partnering for NPOs 

▪ Brand Related – NPO Side 
▪ “Business do not pay for this” 
▪ Challenges specifically related to working with business 
▪ Creating loyalty by creating opportunities to engage 

• Achieving “buy-‘in” throughout the business 

• “Embedding in the culture of the business” 

• “Tangible evidence” 
▪ Drivers and Motivations – NPO 

• “Time is valuable” 
▪ Financial Ties 
▪ Finding the “win: win” 
▪ Flexibility 

• Willing to Flex to Draw in a Partner 
• Flexibility Enabled by Bus. relationships 

• Flexibility Enabled by Community Support 

• Flexibility Required to Keep Bus. Engaged 
▪ Idea Ownership 
▪ Importance of Face-to-Face Contact 
▪ Issue or “Subject Matter Experts” 
▪ “No ulterior Motive” – for Bus. 
▪ Orchestrating Business Supporter Network 
▪ Portfolio Management 
▪ “Quality not quantity” – NPOs 
▪ “Resorting to” Corporate Sponsorship 
▪ The Positive Trojan Horse – Opportunity Window 

o Innovation Through Partnership 
o Learning Through Partnership 

▪ “Journeyed together” 
▪ Learning – Process Related 
▪ Learning by Doing 
▪ Mutual Change Allowed to Happen 
▪ Trial and Error 
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Appendix J: Example coding 

(Samples only) 

• Nature of External Relationships 
o Ad Hoc Arrangements 
o Casual Arrangements 
o Cause-related marketing 
o Corporate Philanthropy 
o Corporate Service Users 
o Direct Approach to Support 
o Discrete or Invisible Relationships 
o Endorsement 
o Expertise Leverage 
o “Genuine people” 
o “Hands-on” Relationships 
o “Inherited” Relationships 
o In-Kind relationships 
o International CSR 
o Localisation 

▪ Franchisee Arrangement 
▪ “Generational” Support 
▪ Localised Approaches and Support 
▪ “Collegial” Relationships 
▪ Local Relationships 
▪ National + Local 
▪ Place-Based 

• Geographic Location 
o Media Partnerships 
o Non-Organic Top-Down Relationships 
o Operational Partnerships 
o Personal Relationships – The Importance of 

▪ Friendships 
▪ Personal Connections 

• “Alumni” 
▪ Personal Interests 

• Emotional Connections 
o Emotional Connections of Shared Stakeholders 
o “Head and heart connection” 

• Invested Interests 
▪ “Personal responsibility” 

o Relationship descriptors 
▪ “Creating efficiencies” 
▪ Developing and Exploring 
▪ “Make the boat go faster” 
▪ Relationship-Based Fundraising 
▪ “Strong and so genuine” 

o Programme-Based Support 
▪ Challenges of Programme-Based Support 

• “Leave it up to us” 

• “Won’t fund infrastructure” 

• Aligned with one thing” 

• “That’s their thing - they like to own” 
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Appendix K: Theme prevalence matrix 
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Appendix L: Example case pairing 
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Appendix M: Example theme mapping: Case (focal NPO) 

Focal NPO: The Innovator 
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Appendix M Cont. Example theme mapping: Case (focal NPO) 

Focal NPO: The Opportunist 
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Appendix N: Example theme mapping: Embedded case (relationship) 

Focal NPO: The Innovator, Relationship: The Entrepreneur  
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Appendix N Cont.: Example theme mapping: Embedded case (relationship) 

Focal NPO: The Commercially Savvy, Relationship: The Self Starter 
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Appendix O: Theme mapping: Combined 
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Appendix P: Example embedded cases transposed onto Value Creation Spectrum 

Adapted from Austin and Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 736. 

