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Abstract
Cross-sectional partnerships (CSP) have been increasing in popularity in recent years. While
some see CSP as a new way to tackle complex issues, others are critical of responsibility and
power moving further from government into other sectors. So far, researchers have focused
on creating different frameworks to understand how CSPs work and what is important for the
long-term success of partnerships. However, there is a clear gap in the literature as
researchers have left out the personal attitudes and experiences of managers involved in CSP.
Therefore, this study explores the views of managers in order to  gain insight into how they
account for the outcomes  the partnerships achieve. Semi-structured interviews were
conducted with six managers currently involved in CSPs. Results showed that managers
found underlying motives, external forces, structure, communication, and collaboration
important in their outcomes. These findings align with previous research that also highlights
these aspects in different ways. However, the managers seem to emphasise underlying
motives much more than the current literature does. In particular, the findings related to
underlying motives, connection to trust and communication add to the existing knowledge on
this topic. Other findings from the data showed that in order to achieve the desired outcomes,
good structure and clear communication are needed. Nevertheless, in order to achieve this, it
is crucial to be committed and involved, something that both managers and researchers agree
on. The study is limited because managers representing the private sector were
underrepresented. The study contributes to the literature by including managers' perspectives
which have previously been neglected. The study adds nuance to the human process of CSP
on issues such as trust, communication and relationships.
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1. Introduction
The following chapter discusses the background and problematisation of our study.

Furthermore, the purpose of this study is highlighted, and our research question is presented.

We conclude with the contribution and implications.

1.1 Background
On the first of January 2016, the United Nations officially adopted a 15-year plan called

Agenda 2030 in an effort to create a more sustainable world (THE 17 GOALS | Sustainable

Development, n.d.). In this plan, there were 17 different Sustainable Development Goals

(SDGs), which included goals for clean water access, equality for genders, climate action,

quality education and similar goals one would expect in a plan to make the world sustainable

(UN, 2019). However, of these 17 SDGs, one stands out. SDG 17, Partnership for The Goals,

sticks out since it is the only goal that indicates an explicit collaborative ethos. SDG 17

includes multiple targets, i.e. finance, technology, trade and systemic issues (UN, 2019).

According to the UN, to effectively carry out Agenda 2030, “We need everyone to come

together [...] governments, civil society, scientists, academia and the private sector.” (UN,

2019, p.1). Therefore, the UN directly encourages and promotes public-private and civil

society partnerships (UN, 2019).

The idea of bringing together different organisational sectors to tackle social and

environmental issues had existed long before the United Nations introduced the SDG goals.

This phenomenon has been researched since the 70s (Waddock, 1989). Nevertheless, the

example of SDG 17 illustrates two things, how far the desire to share responsibility between

sectors has come and also how far the assumption of success of CSPs has come. More locally,

collaborations between different sectors have appeared in order to tackle issues on a city level

(Bryson et al., 2015). An example of local collaboration in Sweden is Hållbart Helsingborg,

in which different sectors are working with the municipality of Helsingborg to deal with the

specific need of the municipality regarding sustainability (VI VILL – Hållbart Helsingborg,

n.d.). Moreover, counties in Sweden, e.g. Skane, have started to directly incorporate

partnerships in their development strategy (Skane, 2015).

Bringing together sectors has been of interest not only for policymakers but also for

academia, as researchers have studied these phenomena in a number of ways (Klitsie et al.,

2018; Andrews & Entwistle, 2010; Babiak & Thibault, 2007). In the literature, this
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phenomenon has come to be known as a cross-sectional partnership (CSP), though other

terms like cross-sectional collaborations and social partnerships have also been used (Bryson

et al., 2015; Waddock, 1989). Essentially all these terms point to the same idea of bringing

together different sectors to address social and environmental issues.

According to Savage et al. (2010), CSPs are a response to the realisation that many of our

societal problems are currently dealt with siloed solutions and that these solutions (even if

well-intended) are not sufficient to address the complexity of large-scale problems. Breaking

down the silo structure does not simply mean bringing together similar organisations but

instead breaching the distance between multiple sectors (Waddock, 1989). By bringing

together different sectors, you create a partnership in which multiple types of influence and

resources can be combined for greater effect (Clark & Crane, 2018).

Another contributing factor to the increased popularity of CSPs is that both private

companies and non-profit organisations (NPOs) stand to gain from these types of

collaborations (AL-Tabbaa et al., 2014). According to AL-Tabbaa et al. (2014), private

companies can use NPOs expertise, legitimacy, and ability to influence public opinion and

meet their corporate social responsibility targets more effectively. On the other hand, NPOs

can gain some financial stability from the funding that governments are offering to CSPs.

Today, NPOs' economic viability is a critical issue (Weerawardena et al., 2010). Not only do

NPOs face escalated competition in the non-profit sector, but they also face increased

uncertainty around government funding (Philips, 2012; Bingham & Walters, 2013).

Other researchers like McKeon (2017) provide a more critical answer for why private

companies are attracted to CSPs. This author frames the emergence of CSPs as a way for

corporations to penetrate governance which in more serious cases allows corporations to

implement social policies de facto. According to McKeon (2017), corporations can, through

CSPs, have social consequences while at the same time being protected from public

participation. Corporations' dedication and motives are further questioned by Bäckstrand

(2006), who points out that for the 300 partnerships announced by the UN in 2002, the

private sector only stood for less than one per cent of the funding. The vast majority of the

funding came from global institutions such as UNEP, UNDP and the World bank

(Bäckstrand, 2006). A large amount of funding given to CSPs, either by global institutions or

local authorities, could be a strong incentive for both private corporations and NGOs to
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participate. This would suggest that CSPs are not spontaneously created by different actors

wanting to solve a problem but instead that central authorities, through the incentive of

funding, are bringing these actors together.

1.2 Problematisation
Partnerships between different sectors are increasing, and companies from the non-profit,

private, government and philanthropic sectors are increasingly working together, mainly as a

result of the pursuit of sustainable changes in society (Becker & Smith, 2018). According to

Andrews and Entwistle, (2010), and Vestergaard et al. (2021), this global phenomenon is

commonly perceived as a solution to the most pressing social problems in today's society.

Nevertheless, we want to understand the mechanisms of the failures. Several researchers

argue that CSPs are an effective solution to deal with these social problems society faces

today by acting as bridges across sectoral boundaries. Waddock (1989) stated that CSPs are a

good solution for tackling complex social and environmental problems that are too difficult

or too broad for any organisation or sector to deal with alone. By establishing CSPs,

organisations can choose to focus on a specific part of a problem (Becker & Smith, 2018).

These authors also claim that, in doing so, it is possible to involve multiple stakeholders to

develop solutions that are complex and provide different perspectives and resources needed

to address the challenges effectively (Becker & Smith, 2018).

Nonetheless, CSPs in the public and private sectors are also criticised. According to McKeon

(2017), companies have expanded their instrumental focus from a national level to global

lobbying goals due to globalisation. This has led to a global expansion of their network and

partnerships with more companies taking regulatory responsibility and moving into

governance spaces (McKeon, 2017). McKeon describes this as a conceptual obfuscation on

which the infiltration of the private sector into governance flourishes and influences

regulatory regimes. Similarly, Gray and Stites (2013) argue that the forming of public-private

partnerships can be seen as a sign that the government's direct interests are declining and the

decline in government effectiveness. At the same time, Austin et al. (2007) argue that CSPs

emerge when governments are unable to deliver. Also, governments have a change and a

political will to reduce the areas for which they are directly responsible by using CSPs (Gray

& Stites, 2013). This is partly due to various calls from NGOs to involve more actors from

business to academia, civil society, and important local decision-makers in new forms of

partnerships that can deliver better outcomes for those most in need (United Nations, 2019).
Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se
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In addition, there is also pressure from the participating organisations involved to pay more

attention to the impact of partnerships (Kolk et al., 2010). Kolk et al. (2010) argue that the

lack of proven impact can undermine the legitimacy of organisations that invest time and

financial resources in partnerships, especially when the level of ambition is relatively high.

At the same time, several organisations have high expectations of partnerships to resolve

specific problems they face due to market, societal and governance failures (Kolk et al.,

2010).

Many commentators and some academic research point to the successes and potential for

partnerships. Emerson (2012), for instance, states that CSPs are generally described as

successful and seen as a great solution. Nevertheless, this does not appear always to be the

case. Some studies have shown that partnerships have a high rate of failure (Abosag et al.,

2016). In the research from Schmida (2020b), it appears that around 80% of CSPs have a

tendency to fail. This raises the question of why CSPs have a high percentage of failure.

However, this is not a question on which we will focus. Instead, we focus on what constitutes

failure or lack of success and how actors in these partnerships define the outcomes.

As the issues that CSPs seek to address are complex, so are the establishment and

management of the CSPs process. Every organisation has different stakeholders, and this is

particularly the case when they operate in several different sectors. According to Clarke and

MacDonald (2019), multi-stakeholder partnerships are affected by the challenge of managing

the different interests of different partners. In some cases, the partners are not the main

problem but the particular goal they are trying to achieve or realise (Schmida, 2020a).

Schmida (2020a) also found that the outcomes of partnerships depend on effective partner

governance and decision-making. Further research by Seitanidi and Crane (2009) shows that

problems occur at every step of CSPs, from partnership selection and planning to partnership

institutionalisation.

Although several researchers acknowledge that CSPs can potentially help develop society

and economies, the current literature on negative CSPs outcomes is somewhat limited.

According to research by Bryson et al. (2015), it is found that there is a necessity for a more

profound comprehension of CSPs processes and frameworks, how CSPs are affected by

various hierarchies, and what underlies the performance of effective CSPs. Gazley and Guo

(2020) argue that the literature is deficient in terms of analytical units and state that the

individual viewpoint of people engaged in CSPs is not frequently considered in studies of
Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se
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CSPs. Gazley and Guo (2020) also assert that this lacuna neglects the human process, such as

developing relationships and building trust. The same authors also emphasise the absence of

research and focus on CSP outcomes and assert that CSP outcomes are not adequately

documented or examined. This gap in the current literature is the key reason for our research.

The current literature hardly focuses on specific outcomes and people's experiences in these

collaborations and how they define outcomes. Therefore, we will focus on investigating

outcomes from the perspectives of different actors inside CSPs.

