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Abstract
In this study, we use an empirical example to demonstrate how a multi-stage pat-
tern matching process can inform and substantiate the construction of partial least 
squares (PLS) models and the subsequent interpretation of and theorizing from 
the findings. We document the research process underlying our empirical investi-
gations of business – civil society collaborations in South Korea. The four-step 
process we outline in this paper can be used to ensure the meaningfulness of the 
structural model as well as to maximize the use of PLS for theorizing. This meth-
odological advancement is particularly helpful in  situations when literature refer-
ence points exist, but further contextual information may add nuances to prevalent 
knowledge. The findings from the qualitative flexible pattern matching part of the 
study prompted us to conduct a multi-group analysis. The resulting path changes 
in the base model led to the identification of four partnering strategies for business-
CSO collaborations: (1) partnering for visibility; (2) partnering for compliance; (3) 
partnering for responsibility outsourcing; and (4) partnering for value co-creation.
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1  Introduction

This paper uses an empirical example to demonstrate how a multi-stage pattern-
matching process can inform and substantiate the construction of partial least 
squares (PLS) models and the subsequent interpretation of and theorizing from 
the findings. We document the research process underlying our empirical investi-
gations of business – civil society collaborations in South Korea. We first outline 
why and how a multiple-pattern matching process can enhance the use of partial 
least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). We then provide a fram-
ing for our empirical study and discuss how the study contributes to the interna-
tional business and international management literature.

PLS-SEM as a method and SmartPLS as a software tool (Ringle et al. 2015) 
have rapidly gained popularity over the past decade. This is partially due to PLS-
SEM’s suitability for predicting and theorizing, and its ability to deal with com-
plex models, estimate formative constructs, and handle smaller sample sizes, 
among other features (Richter, Cepeda, et al. 2016; Ringle et al. 2020). However, 
despite the method’s high level of sophistication, its relative flexibility and the 
user-friendliness of the software have generated some unintended consequences 
(Zeng et  al. 2021). Although PLS-SEM was originally designed to facilitate 
theory development through the exploration of data (Richter Sinkovics, et  al. 
2016; Ringle et al. 2020), researchers still need to bear in mind that an inductive 
approach in quantitative analysis requires sound conceptualization and operation-
alization and an adequate execution of data collection (Sinkovics 2018; Trochim 
1989; Zeng et al. 2021; Wible and Sedgley, 1999). Therefore, it is important to 
focus more attention on methods and techniques that can be applied at the begin-
ning of the research process to pave the way for generating sound PLS models 
and to enhance the benefits of theorizing with PLS (cf., Sinkovics 2016, 2018; 
Sinkovics et al. 2021b).

In this study, we draw on the pattern-matching framework to demonstrate how 
the use of qualitative techniques can strengthen the conceptualization and theory-
building aspects of PLS. The overall pattern-matching process can be divided 
into three stages: partial, flexible, and full pattern matching (see Appendix Fig. 5 
for an overview). By bringing together all three stages, our study demonstrates 
how they inform each other (see Fig. 1), specifically, how the first two stages sup-
port the development of a PLS model and the subsequent theorizing based on the 
empirical findings from 215 firm responses to a survey.

Multinational enterprises (MNEs) frequently interact with sociopolitical stake-
holders such as civil society organizations (CSOs) across their home as well as 
host countries (Sun et  al. 2021). These interactions are considered an aspect of 
MNEs’ non-market strategies, and they contribute to MNEs’ competitiveness by 
reducing challenges associated with social, political, and institutional contexts 
(Mellahi et  al. 2016). A growing number of international business studies have 
highlighted non-market strategies as an integral part of MNEs’ overall interna-
tional business strategy (Boddewyn and Doh 2011; Cuervo-Cazurra et al. 2014; 
Doh et  al. 2015, 2017; Kobrin 2015). Lucea and Doh (2012) propose that if 
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MNEs are to design non-market strategies that appropriately fit their non-mar-
ket context, they need to pay attention to four sociopolitical dimensions, namely, 
stakeholders, issues, networks, and geography. Therefore, there is a need to match 
what we know about these dimensions in frequently explored research settings 
such as the United States and Europe to knowledge generated in less frequently 
explored settings such as South Korea and other Asian and African geographies 
(cf., Doh et  al. 2015). An additional factor that adds urgency to these explora-
tions is the United Nations’ (UN 2015) stance on the importance of cross-sector 
partnerships for the attainment of the sustainable development goals (Bäckstrand 
2006). In this paper, we define business–CSO collaboration as “a system of for-
malized cooperation between several institutions [involving at least one firm and 
one CSO], based on a legally contracted or informal agreement, links within 
cooperative activities and jointly adopted plans” (Wyrwa 2018, p. 123).