 

The Distant Collaborator

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low Increas ing engaged (Bus .) High (champion) High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral Tangentia l Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Big

Type of resources Money Core for both Core 

Scope of activities Narrow Increas ing Broad

Interaction level Infequent As  required Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest More than moderate (Bus .) High (champion) Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Moderate Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple Simple Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Secondary Major

Co-creation of value Sole Conjoined Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional Predominant Predominant

Innovation Seldom One off (Bus .) Frequent (champ.) Frequent

External system change Rare Routine Common

OUTCOME: Mixed

The Novice

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low Aim: medium (fa i led) High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral Periphera l Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Smal l  Big

Type of resources Money Money (attempted more) Core 

Scope of activities Narrow Narrow (attempted more) Broad

Interaction level Infequent Moderate (decreased) Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest Modest Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Minimal Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple Simple (attempted more) Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Minor (attempted more) Major

Co-creation of value Sole Sole Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional Occass ional Predominant

Innovation Seldom Seldom Frequent

External system change Rare Rare Common

OUTCOME:

The Family Ties

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral Reasonable Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Medium - big Big

Type of resources Money Core 

Scope of activities Narrow Narrow (attempted broader) Broad

Interaction level Infequent Regular Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest More than moderate Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Minimal Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple Simple Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Signi ficant Major

Co-creation of value Sole Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional Predominant

Innovation Seldom Occational Frequent

External system change Rare Occational Common

OUTCOME: Transactional - Integretive

Medium

Philanthropic - Transactional

Money and networks

Often

Integrated

Moderate (attempted high)
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Appendix P cont.: Example embedded cases transposed onto Value Creation Spectrum 

Adapted from Austin and Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 736. 

  

The Trendsetter

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low High High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral High Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Big Big

Type of resources Money Core 

Scope of activities Narrow Broad Broad

Interaction level Infequent Intens ive Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest Deep Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Great Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple High Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Major Major

Co-creation of value Sole Conjoined Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional High Predominant

Innovation Seldom Often Frequent

External system change Rare Common

OUTCOME:

The Entrepreneur

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low Quite high High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Large Big

Type of resources Money Competancies  and networks Core 

Scope of activities Narrow Broadening Broad

Interaction level Infequent Increas ing Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Potentia l ly great Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple Potentia l ly complex Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Potentia l ly major Major

Co-creation of value Sole Potentia l ly conjoined Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional Potentia l ly predominant Predominant

Innovation Seldom Increas ing Frequent

External system change Rare Potentia l Common

OUTCOME: Integretive

The Alumnus

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP Philanthropic > Transactional > Integrative > Transformational

Level of engagement Low Quite high High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral Almost centra l Central

Magnitude of resouces Small Pretty big Big

Type of resources Money Core competancyCore 

Scope of activities Narrow More than narrow Broad

Interaction level Infequent Frequent Intensive

NPO trust in business Modest Deep Deep

Internal change for NPO Minimal Signi ficant Great

NPO managerial complexity Simple Simple Complex

Strategic value to NPO Minor Major

Co-creation of value Sole Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional Occas ional Predominant

Innovation Seldom Frequent Frequent

External system change Rare Likely Common

OUTCOME: Integretive

Integretive - Transfomational

Decreas ing

Signi ficant - major

Co-creation - conjoined

Common

Notable

Signi ficant
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Appendix Q: Embedded cases transposed onto the Collaboration Continuum 

Embedded cases transposed onto the Collaboration Continuum. 

 

Note. Adapted from Austin and Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 736. 
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Level of engagement (achieved of Bus.) Low ○ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● High

Level of engagement (req. of NPO) Low ◐ ◐ ● ◐ ● ● High

Importance to NPO mission Peripheral ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ◐ ● Central

Magnitude of resouces from Bus. Small ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Big

Magnitude of resouces req. of NPO Small ● ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● Big

Type of resources from Bus. Money ◐ ◐ ● ◐ ● ● Core competencies

Type of resources from NPO Money ● ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● Core competencies

Scope of activities Narrow ○ ◐ ● ◐ ● ● Broad

Interaction level Infrequent ○ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Intensive

Trust req. NPO to Bus. Modest ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Deep

Internal change within NPO Minimal ○ ◐ ◐ ● ● ◐ Great

Managerial complexity for NPO Simple ○ ◐ ● ◐ ◐ ● Complex

Strategic value for NPO Minor ○ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Major

Co-creation of value Sole ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Conjoined

Synergistic value Occasional ○ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Predominant

Innovation Seldom ◐ ◐ ◐ ● ● ● Frequent

External system change Rare ○ ○ ○ ● ● ● Common

Key:

●
◐
◐
○

High /Centra l  /Big /Core competancies  /Broad /Intens ive /Deep /Great 

/Complex /Major /Conjoined /Predominant /Frequent /Common

Low /Periphera l  /Smal l  /Money /Narrow /Infrequent /Modest /Minimal  

/Simple /Minor /Sole /Occas ional  /Seldom /Rare

Charactersistic (types)
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Appendix R: Corporate social responsibility: Cross-case analysis 

The below shows the relationships in which business partners had recently made (or 

were in the process of making) changes to their CSR strategies. ‘Original focus’ refers to 

what the relationship looked like prior to changes; ‘influence’ refers to the CSR trend 

that appeared to influence the changes; and ‘evolved focus’ refers to the relationship 

after changes. For example, if a business that was previously involved in philanthropic 

activity changed its strategy based on new understanding around employee 

engagement, and introduced local volunteering opportunities to share the skills of 

employees, the influence of this change would be categorised as Employee engagement 

and Shared Value.  