1.3 Purpose
The purpose of this study is to explore the personal attitudes and experiences of managers

involved in CSPs in order to  understand how they account for the outcomes  the partnerships

achieve. We investigate this because managers have largely been overlooked in the  extant

literature on CSPs.

1.4 Research question
How do managers in CSPs account for the outcomes that they achieve?

Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se
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2. Literature review
In this section, we look closer at CSPs. The aim of this chapter is to critically evaluate the

literature on CSPs while demonstrating how our research fits into the context of the

literature. We discuss background information, definitions, frameworks, criticism and

empirical findings. Lastly, we present a conceptual framework.

2.1 Cross-sectional partnerships
Our literature review will focus on a critical evaluation of different aspects of CSPs, such as

how CSPs are perceived, frameworks, challenges, and how different actors define the

outcomes within CSPs. These aspects are relevant because we want to critically explore the

personal attitudes and experiences of individuals involved in CSPs in order to  understand

how they account for the outcomes  the partnerships achieve.

In the past, governments and large companies split their structures so that problems could

always be tackled 'in house' (McKeon, 2017). McKeon (2017) argues that CSPs are the

product of broad changes in the structuring of organisations that occurred in the 1980s and

are a response to counteracting declining profitability through outsourcing and flattening.

Research conducted by Becker and Smith (2018) shows that CSPs have increased, with

private and public sector companies taking more responsibility for jointly solving a social

problem and achieving a specific goal. According to Clarke and Crane (2018), several factors

contribute to the potential of CSPs. One is that different sectors have different types of

influence and resources that can provide a much greater impact than when operating alone

(Clarke & Crane, 2018). One of these resources that are relevant for our study is the different

stakeholders and specifically in which way these stakeholders account for the outcomes they

achieve.

According to AL-Tabbaa et al. (2014), companies may also benefit from the perceived

legitimacy of NPOs and the expertise they have in affecting public opinion and tackling

social and environmental problems. In turn, NPOs also benefit from these partnerships, as the

ongoing economic viability of NPOs has become a critical issue (Weerawardena et al., 2010).

This critical issue is the result of the restructuring of government expenditure on social

services (Weerawardena et al., 2010). Phillips (2012) argues that there is increased

competition in the non-profit sector. While at the same time, Bingham and Walters (2013)

emphasise the contraction of and the uncertain situation regarding government funding.

Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se
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Together, these authors provide a better understanding of which factors contribute to a CSP

and, in the case of AL-Tabbaa et al. (2014), how different sectors interconnect and benefit

from each other. However, there is also critique at the same time, as we have indicated in the

introduction.

Partnership is one of the five universal building stones of all the UN Global Goals, arguably

the leading agenda for systemic change on a worldwide scale (UN, 2015). CSPs are hence

quickly becoming a prevalent approach to systemic change with an almost paradigmatic

status (Seitanidi & Crane, 2014; Tulder et al., 2015). Nevertheless, the authors argue that

more profound evidence of their effects and the circumstances under which these effects can

be enhanced is necessary for both research and practice. The authors stated that more

attention should be paid to both monitoring, reporting and evaluating the outcomes and

effects of partnerships on social problems. In this way, the results of these can be used to

assess CSPs from the perspective of multiple stakeholders critically. This is necessary to

underpin and support the legitimacy and credibility of partnerships as an effective and

efficient approach to solving complex social and environmental problems and also to

establish the essential boundaries of such partnerships (van Tulder et al., 2015). By using and

paying more attention to monitoring, reporting and evaluating the outcomes of CSPs, specific

impacts and effects can be highlighted to underpin the legitimacy and credibility of CSPs.

Grays and Stites (2013) state that there are different types of partnerships, which vary based

on the engaged sectors (i.e. business, NGOs, government and society). According to Grays

and Stites (2013), the most predominantly joint partnerships that have previously occurred

are between governments and NGOs. However, partnerships involving business in global

development are part of a new trend favouring private sector development and

market-oriented approaches (Vestergaard et al., 2021). Nevertheless, it can be questioned

whether the current trend of favouring private sector development and market-based

approaches is, in fact, the best possible approach. For our research, it is therefore relevant to

explore the individual viewpoints of different stakeholders from the sectors involved and to

what extent they are responsible for the outcomes they achieve within CSPs. According to

Vestergaard et al. (2021), CSPs with business actors are more widely perceived as an

essential tool for bridging a variety of deficiencies and challenges associated with

governments' and NGOs' activities. As more sectors are involved, the complexity of

partnerships tends to increase, with often disastrous consequences for the provision of
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services, with the most highly complicated involving all four sectors in the type of

partnership that is collaborative governance (Grays & Stites, 2013).

2.2. CSP Frameworks
In the 2000s, multiple influential frameworks were developed in order to understand CSPs

better (Bryson et al., 2015). The first way the frameworks from the earlier decade are similar

is the identified components of CSPs. This relates to our research because identifying these

components allows for a systematic examination of each component. Moreover, how a

specific component might affect another and, most importantly, how they might affect CSP

outcomes, initial conditions, internal processes and structure are all mentioned in these

frameworks (Bryson et al., 2006; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Provan &

Kenis, 2008). Initial conditions refer to the pre-existing relationships in place, resources

available and the institutional environment in which the CSP is created. The internal process

facilitates trust and creates a mutual understanding of the problem that the partnership seeks

to address. It is also about setting goals and creating the plan and commitment needed to

achieve those goals. The structure includes all the rules and norms that stimulate the CSP’s

processes. What these authors together provide for our research is an understanding of which

major elements make up a CSP and, in the case of Bryson et al. (2006) and Ansell and Gash

(2008), also how these components interconnect.

However, much of the discussion for each particular component remains vague and

surface-level as researchers seem reluctant to dive into one aspect, preferring instead to create

holistic frameworks meant to explain every facet of CSPs and all types. Only a few

researchers focus on specific components (e.g., Ansell & Gash, 2008; Clarke & Fuller, 2010;

Koschmann, 2012). Bryson et al. (2015) maintain that more research of this kind is needed in

order to trace causality between different components of CSP. Emerson et al. (2011) highlight

the issue of "speculative pieces" of existing frameworks and call for closer examination of

components and their interrelationship to better understand areas where empirical evidence is

low. Another point highlighted by Emerson et al. (2011) is that not enough research explores

how certain components apply in different settings. They write, " Typologies of different kinds

of CGRs [CSPS] can be envisioned, which in turn can generate future empirical analyses of

the framework overall or of the interactions among different components and elements ”

(p.22). Another desire from researchers is to uncover the precise causal mechanisms that

affect collaboration’s effectiveness (Nabatchi & Balogh, 2011).
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The context in a CSP is created and exists will directly affect the CSP outcomes (Bouchard &

Raufflet, 2019). Other researchers like Bryson et al. (2006), Ansell and Gash (2008) and

Thomas and Perry (2006) all mention initial conditions or the environment but lack depth in

their discussion on this particular component. Emerson et al.'s (2011) work advanced the

discussion on how CSPs are embedded in the context of a larger environment. CSPs are

grounded in a context that includes resource conditions, legal frameworks, politics and power

conditions (Emerson et al., 2011). Another contribution from Emerson et al.’s (2011) work is

a framework that does not lack generalisability, as their framework can be applied to analyse

different scales, policy arenas and levels of complexity. Despite Emerson et al.’s (2011)

contribution and in agreement with Bouchard and Raufflet (2019), we maintain that the topic

of environment and context still remains largely unexplored. By accessing the attitudes of

experienced managers in CSPs, we aim to build on this discussion by providing qualitative

data and a conceptual focus on how context impacts participants' definitions of outcomes.

Authors also have differing interpretations and views and have presented contradictory

evidence on what role structure plays in CSP. Researchers argue whether the structure should

be included under process dynamics (Thomson & Perry, 2006) or instead treated as a separate

element (Bryson et al., 2006). Moreover, researchers also argue how a central structure is in

CSP, as Bryson et al. (2015) critique Emerson et al. (2011) for excessively privileging the

process over the structure. Emerson et al.'s (2011) reason for focusing on process over

structure is because they perceive the process as fundamental to the outcomes of a CSP. "The

process matters in and of itself and because the process and outcome are likely to be tied

together'' (Innes & Booher, 1999, p.415, as found in Emerson et al., 2011). These conflicting

views demonstrate that structure and process as components of CSP need more attention.

In collaborations, there is bound to be some amount of tension among the actors, and CSPs

are no different (Bryson et al., 2015). Researchers agree that different tensions will affect a

CSP and its outcomes (Bryson et al., 2015; Emerson et al., 2011; Thomas & Perry, 2006).

Researchers, however, emphasise different kinds of tensions within CSPs. Thomas and Perry

(2006) discuss how the need for autonomy can interfere with the interest of CSPs. However,

Bryson et al. (2006) point to the potential conflicts different institutional logic can create.

Kenis and Provan (2008) instead point toward three major points of tension, internal versus

external legitimacy, stability versus flexibility, and inclusivity versus efficiency. These

researchers who highlight different tensions borrow ideas from their different theoretical
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bases. However, we argue that the discussion of tensions within CSPs remains incomplete as

the personal attitudes on the nature of outcomes from managers involved in CSPs have so far

been left out.

Bowden and Ciesielska (2015), however, state that leadership is an important element in

CSPs which can provide a certain level of outcome to these tensions within CSPs.

Nevertheless, other researchers in the literature are divided on whether individual or

collective leadership is essential and whether it contributes to fostering collaboration and

desired outcomes. Some authors emphasise the necessity for a strong individual leader

(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Crosby, 2010; Geddes & Shand, 2013). A related theme in this

discussion is the leader's leadership style, which has been described as facilitative (Ansell &

Gash, 2008), integrative (Crosby & Bryson, 2010), or participatory (Kolk et al., 2010).

One of the most central components of CSPs are outcomes. In this regard, researchers have

identified different important aspects. In their 2015 literature review of theoretical

frameworks, Bryson et al. highlight three topics relating to CSP outcomes: public value (1),

immediate, intermediate, and long-term effects (2) and accountability (3). Public value is an

aspect that appears in all frameworks that have been looked at and simply states the desired

outcome of CSP "the point of creating and sustaining cross-sector collaborations involving

governments ought to be the production of "public value" (Bryson et al., 2015, p.656).