We chose South Korea as our research context because of the highly influential 
role that CSOs play in the country’s political and business environment. Under-
standing this context could help foreign MNEs in South Korea reduce institutional 
distance and design better non-market strategies. For instance, Kim et  al. (2013) 
highlight a comment by a South Korean Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
manager: “we get too much political influence on CSR. I think this is typical in 
Korea … so businesses are not free to do what they think they should do anymore. 
Businesses have to pay attention to these pressures (from CSOs)” (p. 2584). As 
exemplified by this quotation, an important characteristic of South Korean CSOs is 
their active and direct participation in politics, both at an individual and group level. 
Many even become politicians themselves, and as a group they have been involved 
in the conception and running of past administrations.

Source: adapted from (Sinkovics 2018) 

Theore�cal Realm Theore�cal Realm

• Theories
• Ideas
• Hunches 

Conceptualisa�on 

Theore�cal pa�erns

Observed pa�erns

• Observa�on
• Data
• Measures 

Data organisa�on

Pa�ern 
matching

Observa�onal Realm

Top-
down

Bo�om-
up

Observa�onal Realm

a)
par�al PM

Th
eo

ris
in

g
Ex

pl
an

at
or

y 
th

eo
ry

O
bs

er
va

�o
na

l 
th

eo
ry

Th
eo

ry
 o

f d
at

a 
co

ns
tr

uc
�o

n
b)

flexible PM
c)

full PM

Systema�c 
literature analysis

Expected 
theore�cal 

pa�erns/analy�cal 
framework

Structural 
theory/model

Measurement 
theory/model

Observed pa�erns 
in interview data

Pa�ern match –
revised 

theore�cal 
pa�ern

Observed pa�erns 
in survey data

Pa�ern match and 
theorizing based on 

results (path 
coefficients, R2, effect 

sizes, etc.)

Step 1

Step 2

leads to

Step 3

Step 4

in
fo

rm
s

informs

Figure. 1   The multi-stage pattern matching process underlying this study. Source: adapted from (Sinko-
vics 2018)



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Therefore, on a conceptual level, our study contributes to the international busi-
ness and international management literature by furthering understanding of how 
the factors that drive the formation of business–CSO collaborations influence firms’ 
collaborative behavior and ultimately the outcomes of collaboration in the South 
Korean context. The findings hold important implications for MNEs aiming to 
expand into the South Korean market given the extent to which CSOs actively shape 
the sociopolitical environment. Further, an understanding of how South Korean 
firms engage with CSOs in their home country will aid future theorizing about their 
collaborative behavior with CSOs in host countries.

2 � Partial and Flexible Pattern Matching to Pave the Way for  
Structural Model Specification