 The role of corporate social responsibility: Breakdown across complete set of cases. 

Embedded 
case 

(relationship) Initiator 
Formalised within 

CSR strategy 

Evolved into 

CSR strategy 

Formal/informal 

Public/not 
public 

Scale of 
strategy 

The Distant 
Collaborator 

Business - Yes 
Formal/public National 

The Novice Business Yes - Informal/not public National 

The Family Tie Business - Yes Formal/public National 

The Advocate Business - Yes Formal/public National/regional 

The Local Hero Business - No Informal/not public Local 

The Customer Business Yes - - National/global 

The Experts Business Yes - - National 

The New Kida NPO - - - - 

The Rock Steady Business - Yes Informal/not public National 

The Trend Setter Business Yes - Formal/public Trans-Tasman 

The Entrepreneur Business Yes - Formal/public National/global 

The Alumnus NPO - No Informal/not public Local 

The Cheerleader Business Yes - Formal/public National/global 

The Big Player Business Yes - Formal/public National 

The Self Starter Business - Yes Informal/not public National 

The Recluse Business Yes - Formal/public National/global 

The Investors Business Yes - Formal/public National 

Note. aThe New Kid is a registered charity. All cases shown in grey italics are contextual cases where the business 
perspective was analysed from secondary sources. 
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Appendix R Cont.: Corporate social responsibility: Cross-case analysis 

The table below illustrates the analysis related to how business were changing their CSR 

strategy according to the codes assigned from the earlier literature. Several other ways 

of thinking about CSR may have shaped the nature of strategies, for example, some of 

the large corporations with significant physical assets (e.g., a manufacturing plant) used 

the language of corporate citizenship when describing why they engage with NPOs in 

the communities around their assets. However, if this did not appear to influence the 

changes being made the data was not included in Error! Reference source not found., 

below 29. 

Changes made to corporate social responsibility strategies and practices 

Embedded case 

(relationship) Original focus Influence Evolved focus 
Consoli-
dation 

Social 
Impact 

The Distant 
Collaborator 

Expertise exchange Shared Value  
Employee engagement 

Employee engagement - Yes 

The Novice Employee engagement Legislative change Corporate Sponsorship Yes - 

The Family Tie Employee engagement Legislative change Corporate Sponsorship   

The Advocate CSR as Philanthropy Shared Value  
Employee engagement 

Integrated CSR Yes - 

The Local Hero CSR as Philanthropy Shared Value  Shared Value - - 

The Trend Setter Integrated CSR  
Corporate Citizenship 

Shared Value 
Employee engagement 
Social Impact 

Integrated CSR 
Social Impact 

Yes Yes 

The Entrepreneur CSR as Philanthropy Employee engagement 
Social Impact  
Social Innovation 

Social Innovation Yes Yes 

The Cheerleader Corporate Sponsorship Shared Value 
Employee engagement  
Social Innovation 

Integrated CSR - Yes 

The Big Player CSR as Philanthropy 
Corporate Sponsorship 
Corporate Citizenship 

Shared Value 
Employee engagement 
Social Impact 

Integrated CSR Yes Yes 

The Self Starter CSR as Philanthropy Social Impact Social Innovation - Yes 

The Recluse CSR as Philanthropy Employee engagement 
Social Impact  
Social Innovation 

Integrated CSR Yes Yes 

Note. Embedded cases (relationships) involving the same focal NPO are grouped together. 

  

 

29 It is possible strategy changes did not appeared to be influenced by Corporate Citizenship because it is a phase 

CSR has been in for the last two decades (Lawrence & Weber, 2014). 
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Appendix S: A difference in perspective 

The following table shows a selection of examples where parties held different views 

about the nature and significance of a relationship for the focal NPO. 