However, the assumption that cross-sector collaboration is beneficial in providing public

value is challenged by some empirical evidence, e.g. Andrews and Entwistle (2010) found

when surveying managers that government-business partnerships actually decreased

effectiveness and those government-nonprofit partnerships had no effect on effectiveness.

The literature also mentions different types of effects of CSP outcomes. Bryson et al. (2006)

and Emerson et al. (2011) both build on Innes and Booher’s (1999) three orders of effect,

which are defined by the immediacy of the outcomes. Accountability is a difficult issue for

CSPs since it is often unclear to whom the CSP is accountable (Romzek et al., 2012; Romzek

et al., 2014; Bryson et al., 2015). Page et al. (2015) developed a framework for accountability

with a focus on public value creation. However, Page et al.'s (2015) framework does not

account for the fact that multiple competing stakeholder perceptions will shape the meaning

of different outcomes (Clarke & Fuller, 2010). So far, the literature has neglected how

outcomes are interpreted by different stakeholders involved in CSP.
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2.3 Successes & failures in CSPs
CSPs have steadily become more and more popular, especially within the areas of policy

formation and implementation that were traditionally the primary concern of the national

governments (Hamann et al., 2011). It is important for our research to see what factors

contribute to the successes and failures within CSPs, how outcomes are interpreted by the

actors themselves, and how the literature defines these in order to describe certain outcomes

in our research.

Many commentators and some academic research point to the successes and potential for

partnerships. Le Ber and Branzei (2010), for instance, point out that partners intentionally

establish and implement CSPs to maximise the chances of achieving success, while other

studies warn of inherent vulnerabilities and inconsistencies that tend to make CSPs

susceptible to distrust, conflict and early failure. According to Seitanidi (2009), the chances

of success and continuation of cross-sector partnerships increase if partners are willing to

embrace adaptive responsibilities and design effective strategies for providing solutions for

particular problems. Further, as partnerships intensify or become more deeply involved,

initial successes depend on the partners' ability to choose the ideal partner, their commitment

to establishing mutually acceptable processes of collaboration, and their capability to assess

the relational risks, in which the partners can anticipate with certainty the potential results of

the partnership through past experience (Hardy et al., 2006). Hardy et al. (2006) state that

higher degrees of involvement bring substantial collaborative benefits, especially in the social

added value of the partnership, although the work and investment required to achieve them is

greater. At the same time, le Ber and Branzei (2010) point out that failures within CSPs result

from the insufficient investment of both time and energy in renewing the social value and a

loss of trust in the other partner's engagement, regardless of how separately or in tandem

these elements are combined. Also, according to Epstein and Klerman (2013) and Khagram

and Thomas (2010), the pressure on organisations to measure performance and determine

"what works", even in more complex domains such as social programmes, has become more

intense. Therefore, it is important for our research to understand the personal attitudes and

experiences of individuals involved in CSPs and how they perceive the outcomes of these

collaborations in order to  understand how they account for the outcomes  the partnerships

achieve.
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In research by Lee et al. (2012), trust is considered the most important factor in partnerships.

Chen and Graddy (2010) state that trust can take various forms, including trust in

organisational competence, interpersonal trust, and a shared bond and sense of goodwill.

Several researchers in the CSP literature recognise that collaborations begin with different

levels of trust and that effective collaboration upholds continuous trust-building (Emerson et

al., 2012; Walker & Hills, 2012). In order to establish trust, partners are required to share

resources in terms of expertise, information and good intentions (Bryson et al., 2015).

According to Chen and Graddy (2010), failing to honour agreements or prioritising one's own

organisation's interests over those of the partnership undermines the level of trust. Other

researchers emphasise that work in CSPs is usually very personal and revolves around

building relations between individuals (Lee et al., 2012; Murphy et al., 2012). What these

authors together provide for our research is an understanding of an essential element which is

crucial for CSPs and how this element contributes to inter-organisational relationships.

However, within CSPs, there are several factors that contribute to the failure of these

partnerships. When looking at the factors that drive failures, van Tulder and Keen (2018)

argue that the whole idea of partnerships has been criticised for not properly managing

systemic change, which is about making major social or environmental improvements in a

system. The main reasons for this are an overly dominant private sector or not having the

right partner in terms of addressing the problem (Dauvergne & LeBaron, 2014; van Tulder,

2015). Moreover, poorly considered partnerships can negatively impact the legitimacy of the

partnerships due to too high a level of optimism or superficial claims, a lack of

responsibilities, or inadequate governance structures (Van Tulder & Keen., 2018). In addition,

according to Tulder and Keen (2018), a growing body of evidence suggests that collaboration

is not easy to achieve. Within our research, we will therefore focus on what underlies this.

Another difficulty that can potentially lead to failure in CSPs is understanding how the type

of partnership can be linked to the kind of solution needed to induce change (Tulder & Keen,

2018). Powell et al. (2018) point out that many crucial differences are linked to the enactment

or failure to unify conflicting material interests between relevant stakeholders, which defines

whether CSPs can achieve collective efforts or can only deliver unilateral contributions.

A wide range of barriers can impede the potential success of CSPs, such as power struggles

and rivalling values (Abreu & Andrade, 2022). According to Abreu and Andrade (2022),

power relations are affected by how individuals, parties and organisations comprehend
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complex systems and prognosticate potential outcomes. Rival values occur when the balance

of these values and the goals of private, public and non-profit sectors are neglected, whereby

each organisation is striving to achieve its own goals, which tend to conflict with the

objectives of others (Erakovich & Anderson, 2013). According to Asaaga et al. (2021), the

absence of any supportive policies and conflicting departmental and limited institutional

resources are critical barriers to engaging in successful CSPs. Although the above research

discusses power struggles, rivalling values, resources, supportive policies, and conflicting

departmental and limited institutional resources, we do not know how involved managers

think because there are not many studies that include managers' personal attitudes and

specific experiences. From our problem definition, Gazley and Guo (2020) argue that the

literature is deficient in terms of analytical units and state that the individual viewpoint of

people involved in CSPs is not frequently considered in studies of CSPs. In our study, we will

explore how different stakeholders experience this within these partnerships.

2.4 Theoretical framework
In order to create a frame of reference from which we can analyse our data, we look towards

a number of holistic CSP frameworks, i.e. Bryson et al. (2006), Thomson and Perry (2006);

Ansell and Gash (2008); Provan and Kenis (2008) and Koschmann et al. (2012). Of these

frameworks, Emerson et al. (2011) framework stands out as particularly useful for a few

reasons. Firstly, the framework is generalisable and applicable in a wide variety of settings,

meaning it is useful for all types of CSPs. Secondly, the framework makes it possible to either

look at CSP as a whole or instead at specific elements (Emerson et al., 2011). Thirdly, the

framework includes many elements identified in other frameworks, which strengthens the

justification for including these elements. Lastly, the framework best captures the dynamics

of all elements, unlike other frameworks that treat antecedents, processes and outcomes as

separate (Luis et al., 2018).

Emerson et al.'s (2011) framework (see figure 1) consists of three dimensions: general system

context, collaborative governance regime (or, in our case CSP), and the collaborative

dynamics and actions of a CSP. System context refers to the different political, legal and

other influences that affect and are affected by the CSP (Emerson et al., 2011). According to

Emerson et al. (2011), the system context influences the dynamics of a CSP at the outset and

over time. Moreover, from this context emerge drivers, which include incentives,

interdependence, uncertainty and leadership, all of which set the CSP in a certain direction. In
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this framework, a CSP exists within the system context and contains collaborative dynamics

and collaborative action. The dynamics and actions of a CSP shape the quality, development

and effectiveness of a CSP (Emerson et al., 2011). Collaborative dynamics are represented by

three interactive parts: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint

action. These three parts interact in such a way to produce actions. The collaborative actions

have the capacity to change the internal CSP and the system context (Emerson et al., 2011).

More concretely, for our study, Emerson et al. (2011) Framework do the following. The

framework allows us to trace different topics that are likely to appear, such as trust and

communication, to outcomes more accurately. Suppose an informant was to discuss trust that

would be part of shared motivation, according to Emerson et al. (2011), which will then affect

the CSP's actions and impacts (outcomes). Moreover, suppose we find that some informants

view outcomes differently. In that case, we can trace backwards and see where they differ in

components that proceed outcomes and, through this process, see what aspects might lead to

different interpretations of the outcomes.

Figure 1.

Integrative framework for Collaborative Governance

Note: From Emerson et al., 2011.
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3. Methodology
In this chapter, the methodology of the project will be discussed. We will give the reader a

better understanding of why we choose a qualitative approach. Also, our view on research

philosophy, encompassing ontology and epistemology, will be presented. Furthermore, it will

be described how the data was collected. Finally, the approach and process of analysing the

data will be discussed.

3.1 Research philosophy
Qualitative research is based on various ontological and epistemological principles (Bryman

& Bell, 2017). These principles are a way of understanding the nature of research (Bryman &

Bell, 2017). Ontology and epistemology are two elements that will help us define our

research methods. Both ontology and epistemology are used as the foundation for our

approach to a research question. According to Bryman and Bell (2017), ontology concerns

what is true or real and reality's nature, whereas epistemology has to do with the nature of

knowledge and different methods of obtaining knowledge.

Looking at the ontology principle, we believe that it is consistent with social constructionism.

Social constructionism implies that reality is, made up by the actors. We believe that an

objective (social) reality does not exist but is constructed by the people who are part of it.

People are thus, subject and object to their own reality. From the perspective of Bryman and

Bell (2017), social constructionists claim that social phenomena and their meanings are both

created and recreated in a situation involving different social actors. Social phenomena are

not viewed as external but exist because of social actors' acts and narratives about those acts.

The social constructionist view of reality fits well with the concept of partners and

stakeholders. Through their specific relationship network, each partner will understand the

world differently, and in CSPs, they either work or do not on creating a shared understanding

of problems and outcomes. What is true for an organisation might not be true for another

since their institutional logic is different. Opposing views of reality are particularly present

within CSP since different sectors often have fundamentally different goals (Bryson et al.,

2006; Ansell & Gash, 2008). As researchers, we favour social constructionism as we do not

subscribe to the idea that social phenomena exist beyond the influence of social actors.