Appendix Fig. 5 provides an overview of the three stages of pattern matching. Partial 
pattern matching is completed either in the theoretical realm, where the researcher 
works with the literature to identify initial theoretical patterns, or in the observa-
tional realm, where the researcher starts with empirical observations to identify 
theoretical patterns (Bouncken et al. 2021; Shah and Corley 2006; Sinkovics 2018). 
Flexible pattern matching builds on partial pattern matching (Sinkovics 2018), 
either within the same study or in a subsequent study. Initial theoretical patterns are 
deduced from the literature or a previous inductive study and matched to observed 
patterns in empirical data. Therefore, flexible pattern matching combines a deduc-
tive and an inductive component. In other words, it seeks to identify matches and 
mismatches between initial expected patterns based on the literature and observed 
patterns that emerge from the empirical data while simultaneously allowing new 
patterns to emerge from the data (Bouncken et al. 2021; Sinkovics 2018). The third 
stage of pattern matching is full pattern matching. This aims to determine which 
alternative theory best explains an empirical observation. Structural equation model-
ling arguably represents the highest level of full pattern matching to date because it 
involves pattern matches at the structural level as well as the measurement level (cf., 
Hair et al. 2017; Sinkovics 2018).

Figure 1 demonstrates how we used the different stages of pattern matching to con-
struct our structural (and later, measurement) model. Step 1 involved a systematic liter-
ature review (see Appendix Table 5 for the protocol). The aim was to obtain an under-
standing of what is known in the literature about business–CSO collaborations and 
what theories are commonly used to underpin investigations on this phenomenon. We 
conducted this literature review with the aim to derive an initial framework – that is, a 
collection of theoretical dimensions as a starting point for our structural model specifi-
cation. In step 2, we conducted interviews and applied a flexible pattern-matching anal-
ysis technique to check the relevance of the theoretical dimensions that we had identi-
fied from the literature to our study context. This was necessary since most studies we 
identified were conducted in the United States and Europe, and we needed to ascertain 
that those insights were relevant for our South Korean context. Flexible pattern match-
ing further allowed us to explore whether there were any theoretical dimensions that 
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the literature had not yet uncovered but that were important in this context. Step 3 then 
entailed the finalizing of our structural model and the hypotheses.

Appendix Table 7 lists the main theoretical dimensions, the corresponding opera-
tionalizations, and the expected theoretical patterns that we identified from the literature 
review. The three main dimensions correspond to the three phases of business–CSO 
collaborations: (1) formation, (2) implementation, and (3) outcomes (e.g., Selsky and 
Parker 2005). The formation phase refers to the factors that drive organizations to col-
laborate with CSOs. Prior studies suggest two main drivers (e.g., Dahan et al. 2010; 
Weber et al. 2017): The pressure from external stakeholders to collaborate with CSOs 
and the desire to gain access to the resources of CSOs. These drivers are linked to two 
main theories in the literature – stakeholder theory and the resource-based view.

The implementation phase of business–CSO collaborations may be linked to the 
collaborative behavior displayed by partners to achieve their shared objectives (Heck-
man and Guskey 1998). Our review of the literature uncovered three main concepts: 
interorganizational connectivity, shared resources, and trust in CSOs’ competence and 
good intentions (Jiang et al. 2015; Rivera-Santos and Rufín 2010; Weber et al. 2017). 
Interorganizational connectivity refers to “the communication and interaction mecha-
nisms and relational structures that support the back-and-forth flow of knowledge and 
ideas” (Sinkovics et al. 2019, p. 132) in collaborations. The resource-sharing dimen-
sion includes the sharing of knowledge, capabilities, materials, human resources, and 
social capital. Lastly, the trust dimension can be broken down into “goodwill trust,” 
that is, trust that the partner wishes to contribute to the collaboration, and “competence 
trust,” that is, trust that the partner has the capability to contribute to the collaboration 
(Jiang et al. 2015; Lui and Ngo 2004). Finally, the outcomes phase of business–CSO 
collaborations encompasses two performance dimensions: business and social perfor-
mance of the collaboration.