Different perspectives on the same relationship 

Relationship NPO perspective Business perspective 

The 
Entrepreneur 

Strategically, I’ve always been concerned that it 
[the new programme] doesn’t [align with our 
mission] . . .  unless it sits within our [existing] 
programme, I can’t see the fit . . . it’s got to be a 
very good strategic fit for us to keep doing it . . . . in 
a sense, it’s almost reached a natural conclusion 
through evolution. 

So the [new] programme was an opportunity for 
us to start thinking about how we work together 
with them and how we create a relationship that 
was more meaningful for both of us. And so, you 
know, we thought of it from our perspective – it 
was things like, helping [the NPO] in their growth 
targets and their accessing new schools, for 
instance. 

The 

Recluse 

The government funding for that service has gone 
up and down . . . but pretty early on we had [the 
business partner]. . . . [They] just said ‘hey we 
looked for something related to children and [the 
social issue] and we found your service on Google, 
and we’re interested in supporting you’. . . . 
They’ve been a weird one . . . they forget about us, 
and we have to keep pestering them . . .  that’s 
been kind of a tricky relationship, you know, it’s 
actually one of their staff who is on some 
committee who gets appointed to be our liaison, 
but they have no decision making authority, and 
really we can’t actually figure out who does! . . . 
Really, the most useful partnerships that we have 
with corporates are the ones that just give us 
money! 

We want to partner and provide support to those 
areas of people’s lives where our [products] are 
also associated . . . the other reason that we 
ended up supporting [the NPO] is because a 
number of our employees have personal 
experiences. . . . Our philosophy at [the business] 
is to go where we make a difference, so not tiny 
bits of money, but actually, financial support that 
actually might lead to volunteering opportunities, 
and the opportunity to give some kind of social, 
kind of build social capital if you like. . . . We don’t 
fund business as usual, so it has to be something 
that’s going to make an impact that otherwise 
wouldn’t be able to be happening. 

The 

Local Hero 

They originally came [to us] with an idea that they 
would like to support children that had [a particular 
issue] that maybe weren’t getting [what] that they 
needed through their circumstances . . . but, the 
amount of children that we had coming through 
that needed this service . . . was actually really, 
really, really, really, tiny. So even though [the 
business] was offering this lovely, lovely sort of 
partnership and offering this lovely outcome, as a 
relationship for [the NPO] . . . although they were 
offering us a certain amount, and we were 
representing them in a certain way, we weren’t 
actually achieving that level of support from them. 
. . it's not a tangible thing that we're actually 
receiving from [them]. If you look at the value of it, 
it’s down here, [low], rather than where we 
thought it might be . . . we’ve sort of split it, so 
they’re on a sponsorship level, but then they would 
continue to offer this [cause related marketing]. 

We then realised that the children, or the people, 
weren’t actually taking up this free offer actually, 
so we changed it into an annual sponsorship . . . 
going forward, because we [provide this 
particular service] we are child focused, so why 
don’t we actually give them the charity of that – 
rather than just hand over the money? Do you 
know? It just makes more sense. Give them our 
services . . . give them the service we actually 
stand for . . . our service needs to be our charity, 
actually. . . . I just think it feels a lot better having 
that sort of active connection of seeing the [NPO] 
child coming here, rather than me just 
transferring money into an account! Then you 
actually know, ‘ah, here is somebody from [the 
NPO]–we are going to make a difference or we’re 
going to help them in some way’. 
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Appendix T: Relationship characteristics: Examined from both perspectives 

The following matrix shows all of the characteristics and key attributes identified across 

the complete collection of cases. These relationships were examined through interviews 

with both the nonprofit and business participants, as well as secondary source data 

when available (e.g., archival documentation). 
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Advocate ✓ • • ✓ ✓ • • ✓ • ✓ • ✓ •
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Key:    ● Highly significant to the NPO
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Appendix U: Relationship characteristics: Examined from nonprofit perspective 

The following matrix shows all of the characteristics and key attributes identified across 

the collection of cases that were examined through interviews with nonprofit 

participants only. There were the small number of relationships where for a variety of 

reasons (explained in the methodology), the business participates were not available or 

accessible for interview. However, because these relationships were considered 

significant to the NPOs, they were examined from secondary source data and used a 

contextual cases. 
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