Moreover, we are sceptical towards the idea of uncovering objective truths and are instead

much more interested in finding individuals' experiences.
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In order to capture different partners’ realities and how they affect a CSP, an interpretivist

epistemological approach has been adopted. Interpretivists argue that social phenomena are

inherently unlike phenomena that exist in the natural sciences and need to be investigated in a

different way from other reasoning and procedures (Bryman & Bell, 2017). The purpose of

our study is to capture the realities of individuals representing different organisations from

different sectors. An interpretivist view of knowledge is useful to achieve our purpose since

the doctrine holds that knowledge is socially constructed (Bryman & Bell, 2017). We believe

that methods associated with natural science are appropriate when one desires to capture

people's ideas of reality and their experiences. Moreover, in the literature, interpretivist

epistemology is often associated with social constructionist ontology due to the commonality

of the reasoning of the two theories. As our ontological standpoint is in line with social

constructionism, we incline logically towards interpretivism as a matter of course. Further, in

research by Braun and Clarke (2006), interpretivism allows us, in contrast to positivism, to

focus on thematic analysis for our research. For all these reasons, we opted for a qualitative

study with semi-structured interviews, as this view of reality allows us to access different

"truths" from multiple actors.

3.2 Qualitative research
Given these philosophical commitments and the requirement of our research problem, and

that our study aims to critically explore the personal attitudes and experiences of individuals

involved in CSPs in order to  understand how they account for the outcomes  the partnerships

achieve, we adopt a qualitative research method. In our qualitative research, we seek to find

out in-depth information about people's thoughts and experiences, as well as their

expectations of CSPs. Different academic articles and other literature will carefully be

selected, analysed, and summarised to frame this study. The following search engines were

used; Google Scholar and Summon, provided by the University of Kristianstad. Furthermore,

in order to collect the correct data needed for this study, semi-structured interviews will be

conducted. The primary advantage of the semi-structured interview method is the use it

provides for reciprocity between the interviewer and the informant, giving the interviewer the

opportunity and flexibility to improvise and ask follow-up questions of the informants (Kallio

et al., 2016). For this reason, topic-relevant interview questions were formulated and

structured on the basis of both the research objective and the selected literature relevant to the

topic. Besides, in a semi-structured interview, the informants are stimulated to speak openly,
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and it allows the interviewer to identify and interpret what is perceived as important, negative

or positive (Bryman et al., 2018).

Since our study aims to access the personal experiences of individuals in CSPs from a

multi-stakeholder perspective, we have opted for qualitative research. Qualitative research

provides in-depth information about respondents, whereby we go into the informants'

underlying thoughts, opinions, needs, and motivations (Newman & Hitchcock, 2011). In

addition, the emphasis of quantitative research lies in statistical results (Newman &

Hitchcock, 2011), which are not relevant to the things we want to explore.

3.3 Research approach
An inductive approach was chosen for our research regarding the relationship between theory

and research. According to Bryman and Bell (2017), inductive research differs from

deductive research in that it uses a bottom-up approach instead of deductive research.

Inductive research can be understood as a research category which generates new knowledge

by creating theories, unlike deductive research, which involves a process of testing

hypotheses to verify a theory (Bryman & Bell, 2017). Inductive research aims to create new

knowledge (Bryman & Bell, 2017). The researcher creates a research problem from a

selected field and develops research questions (Bryman & Bell, 2017). A researcher then

attempts to find data through his observations. In doing so, the researcher can use various

research methods to collect data for his research questions (Bryman & Bell, 2017).

For our research, we focused on inductive research, where we will mainly focus on finding

answers to the research question. Even though there is plenty of literature available regarding

CSPs within the field of our research, the method of our research is qualitative. Furthermore,

there is plenty to add based on empirics (specific observations). Besides, our research

philosophy aligns with social constructionism and interpretivism when looking at the

epistemology part. When discussing these aspects, we can conclude that the research

approach that suits us best was an inductive approach.
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3.4 Data collection
The data used in our study were collected in two different ways. The first way of collecting

data was by conducting six interviews with people from different sectors in both Sweden and

the Netherlands who have experience with CSPs. All interviews were conducted in the

English language and were recorded with the allowance of all the informants. The second

way was to study and analyse existing research related to CSPs. The interviews were

semi-structured, meaning that the questions were prepared, but the informants were

encouraged to talk freely, and relevant follow-up questions were asked during the interviews.

All interviews were conducted using video interviews and lasted approximately 40 minutes.

The interview guide used for our interviews can be seen in Appendix A. More information on

the informants can be found in Table 1.

According to Bryman and Bell (2017), qualitative interviews of this nature allow for deeper

discussion and reflection from the informants. Furthermore, as we were looking for the

experiences and perceptions of people from different sectors based on CSPs, this approach

was most appropriate. Moreover, interviewers can better understand what the informant

perceives as important, positive or problematic, depending on what the participant brings

forward (Bryman & Bell, 2017).

Table 1.

Information on the informants

Informants Gender Country of
operation

Function Sector

I1 Female Sweden Project Manager Municipality Public

I2 Female Sweden Project Manager Municipality Public

I3 Female Sweden Project Manager NGO Non-profit

I4 Male Sweden Project Manager University Public

I5 Male Netherlands Director Consultancy Group Private

I6 Male Sweden Business Developer NGO Non-profit
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3.5 Data analysis
A thematic approach will be used to analyse the data obtained, which is one of the most

common ways to deal with qualitative data (Bryman & Bell, 2017). The approach becomes

more interpretive when using thematic analysis as it seeks to identify obvious content and

hidden content (Bryman & Bell, 2017). According to Bryman and Bell (2017), qualitative

analysis is different from quantitative analysis because the processes by which themes are

being identified are left implicit. The interviews were transcribed and analysed to find salient

content about particular interesting experiences and events. Transcription helped us to write

down everything that was said during the interviews and allowed us to thoroughly analyse

and interpret everything that was said after the interview. Also, excerpts from the interviews

that were found interesting were marked and coded. Subsequently, all codes were collected to

identify possible patterns that emerged as themes. The process can be seen in Table 2.

Rennstam and Wästerfors (2015) describe that it is not only "what" is said that is important

but also "how" it is said. At the same time, "how" refers to metaphors, expressions,

justifications and self-presentation and emotion emanating from the informant (Rennstam &

Wästfors, 2015). Rennstam and Wästfors (2015) state that researchers need to analyse how

the informants construct their social reality. Because we conducted all interviews via Zoom,

the analysis of "how" becomes somewhat complicated, as the talking through Zoom might act

as a small barrier. The informants might not express themselves in a comprehensive and

detailed way where we can find indications of how the informants are really feeling or

thinking, risking that the conversation will become flat or superficial.

Apart from identifying themes and sorting data, this is not enough in the process of thematic

analysis. It is also necessary to reduce the data. According to Rennstam and Wastfors (2015),

illustrative reduction should be applied to the data. By giving priority to certain content, the

data becomes more controllable and theoretically interesting (Rennstam & Wästfors, 2015).

In doing so, even interesting content must be omitted, as it is impossible to reproduce

everything that is documented. Rennstam and Wastfors (2015) point out that illustrative

reduction is about how categories are represented because it is not possible to include

everything. We use illustrative reduction on the data obtained in order to represent the

concepts as understandably as possible by means of quotations and highlights from the

interviews.
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Table 2.

Process of analysing qualitative data

Steps in the thematic
analysis

Our process of analysing the data was inspired by Braun and Clarke (2006),
Bryman and Bell (2017), and Rennstam and Wästfors (2015).

1. Familiarising with
the data

Reading and rereading the interviews and, furthermore, highlighting and
sorting quotes and excerpts.

2. Sorting and
reducing    codes

- Requirements to join a CSP
- Shifts in the political

landscape threatens the
collaboration

- Swedish law as a hindrance
- Swedish law forces the CSP

to undergo an organisational
shift

- elections
- Politicians' aversion to risk
- Agendas break trust
- Self-interests as opportunity
- Self-interests as an obstacle
- Partners desire different

outcomes

- Structure relating to the way a
CSP is organised or constructed

- Hierarchy as a means who holds
the most influence within the
organisation

- Communication in the way you
communicate with others and
make decisions

- Involvement in means of taking
part in the collaboration

- Commitment and to what extent
you are dedicated to the CSP

- Leadership to influence and
guide followers within the CSP

- Responsibility to deal with
something and stick to the
agreement

- Management challenge as a
hindrance

- Motivation in order to achieve
the desired outcome

- Trust to make the collaboration
work

- Expectations of the collaboration
and the outcomes

3. Identifying themes
and subthemes

The savannah

● Underlying motivation
● External forces

The waterhole

● Structure
● Communication
● Collaboration
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4. Analysis
This chapter presents the results of the semi-structured interviews that were conducted. Two

main themes were identified. The first theme that will be presented is 'The savannah'. This

theme is divided into two sub-themes: underlying motivations and external forces. The second

theme that will be presented is 'The waterhole'. This theme is again divided into several

sub-themes: structure, communication, and collaboration.

4.1 The savannah
During the six interviews with managers, who have extensive experience with CSP, several

topics reappeared. The first pattern that could be deciphered is related to the environment in

which the core team of CSPs operate. Our informants described different actors with different

views, attributes and resources at their disposal. Likewise, In the savannah, we find different

types of animals, such as different grazing mammals, rodents and birds. Moreover, our

informants discussed how different factors external to the partnership could significantly

impact the CSP, such as laws. Correspondingly the savannah is impacted by weather

conditions, forest fires and poachers. For all these reasons, we find the name savannah fitting

for this theme. From this theme, we identified two aspects which act as our subthemes:

Underlying motives and External forces. It is important to note that the savannah refers to the

environment external to the core team of a CSP. Therefore, even the partnering organisations

are included in this part of the analysis as their underlying motives and characteristics are

outside the grasp of the people involved in the core team. Different animals are compelled to

visit the waterhole for different reasons, to cool off, drink water or even to find prey.