The fourth column in Appendix Table  7 offers sample comments to demonstrate 
observed patterns in the interview data (see Appendix Table 6 for an overview of firm 
characteristics in our sample). The last column in Appendix Table 7 provides the out-
come of the flexible pattern match, that is, how the observations from the qualitative 
data compare against prior research results or theoretical expectations derived from 
the literature. The matches, mismatches, and emerging aspects provide a quality check 
for the meaningfulness of the structural model and form the basis for our hypotheses. 
Therefore, the hypotheses formulated below, in step 3 of the multi-stage pattern match-
ing process (see Fig. 1), are partly grounded in the literature (step 1 in Fig. 1 corre-
sponding to columns 1–3 in Appendix Table 7) and partly the result of theorizing based 
on the qualitative data analysis via flexible pattern matching (step 2 in Fig. 1 corre-
sponding to columns 4–5 in Appendix Table 7). Figure 2 provides the structural model 
and the hypotheses.

2.1 � The Relationship Between Stakeholder Pressure and Collaborative Behavior 
in Business–CSO Collaborations

Although our findings largely match the predictions from the literature regard-
ing the fundamental relationships between stakeholder pressure and collaboration 
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with CSOs (see Appendix Table 7), we found some differences in intensity stem-
ming from the South Korean context. Specifically, whereas stakeholder pressure 
is expected to lead to a certain degree of connectivity between the firm and the 
CSO in most institutional contexts (c.f. Pagell et  al. 2010), this relationship is 
likely to be much stronger in South Korea. This is a consequence of targeted gov-
ernment initiatives and the prominent and influential role of CSOs (Kim et  al., 
2013). Therefore, we hypothesized a positive relationship between stakeholder 
pressure and investment in interorganizational connectivity with the CSO.

Hypothesis 1a: A positive association exists between stakeholder pressure 
and investment in interorganizational connectivity

Our findings also corroborate evidence from other contexts that govern-
ment-driven business–CSO collaborations may lead to resource sharing. This 
is because both the firm and the CSO may be required to sign written commit-
ments to contribute resources to a given project (cf., Pratt Miles 2013). Conse-
quently, the CSO may register a complaint if the firm does not share resources 
to the extent stipulated in the agreement, which in turn may lead to strict penal-
ties (Tripsas et  al. 1995). Hence, firms may be obliged to share resources with 
a CSO because of the government’s intervention. If a business–CSO collabora-
tion is formed owing to consumer or client pressure, the parties may form joint 
teams to address the underlying issue as well as to perform public communica-
tion activities. Such activities may include joint promotional events, marketing 
campaigns, publications, and media briefings (Shumate and O’Connor, 2010). We 
found evidence in our qualitative data to support these expected patterns in the 
South Korean context. Further, we found that the resource-sharing level is higher 
when the competence level of the CSO is high.

Figure. 2   Conceptual Model
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Hypothesis 1b: A positive association exists between stakeholder pressure and 
investment in resource sharing with the CSO

However, stakeholder pressure to collaborate with CSOs may lead to low levels 
of goodwill trust in CSOs (cf., Jiang et al. 2015). This occurs because a firm may 
feel too concerned about the motives of a CSO to initiate collaboration, for example, 
a CSO’s intention to use information received through collaboration to fuel future 
criticism. Further, when collaboration is forced, a firm does not tend to have the 
opportunity to perform due diligence with respect to the CSO’s ability to contribute 
to the project outcome (cf., Rivera-Santos and Rufín 2010). We found evidence of 
this in our qualitative data. Specifically, when there is government pressure to col-
laborate with a specific CSO, firms do not feel they are in a position to refuse the 
collaboration, despite having little opportunity to gauge the CSO’s competence. This 
may lead to problems during the collaboration and reduced general trust in CSOs in 
future collaborations.

Hypothesis 1c: A negative association exists between stakeholder pressure and 
the level of trust in CSO.