4.1.1 Underlying motivations
One of the first things that were made clear from the interviews was that managers from

different organisations had contrasting ideas about if underlying motives should be accepted

in a CSP. In a similar fashion, all interviewees expressed that different organisations and

sectors either have or are disposed to having different reasons for participating in a

partnership. Words like interests, motives, and agendas appeared in all six interviews. The

difference between the informants related to whether these underlying motives should be

included in the equation of managing the CSP or be avoided altogether. As earlier explained,

animals will gather at the waterhole for different reasons. These reasons are determined by

how the environment of the savannah interplays with the attributes of the animals. Therefore,
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underlying motives are created prior to and independent of the core team's everyday work

lives.

When asked about what outcomes their CSP is aiming for, informant 3 (hereafter I3) said:

“The key thing is that they all want different things [the sectors]. The companies want

a product or a service they can sell [...] So they want an output within the business

logic. The city wants an output within the city logic and the university academia

something. So this is a key thing. When you work together, you have to see that

everyone gets what they want."

I3 is involved within the core team of a CSP, which, together with the public and private

sector, aims to make a municipality in Sweden an innovation hub. According to I3, their CSP

not only recognises that actors want different outcomes, they even construct the CSP in a way

so that all actors feel they get what they want. I3 continues:

“We have focused on basically the part of innovation and development work, where

you are more radical in the way you have open knowledge.[..]. It's not where you

move into where the companies have their own IP or ownership because that is

protected. They will never bring this in [to the partnership]. So we have to focus on the

area where you have a will to participate."

Oppositely, I5 stated, “you run the risk of the interests only being served by the various

parties and that does not help anyone." I5 seems to view the underlying motives of the

partners as a hindrance for the CSP. Similarly, I1 explicitly expressed that they view differing

motivations or "agendas" as problematic for the desired outcomes of CSPs, "I think there are

too many projects not creating value enough because people are there for their own agenda

and different interests."

Two reasons are given for why underlying motives negatively affect the CSP's outcome. I1

expresses that it can lead to distrust between partners "pursuing your own agenda and as

soon as people realise that there are agendas, then you've actually lost it [trust].” All

informants stated that trust was a core factor for the long-term success of CSP, “It's the most

important thing. And that's like, within the core team, but also with your partners." (I3). It is

therefore expected that these managers would reject something perceived as diminishing

trust. The second reason given as to why underlying motives were dangerous was because
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informants felt it hindered communication. I5 stated, "I often experience that an actor comes

into [the CSP], but they have their own agenda, and they are not there to listen to other

people." Just like trust, communication was seen by all informants as critical for achieving

the desired outcomes of CSP. Statements such as "if we say that we are like four persons, we

spend the equivalent of one person into communications" (I3) and "we have meetings with

them almost every single day." (I6) illustrate just how serious communication is taken by the

partners. It is also worth noting that trust and communication are stressed by multiple

researchers (e.g. Bryson et al., 2006; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson et al., 2011) and were

included in one way or another in all frameworks reviewed.

I6 works for an NGO that is partnered with multiple organisations but primarily with a

Swedish university. The aim of the partnership is to encourage and assist university students

in their entrepreneurial endeavours, and in this partnership, I6 is one of the workers actively

assisting students. I6 explained that in the CSP, of which they are part, it is not interests that

separate the actors but instead how they want to go about fixing the problem. “Oh, I don't

think there's a disconnect. I think that we want exactly the same outcomes. [...] we all have

the same goals, just sort of, it's the how we get there, that's the difference." However, I6 later

in the interview also gives insight into how he views some of the partners and their

intentions. "You sort of see our investors as the tools to utilise for the students." (I6). I6

wording when describing partners is interesting, “tools to utilise" it suggests a self-serving

attitude with respect to how the collaboration is viewed. I6 continues:

"The people who invest in these kinds of things, they see it more as goodwill, and a potential

for being like the birthing ground for new great ideas that they might be able to invest in later

or, you know, like to their stimulate the market.”

Again it is interesting to note the language used, “goodwill". As I6 works in close

relationships with students daily, it may be the case that he is emotionally invested and

perceives the engagement from partners further away from the students as lacking. I4 stands,

in relation to the others, somewhere in the middle. He states that the actor in a CSP should

"not only focus on their own agenda." (I4), implying that some level of self-interest is

acceptable.
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Moreover, our informants expressed the need to understand the underlying motives of the

different actors and that a failure to do so would lead to unwanted outcomes. I4 states,

“understand whether there is trouble between people from one side of the private club or the

other side of the public club. You have to match them up because, yes, there will be tensions."

I6 examples of a falling out with a collaborator support this "I've had a falling out with a

collaborator of another project, because [..] not understanding of the situation our office was

in." I3 also emphasises the importance of understanding the partners and also describes a

large amount of effort it takes “we spent a lot of time dealing with different logics. Reporting

in different logics, monitoring different rules. So we spend more time doing this than actually

making things happen.” (I3). From the statement of I3, we see that she experiences the

different logic as a limiting factor to the CSP desired outcomes.

4.1.2. External forces
From the interviews, it is clear that what happened inside the core team or inside of the CSP

was not the only thing affecting outcomes. It was found that actors and situations outside of

the partnership could limit, facilitate or change outcomes. This sub-theme is aptly named

external forces. The weather is beyond the reach of all animals, even if they all desire the

same temperature.

I2, who is part of a CSP that acts as a sustainability platform for a municipality, explained

that politics have a great effect on the CSP “of course, we have an election coming

up[...]there's different political aspects and thoughts about what should be the future of

folkbildning [Non-degree further education] and how the state should be part of that, or

maybe not part of it." It might perhaps be this political uncertainty that has pushed I2’s CSP

to find stability in other places “we've started some collaborations with the private sector

more intensely this year.” (I2). Similarly, I1 states, "Because as of now, part of our work is

being funded from a national level. [...]we've always had to take that into consideration. So,

of course, that is affecting the outcome that we can have."

Moreover, our informants criticised the political sphere multiple times in different ways.

"Politicians get elected through this visibility, and governmental areas are risk-averse. They

don't like risk." (I2). I3 experiences the political sphere as a hindrance to achieving the CSP

desired outcomes:
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"So you make plans, you make policies, That look really good on paper. You get like a

smart innovation strategy and what was a smart innovation strategy five years ago is

definitely not a smart innovation strategy today." (I3)

Comparably to the previous statements, I6 said, “you as a politician, of course, it's nice to

have quick results, so you can highlight them [...] you are not focusing on impact, you are

focusing on visibility and risk management to be safe.”

In addition to the political sphere, I3 provides their experience with how the legal sphere

affects their CSP. I3 is part of a CSP in which, amongst others, a Swedish municipality and

the Swedish state agency of innovation are involved (Vinnova).

‘’We are at the exact point where we need to make a transition from being a project to

being an ongoing business, and to do that, if we stay within the city, we will be sort of

only acting out of city law, and then almost everything we do has to stop. [...] with

Vinnova in the game, we have been able to work with our partners and do innovative

things [...] the actual framing from Vinnova was sort of making an exception that

made this city platform work, and when that goes away, business disappears,

operations disappear. So we're actually at that point where we are either a new

organisation or dead.’’

I3's description of their situation illustrates how the legal sphere can interject with a CSP’s

aim, making their desired outcomes impossible and effectively shutting the whole partnership

down.

4.2 The waterhole
The conducted interviews have provided us with some valuable insights into the experiences

of our informants concerning CSPs. As the savannah focuses on a broader perspective related

to the environment in which the CSPs take place, the next theme focuses on what takes place

on a deeper level. Within our analysis, we descend to the following level in which we define

a waterhole as the place in which the core team from the partnerships come together and

collaborate. This theme puts more emphasis on what is happening within the team that is

involved in achieving specific outcomes within these collaborations. In this part, we will

elaborate on what goes on in the core team of the collaborations focusing on the interesting

experiences of the informants. The sub-themes were identified based on the informants'
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answers to the interviews as being, in their opinion, the most important aspects of

collaboration within a CSP.

4.2.1 Structure
The purpose of defining clear governance structures, lines of responsibility and authority for

the collaboration is that each partner knows exactly what they are contributing to the

collaboration, what they can expect from the other stakeholders, and what must be

accomplished together in order to achieve the desired outcomes. According to all informants

having a clear structure for the collaboration is essential in order to make the collaboration

work. I5 stated that ‘’A structure is mainly what makes it clear how the processes go, and

who is responsible for what and where." I5 continued,

‘’Every Friday morning at nine o’clock, I have all the project managers with me, and

they all have one piece of paper with them, and it says what they did this week.

Specifically: point by point, no stories, no weak text, just points. It contains the points

that they think they are going to do in the coming week, and it contains the points

about the things that are not going well.’’

Nevertheless, it can be stated that I5 has a more entrepreneurial perspective on structure in

comparison with the other informants as he works in the private sector.

Moreover, a majority of the informants agreed that structure contributes to the need for

certainty and clarity, where people want to know what to expect. I4 stated that "Nothing is as

important as clarity. It is enormously helpful if it is clear what everyone can contribute to the

collaboration." There is mutual agreement that structure creates a certain regularity and

ensures mutual understanding of the problem that the partnership is trying to address. From

the informants, it was clear that there is a need for order and structure within teams and

organisations as an organisational structure gives clarity to the people within the team. Also,

in creating the structure, the vast majority of the informants agreed that it is important to

consider your own preferences, and especially those of others. Other informants mentioned

that a good structure also contributes to the effectiveness of the organisation in order to

achieve the desired outcomes.

According to I5, it is essential to know your limitations in order to shape the structure. I5

stated ‘’know that you have limitations in the area of knowledge that you have. So when you
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talk about structures and the contribution they make to the outcome, it already starts with

putting people where they are competent.’’ Other informants explained that every

collaboration benefits from a clear division of roles and tasks, but it needs to be clear what

everyone can and wants to do. This shows how important structure is for the informants who

participate in a CSP.

4.2.1.1 Hierarchies

Another aspect that plays a big role in the team's collaboration is the degree of hierarchy

within the group. When asked about the hierarchies within the collaborations, the vast

majority of informants rejected the idea of the existence of a certain hierarchy within the

collaboration. I1 stated,

"If you have this kind of hierarchy within the collaboration, it will have an effect on

the overall energy and joy. You get more of writing reports and get rules. I think it's

just collaboration between companies and officials. We have to find win-win

situations."

The informants generally agree that there should be a flat organisational structure within the

collaboration where everyone has an equal voice. I6 stated, "I think the power and influence

should be equal within these collaborations." Most informants believe in working together

instead of having a certain hierarchy within the collaboration.

However, I6 strongly disbelieves in flat organisations. He stated,

"I'm a non-believer in flat organisations. I think that's a very stupid idea. I think

people should be respected in an organisation, and nobody should be worth more

than anybody else. Nevertheless, I think hierarchies are good, especially when it

comes to decision making and actually executing projects, because everybody should

report to somebody else. Because then things actually get controlled and get made."

Additionally, I1 answered that she has always worked in partnerships where the people in the

team at the table have the mandate, in which they have the authority to act on behalf of the

organisation for which they work. Nevertheless, they have to get permission from their home

office. She explained that asking for permission for certain decisions slows down the final

decision-making. Besides, much energy is dissipated in the process, which also causes time

delay for the eventual outcome of the collaboration.

Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se
32



Jonge, R & Krasniqi, A

4.2.2 Communication
All informants agree that within the collaboration, communication is crucial. Still, the vast

majority have their own perspectives on communication while working together. I3 explained

that in order to work effectively, you need to take into account the preferences of the

stakeholders. This includes the way you communicate (short and clear or extensive) and how

you make decisions. I5 stated, ''without communication, you are nowhere.''

According to I2 and I4, collaboration is about communicating expectations. This is because it

is important for good collaboration, and it also contributes to the desired outcome, which is in

everyone's interest. In this respect, they believe it is crucial to be transparent, both to the

people in the team and to the stakeholders involved. I4 stated, ‘’Get together about the

expectations and communicate those expectations and get an understanding about how are

we going to approach this and through which channel are we going to communicate in.’’

Furthermore, in the view of I5, being open to the project team and other stakeholders

involved is another aspect which is crucial when communicating within a CSP. I5 stated, "We

usually set up a kind of War Room with open doors, and everyone can enter at any time. And

in this War Room, there is a wall full of powerpoints neatly hung up, with the occasional

brown paper in between to show where we stand and where we want to go." He emphasised

that communication is important within the project team and especially for the people who

are indirectly involved. I5 talked about an experience in a CSP where he worked with

different stakeholders such as the Department of Health, different hospitals and nursing

homes. He explained that it is important to keep all stakeholders involved by inviting them

every now and then. Moreover, he said that he had set up an Infectious Disease Control

Steering Committee to get the communication right and that all the parties involved sat on it

to keep people involved in the process. During a meeting, he had also invited the national GP

association to a meeting where a difference in opinion arose regarding the price of

vaccinations, in which he stated,

"I had a situation with the national GP association who were asking 20 euros for a

vaccination, but I had 14 euros per vaccination available. That had to come down. We

can't do that all at once, but gradually, by getting the communication right, we finally

came to an agreement, and yes, that is the voice of joy."
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I5 used this explanation to emphasise that even if you do not agree with each other, it is

important to communicate with each other and be honest about it.

However, I1 explained that there are some challenges regarding communication. When

working with partners from different countries and organisations where many people are

involved, communication can become uninteresting for those not in the inner circle, mainly

because some information does not concern some people. I1 stated the following:

''In a big project, you have to be very careful what kind of information is sent to

whom. I don't take the time if I don't immediately see whether it concerns me, then I

just put it in the wastebasket."

Despite different statements and perspectives on communication, the statements mentioned

above show a particular pattern in which the actors show respect to other actors when

communicating with each other. Lastly, it illustrates how essential mutual communication

within the team and other stakeholders is in order to achieve the desired outcomes.

4.2.2.1 Leadership

Another aspect related to communication but relevant for a fruitful outcome is the degree of

leadership within the collaboration. The interviews revealed that the informants have

different experiences and perspectives of leadership, in which some wanted to be led to the

waterhole, and others did not. When asked about the role of leadership within the

collaboration, I2 and I6 agree that there is a certain lack of leadership within the

collaborations they worked in, which sometimes leads to confusion. I2 stated,

"Sweden has a tendency to have flat organisations, but this [project] is, I would say,

even more flat. So it's even a challenge for myself, being a Swede, to have this and

sometimes confusing. We don't have a process leader."

Whereas I6 stated, ‘’in some projects, I think it would be good if there's a person who says,

Okay, I've heard all the inputs, this is what's going to happen.’’ This illustrates the lack of

leadership in the form of a person leading the project, which also can be seen as a lack of

responsibility within the collaboration.
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Other findings related to leadership revealed that I4 and I5 see leadership as something more

related to communication. I5 sees himself more as a project leader and a connector

simultaneously. I5 stated,

‘’I make sure that the public and the private people know how to find each other, so I

can always keep an eye on things. My main job is to make sure that people feel

supported and to keep my finger on the pulse to keep the process moving forward by

communicating.’’

I5 elaborates on this and relates to giving people responsibilities so they are able to grow. I5

expressed himself by stating, ‘’Don’t limit your people in their growth possibilities, give them

responsibilities and make them more important than they are. Share, and you will see that it

leads to great results.’’

In addition, I4 sees leadership as a form of guidance and coaching process in which he wants

to see the people around him grow. He expresses this as a process of mental scaffolding in

which he explained,

‘’If you want a person to grow, you have to be the scaffold around it. When they

finally can do it by themselves. You don't have to be there anymore. So it's a mental

scaffold. It's not like I'm holding them, but I am there motivating them. I'm there

putting in new knowledge and helping them grow.’’

The above quotations show that communication is an essential factor within the leadership

role in order to search for an outcome that is considered worthy for everyone. At the same

time, I4 and I5 see it as their responsibility not to limit but to help the people around them in

their ability to grow.

4.2.2.2 Management challenges

When looking at the management challenges experienced by the informants and the degree of

communication within these challenges, several informants experienced certain challenges

within the collaboration. I1 expressed that she worked with people that wanted to do as little

as possible. She stated, ‘’They take part in the group just to observe and be a part of

something, but don't want to put any effort in it and contribute.’’ She elaborated and

explained that this did not benefit the collaboration and delayed the whole process in terms of

time since there was no appointed project leader.
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In contrast, I4 and I5 had a similar perspective on management challenges and the

communication involved. Again, both of the informants explained that the communication to

settle these management challenges is of utmost importance. I4 said,

"If they are not doing what they are supposed to do in time, I'm there to tell them. But

we talked about that in the beginning, and I told them I don't want to hunt you and

constantly have to come after you."

I5 explained that you have to be able to understand if there is trouble within the collaboration.

He stated, ''if there is trouble between people from different groups, you need to sit together

and make sure the problems will be solved because, in the long run, this could have a

negative effect on the outcome.''

4.2.3 Collaboration
Within CSPs, working with the stakeholders around you is paramount. This is something

which all informants agreed on. However, the informants each have different perspectives on

how best to collaborate and which aspects are fundamental to achieving the desired outcome.

Several words repeatedly appeared, which are, according to the informants, fundamental for

collaboration. Words such as engagement, motivation, involvement and commitment

appeared in most of the conducted interviews. However, when analysing the various

collaboration experiences, one word constantly appeared: ''trust''.

I2 expressed the following, "Trust is really important. Trust is what builds this kind of

collaboration and business relations. If you don't trust each other, then it would be very hard

to come up with new ideas and make the collaboration work." I5 even stated, "If the trust is

not there, get out of there!" As I5 continues, he explains that it is impossible to grasp the

collaboration and reach the outcome when there is no trust because, according to I5, without

trust, you are nowhere. This illustrates how important trust is within collaborations and that

collaborative efforts do not work without trust.

Besides trust, other aspects also seem of great importance in the collaborative process, in the

opinion of the informants. A vast majority of the informants connected commitment,

motivation, engagement and involvement to collaboration. ‘’The most important aspect is

being committed to achieving certain results and being motivated to work together.’’ (I3). At

the same time, another informant explains that collaboration is not about resources.
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‘’We went to Brazil to visit because we were told that they obtained so much better

results for the city than we could do with all our money other resources. They had no

money, there were with just a few persons, but they were committed, and they

somehow managed to motivate a lot of people around them." (I1)

This shows that it is not necessary to have many resources to achieve the right result, but

committed people are enough.

I5, on the other hand, has another perspective and states,

''Giving everyone shares and not wanting to have it all. Sharing leads to much higher

returns for yourself. Realise that sharing knowledge, power, money, influence, and

whatever interest you have, sharing with your immediate surroundings and your

indirect surroundings can lead to great results.’’

Lastly, it can be said that the majority of the informants agree that in collaborations, there is a

need to be fully committed and get involved when working together, which eventually can

lead to the desired outcomes.
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5. Discussion
The analysis of the data from the six interviewed informants identifies two major themes:

savannah and waterhole. The first theme relates to the environment in which the core team of

a CSP exists within. From this theme, the data suggested a further division into the

subthemes: underlying motives and external forces. The subtheme, underlying motives, was

uncovered by identifying multiple references to interests and agendas from the interviews.

The second subtheme, external forces, was discovered by informants alluding to or explicitly

explaining how forces outside of the core team affected their work.

The second theme focuses on what takes place on a deeper level. In this theme, we descended

to a lower level in which we defined a waterhole as the place in which the core team from the

partnerships come together and collaborate. In this theme, we have put more emphasis on

what is happening within the team that is involved in achieving specific outcomes within

these collaborations. The sub-themes were identified based on the informants' answers to the

interviews as being, in their opinion, the most important aspects of collaboration within a

CSP.

In this section, the data inside the identified sub-themes will be discussed more in-depth.

More specifically, the empirical data acquired from the interviews will be contextualised in

relation to previous research.

5.1 Underlying motivations
From the interviews, we see that the underlying motives of the different partners were

perceived as very important by managers. This is echoed by researchers such as Ansell and

Gash (2008), who write, “the incentives that stakeholders have to enter into collaboration

will loom large as a factor in explaining whether collaborative governance can be

successful." (p.552). Most informants agreed that underlying motives were detrimental to the

desired outcomes of the CSP, which is summarised in I1 statement, "I think there are too

many projects not creating value enough because people are there for their own agenda and

different interests." These managers stressed the importance of their goals which are aimed at

social value, and explained that there was no room for self-interests, “you run the risk of the

interests only being served by the various parties, and that does not help anyone." (I5). This

line of thinking is somewhat contradictory to the literature, as Bryson et al. (2006) state that

recognition of self-interest is a necessary precondition for the formation of a CSP. On the
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other hand, some informants instead framed it as an opportunity to shape the CSP so that

parties are more willing to participate “focus on the area where you have a will to

participate.”(I3).