2.2 � The Relationship Between Accessing CSO Resources as a Driver for  
Collaboration and Firms’ Collaborative Behavior

We also found support for the general proposition that when a firm collaborates 
with a CSO to access its resources, it is more likely to build interorganizational con-
nectivity. This is because building interorganizational connectivity allows partner 
organizations to understand the depth and breadth of each other’s resources (Fer-
reras-Méndez et al. 2015) as well as identify who holds the required knowledge in 
each organization. In general, CSOs possess knowledge about local communities or 
population segments on the fringes of the mainstream market. CSOs are also likely 
to have network ties with local community leaders (Dahan et  al. 2010; Sinkovics 
et  al. 2014). Further, in developing countries, CSOs are often hired by the gov-
ernment to design and deliver social projects on its behalf (Barr et  al. 2005), and 
thus CSOs may possess high levels of social capital within government organiza-
tions (Den Hond et al. 2015). This can be leveraged by a firm to obtain regulatory 
approval and a “social license to operate” (Wilburn and Wilburn 2011). Since tacit 
knowledge is difficult to codify, it is mostly transferred through personal relation-
ships (Nonaka 1994). Therefore, firms are required to implement communication 
strategies that facilitate information exchange between the two groups of employees.

Hypothesis 2a: A positive association exists between firms’ desire to access 
CSO resources and to invest in building interorganizational connectivity

We also found evidence to support that when a firm is driven to collaboration 
by the prospect of accessing CSO resources, it is more likely to implement strat-
egies and routines that foster resource exchange. For instance, joint integrated 
teams allow partner organizations to become closer and access each other’s tacit 
knowledge (Lam 1997). Further, the presence of joint teams on public platforms 
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and at public events signals a high degree of integration between CSO and firm, 
resulting in a better reputation. Our findings also indicate that co-location, such 
as shared office space, can further facilitate this process.

Hypothesis 2b: A positive association exists between firms’ desire to access 
CSO resources and firms’ desire to share their own resources in return

When a firm initiates a collaboration with a CSO to access the CSO’s 
resources, it is assumed that the firm is already aware of the potential of the CSO’s 
resources and is anticipating synergies between the two organizations’ resources. 
As opposed to situations in which the collaboration is stakeholder driven, a firm 
is more likely to undertake due diligence when the collaboration is motivated by 
a desire to access CSO resources. As a consequence, the firm will have a better 
understanding of the CSO’s level of expertise and capacity to achieve the overall 
objectives of the proposed collaboration (Rondinelli and London 2003; Seitanidi 
and Crane 2009). Therefore, when a collaboration is formed with a CSO to access 
the CSO’s resources without any pressure from external stakeholders, the role of 
trust in the CSO is likely to be more important for the collaboration (cf., Jiang 
et al. 2015) than when the collaboration is stakeholder driven.

Hypothesis 2c: A positive association exists between firms’ desire to access 
CSO resources and firms’ level of trust in the CSO.

2.3 � The Relationship Between Collaborative Behavior and the Outcomes of  
Business–CSO Collaborations

In business–CSO collaborations, interorganizational connectivity is likely to play 
a bigger role than in the usual equity alliances. This is because of differences 
between the organizations in terms of culture, values, routines, performance 
measurement, leadership style, decision-making processes, and goals (Quélin 
et  al. 2017). The findings from our interviews suggest that frequent and well-
designed communication helps the collaborating partners to understand existing 
differences and fosters conflict resolution. Further, interorganizational connec-
tivity also fosters a better understanding of the underlying issues that the pro-
ject aims to address. Several respondents highlighted the importance of two-way 
communication and knowledge exchange to co-create solutions that were not only 
related to the company’s core business but also had significant societal implica-
tions. Examples include product design for the visually impaired or the design of 
environmentally friendly products. Therefore, interorganizational connectivity is 
expected to lead to positive business as well as social performance outcomes.

Hypothesis 3a: A positive association exists between investment in interor-
ganizational connectivity and business outcomes in business–CSO collabo-
rations.
Hypothesis 3b: A positive association exists between investment in interorgani-
zational connectivity and social outcomes in business–CSO collaborations.
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In the context of equity alliances, scholars have empirically confirmed a posi-
tive association between resource sharing and collaboration outcomes (Weber et al. 
2017). Similarly, resource sharing in business–CSO collaborations is expected to 
lead to enhanced collaboration outcomes. CSOs often lack the financial resources 
required for their projects (Hale and Mauzerall 2004). Therefore, sharing financial 
and other resources with CSOs can be expected to lead to better social outcomes. 
Our interview data indicate that resource sharing may come in different shapes and 
sizes, including applying for government funds and co-designing products for an 
underserved population segment.