Our informants' answers suggest that how outcomes are interpreted will depend on the

participating organisation's underlying motives for participating in the CSP. If all actors come

together with the intention of creating social value, they are more likely to interpret the

outcomes similarly. However, if all actors have underlying motives based on self-interest, the

outcomes of the CSP will likely be interpreted by each party in relation to their own

underlying motives.

Instead of underlying motives, the literature talks about interests. Interests are mentioned in

some of the literature on CSP, e.g. Bryson et al. (2006) and Emerson et al. (2011), but it is

done so only briefly. Bryson et al. (2006) simply recognise that self-interests should be

recognised by all actors. Moreover, Bryson et al. (2006) have chosen to place incentives on

indirect antecedents of collaboration formation, i.e. a reason for the creation of the

partnership. Emerson et al.'s (2011) discussion on interest is also very brief. They mention

consequential interests, which are related to opportunities and threats. However, Emerson et

al. (2011) place consequential interest, not in the system context, which would correspond to

Bryson et al.'s (2006) direct antecedent. Emerson et al.'s (2011) framework differ as it does

not see interest as something that initiates or creates the collaboration but instead sees it as a

driving force for the CSP after its formation. "our framework separates the contextual

variables from essential drivers.” (p.9). Despite the recognition of multiple interests within

CSP, there is a lack in the literature on exactly how interests affect a CSP, nor is there any

deep discussion on how to best manage the different interests.

The informants that saw underlying motives as an obstacle to CSP outcomes gave two

different reasons for this. The first reason is related to trust. Informants perceived that the

discovery of partners' underlying motives diminished trust within the partnership. At the

same time, trust was seen by all informants as critical for the CSP to achieve its desired

outcomes.

Trust has been covered extensively by researchers and can be found in all frameworks

reviewed as a component of the collaborative process. Emerson et al. (2011) see trust as a key

ingredient in creating shared motivation for the CSP. According to Emerson et al. (2011),
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trust is developed over time as parties work together and prove that they are reasonable,

predictable and dependable. Similarly, Ansell and Gash (2008) state that trust generates

mutual understanding, which leads to legitimacy and commitment. However, where these

researchers differ is their idea of when trust is created. Emerson et al. (2011) see

trust-building as a process that starts when parties start working together. Ansell and Gash

(2008) also see trust as a process, but a process that starts from the initial conditions of the

CSP “Starting conditions set the basic level of trust.” (p.550). Ansell and Gash (2008), in

other words, believe that a level of trust exists even before the partners have had a chance to

work together. Of these two views, our data aligns more with Ansell and Gash (2008), as

informants expressed that underlying motives are present prior to and at the inception of CSP

and affect the partnership from there out. As Ansell and Gash (2008) point out, there seems to

be a starting level of trust that, according to our informants, is determined in part by

perceived underlying motives. Thomson and Perry (2006) give us some insight into how

underlying motives affect trust as they state that compatible interests strengthen trust.

The second reason informants gave for why underlying motives were damaging was because

they perceived that it hindered communication between partners. The informants emphasised

the importance of communication in their work which corresponds with the literature,

“communication is broadly celebrated as a hallmark and essential ingredient of successful

engagement.” (Emerson et al., 2011, p.12). Our informants expressed that underlying motives

halted discussion as partners did not actually listen to each other. Though our informants

discussed communication and trust separately, Ansell and Gash (2008) suggest that they are

linked. “Conflict is likely to express itself in low levels of trust, which in turn will produce

low levels of commitment, strategies of manipulation, and dishonest communications.”

(Ansell and Gash, 2008, p.553). Similarly, Bryson et al. (2015) maintain that it is trust that

allows actors to discuss freely.

5.2 External forces
The data from the interviews suggested that managers involved in CSPs many times felt

external forces shaped their outcomes. Results indicate that CSPs are often limited or

restricted by the political and legal sphere in what outcomes they can achieve. These findings

are in line with researchers who have, in similar ways, emphasised the importance of the

environment in which the CSP exists, e.g. Bryson et al. (2006), Thomson and Perry (2006),

Ansell and Gash (2008), Emerson et al. (2011). However, exactly how the CSP is affected
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seems to depend on what area the CSP is active. The data also shows that managers are well

aware of how these external forces affect their work. According to Emerson et al. (2011), The

external context creates specific opportunities and constraints which influence CSP uniquely.

CSPs are often directed at creating social value, but there are often different political views in

a country on how social issues should be viewed and addressed (Savage et al., 2010).

According to Bryson et al. (2006), CSPs that focus on public problem solving will be

especially reliant on what they call the institutional environment. The CSP will be dependent

on broad systems of relationships across public jurisdictional areas that can directly affect the

outcomes of the CSP (Bryson et al., 2006).

The analysis presented a case in which the future of a CSP connected to non-degree further

education was uncertain because of differences in political views. In this case, the informant

implied that some right-wing actors believed that the private sector might better address

non-degree further education. This shift would inevitably impact the outcomes the CSP is

able to achieve as they would lose all support from the national level. The analysis also

showed a case where the legal sphere came in the way of a CSP's desired outcome. This CSP

aimed at creating innovations in a Swedish municipality. In this CSP, a Swedish municipality,

NGOs and the Swedish state agency of innovation (Vinnova) are involved. However,

Swedish law prohibits the municipality from engaging in active development. This is now

forcing the CSP to transition into an NGO separated from the municipality, effectively

stopping the partnership.

The results of the interviews suggest that the environment is not a starting condition that

pushes the partnership in a direction as some frameworks suggest, i.e. Bryson et al. (2006)

and Ansell and Gash (2008). Instead, the data seems to agree with Emerson et al. (2011) that

the environment is a surrounding three-dimensional space which encompasses and influences

the partnership throughout the life of the CSP. Democratic elections, newly enacted

regulations, and other situations can open up new possibilities and challenges at any time.

5.3 Structure
The answers to the interview questions related to structure showed that a good structure is

essential to work together in order to make the partnership work. Besides, the answers

illustrated that a good structure also contributes to the effectiveness of the organisation in
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order to achieve the desired outcomes. This implies that the informants perceive structure as a

fundamental aspect that is intertwined in a CSP. As I5 stated, “A structure is mainly what

makes it clear how the processes go, and who is responsible for what and where.” This

finding is somewhat contrary to research from Emerson et al. (2011), in which he excessively

privileges the process over the structure. While at the same time, Bryson et al. (2015) also see

structure as an aspect that has a significant impact on fostering effective CSPs and the

outcomes associated with them. Moreover, the interview results of the informants may imply

that not having a proper structure within a partnership can have a negative effect on a CSP

and its final outcome. These results corroborate the ideas of van Tulder and Keen (2018),

who suggested that inadequate governance structures can negatively affect the legitimacy of

the partnerships.

The result may also be based on the fact that, according to the informants, structure creates a

certain regularity and ensures mutual understanding of the problem that the partnership is

trying to address. This goes in line with Becker and Smith (2018), whose findings showed

that with a clear structure, it is possible to involve multiple stakeholders to develop solutions

that are complex and provide different perspectives and resources needed to address

challenges effectively.

Another interesting finding related to structure was that I6 emphasised that he does not

believe in a flat organisational structure and that a good organisational structure contributes to

decision making. He stated,

"I'm a non-believer in flat organisations. I think that's a very stupid idea. I think

people should be respected in an organisation, and nobody should be worth more

than anybody else. Nevertheless, I think hierarchies are good, especially when it

comes to decision making and actually executing projects, because everybody should

report to somebody else. Because then things actually get controlled and get made."

(I6)

This finding shows that decision-making is another important aspect related to structure and

implies that it contributes to achieving certain outcomes within a collaboration. These results

are in agreement with Schmida's (2020a) findings which showed that the outcomes of

partnerships depend on effective partner governance and decision-making.
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5.4 Communication
The results of this study showed that, according to all informants, communication is another

aspect that plays a crucial role in collaboration. However, the results showed that several

informants have different perspectives on communication. Interestingly, some informants

agreed that communicating expectations is essential when collaborating, as it contributes to

the desired outcome, which is in everyone's interest. In doing so, it is essential to be

transparent to everyone in the team as to other stakeholders.

Other informants explained that to work effectively, you need to take into account the

interests of the stakeholders. This can imply that in order to work effectively, you need to

communicate with the people around you to get to a sort of mutual agreement. I5 gave an

example and stated,

"I had a situation with the national GP association who were asking 20 euros for a

vaccination, but I had 14 euros per vaccination available. That had to come down. We

can't do that all at once, but gradually, by getting the communication right, we finally

came to an agreement, and yes, that is the voice of joy."

This quotation from I5 emphasises the fact that even if you do not agree with each other, it is

important to communicate with each other and be honest about it. These results are in

agreement with the research carried out by Bryson et al. (2015) that suggests that partners are

required to share resources in terms of expertise, information and good intentions in order to

establish a good collaboration. Additionally, these results are also in accordance with

Emerson et al. (2011), who state that communication is widely acknowledged as a defining

characteristic and an essential element of successful engagement.

Another interesting finding relevant for a fruitful outcome on which all informants agreed is

the presence of leadership within the collaboration. Some informants explained that there is a

lack of leadership in the collaborations they worked in, which sometimes leads to confusion.

This finding may indicate a need for a certain degree of leadership within the team. This is

emphasised by I6, who acknowledged that there is a lack of leadership in some of the

collaborations in which he worked. He expresses the importance by stating: ''in some

projects, I think it would be good if there's a person who says, Okay, I've heard all the inputs,

this is what's going to happen." This illustrates that leadership is another essential aspect of a

CSP. Moreover, this finding is in accordance with the research of Bowden and Ciesielska
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(2015), who indicated that leadership is an important element in CSPs. Nevertheless, the

question remains as to what type of leadership style is applicable within the cross-sector

partnership as various authors emphasise different leadership styles.