Hypothesis 4a: A positive association exists between a firm’s resource sharing 
with its CSO partner and business outcomes in the business–CSO collabora-
tion.
Hypothesis 4b: A positive association exists between a firm’s resource sharing 
with its CSO partner and social outcomes in the business–CSO collaboration.

Based on the findings from the literature review, it is expected that a high level 
of trust in the CSO will lead to cost reductions in terms of legal, monitoring, and 
negotiation costs (Lui and Ngo 2004; Zaheer et al. 1998). In business–CSO collabo-
rations, differences in objectives (Mars and Lounsbury 2009) can lead to delays in 
agreeing on the overall objectives of the collaboration and drafting its terms and 
conditions. Further, a high level of trust between partners is expected to facilitate 
discussion of social and business issues, including those external to the project. 
Moreover, when a firm’s trust in its CSO partner is high, it is more likely to draw on 
the partner in the product development process. Research and development–related 
information and product pipelines involve sensitive information that firms tend to 
protect (Dahan et al. 2010). While our interview data support the link between trust 
and the business outcomes of the collaboration, our findings suggest that trust in 
the CSO partner may be less relevant regarding social outcomes. Nevertheless, we 
hypothesize a positive relationship between trust and social outcomes to further test 
the theory in the second part of the study.

Hypothesis 5a: A positive association exists between a firm’s high level of trust 
in its CSO partner and business outcomes in the business–CSO collaboration.
Hypothesis 5b: A positive association exists between a firm’s high level of trust 
in its CSO partner and social outcomes in the business–CSO collaboration.

2.4 � CSO Dominance and Firms’ Level of Standard Adoption

Two dimensions emerged during the flexible pattern matching process that seem to 
have an influence on how the relationships between our theoretical concepts play 
out. These are the level of dominance of a CSO within the industry and the level of 
standard adoption by the firm. The dominance of a CSO within the industry may 
be seen as a proxy for its experience and reputation. For example, one of our inter-
viewees stated, “If a CSO is not dominant in a particular sector or domain [envi-
ronmental or labor issue], it implies that they do not bring sufficient experience and 
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knowledge to a particular collaborative project. When we collaborated with CSOs 
that were less influential in the past, we faced a lot of difficulties…”.

Conversely, the level of standard adoption by the partnering firm may be regarded 
as a proxy for the firm’s internal resources and capabilities that enables the firm 
to learn about and tackle social and environmental issues. The implementation of 
standards or other voluntary frameworks generally requires firms to develop pro-
cesses, routines, and capabilities to learn about and address aspects of the targeted 
social and environmental issues. This in turn is expected to increase the level of 
value co-creation in the collaboration. The following comment from one of our 
interviews represents a case where there is no value co-creation: “We are not able 
to check every single step taken by the CSO in our project because of our resource 
constraints. As a small firm, we don’t have the time or human resources for that. We 
also don’t have much knowledge about what is required to fulfil these social and 
environmental standards. So, we just have faith in our CSO partner. We trust in 
what they are saying and what they are doing … and that the way they are carrying 
out the project will contribute to the community.” Examples of standards include 
the ISO 14000 suite covering environmental management and ISO 26000 Social 
Responsibility.

These two theoretical dimensions that emerged from the interview data can be 
used to create four scenarios: (1) Low standard adoption/Low CSO dominance, (2) 
High standard adoption/Low CSO dominance, (3) Low standard adoption/High CSO 
dominance, and (4) High standard adoption/High CSO dominance. Based on the 
qualitative data, we expected that the paths from the original model would change 
under these different conditions. However, we did not have sufficient data points to 
formulate hypotheses pertaining to how exactly the paths might be expected to differ 
across the four scenarios. Therefore, we drew on PLS-SEM’s suitability for explora-
tion and conducted a multi-group analysis to examine whether – and, if yes, how 
– the paths changed across the four scenarios.