5.5 Collaboration
The informants see collaboration as the basis of CSPs as it is fundamental to functioning

within a partnership. The current study found that several factors are crucial within a

collaboration. Factors mentioned as involvement and commitment repeatedly appeared in the

answers from the informants. These factors are interesting as it is in line with multiple

researchers. Seitandi (2009) points out that the chances of success and continuation of

cross-sector partnerships increase if partners are willing to commit themselves to embrace

adaptive responsibilities in order to provide solutions for particular problems.

Moreover, the findings are also in agreement with Hardy et al. (2006). Hardy et al. (2006)

explain that as partnerships intensify or people become more deeply involved, initial

successes depend on the partners' commitment to establishing mutually acceptable processes

of collaboration. Besides, Hardy et al. (2006) state that higher degrees of involvement bring

substantial collaborative benefits, especially in the social added value of the partnership.

Nevertheless, there is also a side note as Hardy et al. (2006) state that the work and

investment required to be more committed and involved in order to achieve the collaborative

benefits is greater. Nonetheless, both managers and researchers seem to agree that

involvement and commitment are crucial factors within effective collaboration and are of

great importance to CSP.
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6. Conclusion
In this section, we conclude our study with our final thoughts. Moreover, we discuss the

study's  contribution, limitations and give our suggestions for future research.

6.1 Overarching conclusion
Both managers and researchers seem to agree that underlying motives, or as the literature

prefers to call it, interest, is of great importance to CSP outcomes. It seems that the level of

compatibility between interests contributes to an initial level of trust amongst partners.

Moreover, if interests are perceived by partners as being too self-serving, it will also diminish

trust throughout the collaborative process. Lack of trust might then lead to a number of issues

such as weakened communication which both managers and the literature find highly

damaging to collaboration. However, an alternative view also emerged from the study. If

interests are disclosed clearly between partners, it might not matter if the interests are

self-serving. It could be the case that trust is not broken if interests are perceived as

compatible, even if they are seen as self-serving. As you will trust that your partner's

self-serving behaviour will also be of benefit to the CSP. This is an area that needs more

research to understand exactly how underlying motives or interests should be understood in

the context of CSPs.

The study also finds that managers and the existing literature seem to agree that external

forces affect the limitations and opportunities CSPs have in achieving their desired outcomes.

However, managers seem to emphasise this effect much more than researchers who have so

far just mentioned its effect but not delved deeper. Is it not time researchers put more effort

into the different aspects of CSP instead of insisting on creating holistic frameworks that try

to cover all aspects? The data also seems to suggest that external forces should be viewed as a

three-dimensional space which affects the CSP throughout its life and not solely as a starting

condition.

For a successful partnership, managers and researchers agree that it is fundamental to have a

good structure. The data show that structure has been perceived as a core aspect intertwined

in a CSP. Besides, it also delivers substantial results by ensuring that collaboration works as it

is supposed to work. Existing literature and managers suggest that a solid structure makes

sure that everything is in order and that there are no loopholes in the system. Contrary to the

findings of Emerson et al. (2011), the structure has a pivotal role in the process. The ability of
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the structure to influence and nurture efficient CSPs and their associated outcomes is

unquestionably important. Moreover, the data points out that a lack of structure within an

organisation can negatively impact the CSP and its outcomes, as the power of structure also

helps the organisation mutually assess and solve the problem at hand through the effort of

each element.

Furthermore, managers and researchers seem to agree that the process of inclusiveness

brought about by partnership through structure allows for different perspectives to be looked

at from different angles in order to achieve a better analysis. Additionally, the data shows that

hierarchies in a structure help maintain a strong grip and systematic efficiency. This forms a

hierarchy from top to bottom, with everyone on the team reporting on work and performance

and then maintaining the framework. Effective partnership leads to strong decision-making

within an organisation because all stakeholders are on board and willing to share their input.

Both managers are in agreement that communication is key to ensuring collaboration between

different elements of the organisation. The data shows that it is in everyone's broader interests

to achieve the organisation's business goals with more effective communication where the

message is delivered and communicated without any misunderstanding. Besides, the business

and individual interests of the stakeholders should also be considered to enhance efficiency,

as managers and researchers point out that knowing about people's interests who are working

under one umbrella makes it easier to reach a consensus regarding a problem. Further, to

form a good working relationship between the actors, both the managers and the literature

suggest that it is vital to share job experience, information, and expertise to make others

realise that each actor encounters the same difficulty level and needs to find a solution

together. The actors' commitment to each other and to other parts of the organisation is based

on their communication ability, which is a generally accepted phenomenon. Literature shows

that people who take on leadership roles are specially assigned to encourage collaboration

and better working relations. A lack of strong leadership might lead to a lack of collaboration

because of the missing factor of a hierarchy head who surveys and makes appropriate

decisions.

This study found that collaboration within an organisation depends on various aspects and

elements. The extent to which the actors feel relevant and part of the decision-making process

influences their ability to engage in the advancement of collaboration and determination.

Both managers and researchers seem to agree on this. Further, it also seems that the
Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se

46



Jonge, R & Krasniqi, A

likelihood of success and continuation of cross-sectoral partnerships significantly increases if

the partners are willing to engage with each other and adopt strategies to make room for

inclusiveness so that they are able to find solutions. The data shows that success is like a

chain reaction, and the initial phase of these successes depends on the will of the partners to

create an environment in which collaboration between partners becomes a viable option.

Moreover, the data also indicates that a higher level of commitment provides collaborative

benefits that can be experienced in the long term. However, to achieve the benefits of

collaboration, it is crucial to be more committed and involved, which both managers and

researchers agree on. Even in situations where reaching a consensus would not be possible,

communication is necessary to share opinions and explain your point of view in all honesty.

As research showed, collaboration has a direct impact on the functioning of the organisations

involved and is highly dependent on the working environment.

6.2 Contributions
Previously, much research on CSPs revolved around theoretically building holistic

frameworks on with help from adjacent fields, i.e. Bryson et al. (2006), Thomson and Perry

(2006), Provan and Kenis (2008), Ansell and Gash (2008), Emerson et al. (2011) and

(Bouchard & Raufflet, 2019). This study contributes to the current literature by answering the

call from researchers, e.g. Gazley and Guo (2020), to research managers' viewpoints. In

doing so, we push the literature into largely unexplored territory. Our findings contribute to a

more nuanced understanding of CSPs, their outcomes and the factors that lead up to those

outcomes. The study suggests that managers find underlying motives, external forces,

structure, communication and collaboration as critical factors regarding what outcomes the

CSP produces. The study also delves into the human process inside CSPs, which has largely

been neglected. The findings on underlying motives contribute to our understanding of how

trust is built and how relationships are developed and maintained.

The study also brings methodological contributions as our study is one of few that uses

interviews in order to gain insight into CSP. Our semi-structured interviews allowed the

anonymous managers the freedom to speak their minds and emphasise what they find more or

less important.
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6.3 Limitations
Our research aimed at assessing managers' personal experiences and attributes on outcomes

of CSP. As this had not been done before, this research took an exploratory role which means

the study does not produce any conclusive results. Another limiting factor of this research is

that managers linked to the private sector are underrepresented. This leads to the possibility

that the data is somewhat skewed in favour of managers representing NGOs or the public

sector. Lastly, the interviews were relatively short since the managers that agreed to

participate were clear that they had a tight schedule. This limited us in how deep we could

take the semi-structured interviews.

6.4 Future research
Research on CSP, which includes the thoughts, attitudes and experiences of managers, is still

very limited. Therefore, researchers can take many paths in order to advance and deepen their

knowledge about CSP. However, we suggest that more qualitative work is needed in order to

capture all aspects of CSPs more thoroughly. Some case studies have been made on CSP, yet

we agree with researchers who state that more is needed. Given our limitations, future

researchers should attempt to gain managers' thoughts, attitudes, and experiences who

represent the private sector in CSPs. We also recommend that researchers take a quantitative

approach to compare the literature with managers' perspectives more accurately.
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Appendix 

Appendix A - Interview Guide
Research question
How do stakeholders in CSPs account for the outcomes that they achieve?
General questions

●  Can you tell me about your organisation and your general involvement in CSPs?
● What kind of outcomes are you hoping for from the collaboration?

CSP context/environment
(Resources, political dynamics, prior failure to address the issue)

● Can you tell me how the collaboration came together?
● What role do resources play in the collaboration?
● Can you tell me why you think this collaboration is necessary?
● How do you believe the broader environment affects the collaboration's ability to

achieve the desired outcomes? (national, regional politics)
● What kind of limitations in achieving the outcomes have you experienced? 

Structure/organisation
(Structural configuration of the CSP and its actors)

● Can you tell me about the structure of the collaboration?
● Could you tell me about the hierarchies within the collaboration?
● Who holds the most power/has the most influence in the collaboration, and why?
● How was the current structure determined/set?
● How do you feel that your current structure impacts the collaboration’s outcomes? 

Process
(Leadership, trust, legitimacy, communication, managing conflict, values)

● Can you tell me what the process of managing the collaboration looks like?
(management challenges)

●  Can you tell me how you experience(d) the communication in the collaboration?
● Tell me about the role of leadership within the collaboration.
● How would you describe the level of trust between the stakeholders within the

collaboration?
Outcomes

● What kind of outcomes have you achieved?
● Who benefits from these outcomes?
● What are your reflections on these outcomes?
● How do you believe other stakeholders would view these outcomes?
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Appendix B – Email to informants
Email for interviews
Topic: Cross-sectional partnerships

Dear Sir/Madam,

We are two master’s students, Alban Krasniqi and Ralph de Jonge, from Kristianstad University
studying Business Administration. For our master thesis, we are investigating cross-sectional
partnerships. We wish to speak with people who have experience in private-public partnerships that
could give us an insight and better understanding of the processes, challenges, and success factors that
arise in cross-sector partnerships.

Cross-sectional partnerships are partnerships/collaborations where multiple organisations work
together across private, non-profit, and government sectors to achieve mutually beneficial goals. By
interviewing people who have experience in these types of partnerships, we seek to gain the personal
attitudes and opinions of people involved in cross-sector partnerships. Therefore, we would like to
know if you are interested in participating in an interview. The interview will be approximately 40
minutes and will take place via Zoom.

If you are interested, let us know. Or, if you know someone more suited in this area, we would
appreciate it if you forwarded this email.

Suppose you have any questions feel free to contact us. Many thanks for considering our request.

Kind regards,
Alban Krasniqi & Ralph de Jonge
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