3 � Full Pattern Matching with PLS‑SEM

Step 4 in our multi-stage pattern matching approach encompasses the measure-
ment model specification, model estimation, and results evaluation stages of the 
PLS-SEM analysis process (Ringle et al. 2020). We collected survey data between 
November 2018 and February 2019. We drew on the databases of two intermediary 
organisations – the CSR Forum and the CSR Academy in Seoul – to identify poten-
tial respondents (in total, 530 companies). The survey was sent to CSR managers by 
email. We also provided the option to complete the survey over the phone or offline 
(cf., Dillman et al. 2014). The survey was originally designed in English and then 
translated into Korean, which was validated by an accredited language expert.

We received a total of 224 responses (i.e., 42% response rate), out of which 215 
were complete and valid. Table 1 provides an overview of the descriptive statistics. 
This distribution was in line with data from the National Statistical Office (2015), 
which shows that small and medium-sized enterprises in Korea account for 99.9% 
of the total number of Korean firms. More than half of the respondents (60.5%) 
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considered their firms’ collaborations with CSOs to be either extremely important 
(31.2%) or very important (29.3%) (see Table 2).

Table 1   Descriptive analysis of sample firms

Item Frequency (%) Item Frequency (%)

Business year Full-time employees
Below 5 years 33 (15.5) Below 10 employees 17 (7.9)
6–10 years 24 (11.3) 11–50 employees 32 (15.2)
11–15 years 11 (5.2) 51–100 employees 20 (9.4)
16–20 years 42 (19.5) 101–250 employees 30 (14.3)
Above 20 years 105 (48.5) Above 250 employees 116 (53.2)
Firm size Level of adopting international stand-

ards
Large enterprises 65 (30.2) Very low 6 (2.8)
SMEs 150 (69.8) Low 36 (16.7)
Revenues (Korean Won) Somewhat low 35 (16.3)
 < 100 million won 6 (2.8) Neither low nor high 39 (18.1)
 < 1 billion won 13 (6.2) Somewhat high 41 (19.1)
 < 10 billion won 29 (13.8) High 3(15.8)
 < 100 billion won 49 (24) Very high 24 (11.2)
More than 100 billion won 118 (53.2%) N = 215(100%)

Table 2   General characteristics of collaborative projects

Item Frequency (%) Item Frequency (%)

Number of projects with CSOs during the last 
five years

Importance of projects with CSOs

Below 5 projects 74 (3.43) Not at all important 0 (0)
6–10 projects 60 (27.9) Low importance 2(0.9)
11–15 projects 34 (15.9) Slightly important 5 (2.3)
16–20 projects 25 (11.6) Neutral 29 (13.5)
Above 20 projects 22 (10.3) Moderately important 49 (22.8)
Project duration (years) Very important 63 (29.3)
 ≤ 0.5 year 38 (17.8) Extremely important 67 (31.2)
0.5 year but ≤ 1 year 53 (24.6)
 > 1 year but ≤ 2 years 24 (11.2)
 > 2 year but ≤ 3 years 41 (19.1)
 > 3 year but ≤ 4 years 22 (10.2)
 > 4 year but ≤ 5 years 11 (5.2) N = 215(100%)
 > 5 year but ≤ 6 years 6 (2.8)
 > 6 year but ≤ 7 years 3 (1.5)
Above 7 years 17 (7.6)
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3.1 � Measures

All variables were measured using seven-point Likert scales, with 1 corresponding 
to strong disagreement and 7 to strong agreement. Stakeholder pressure was meas-
ured based on items involving a range of stakeholders, including (1) government, (2) 
supply chain, (3) CSOs, and (4) industry/trade associations (Van Huijstee and Glas-
bergen 2010). In most Asian countries, including South Korea, owing to their high 
power-distant culture, if a firm is “asked” or “invited” to collaborate by an organiza-
tion with a presence in the regulatory, social, or business environment (most CSOs, 
supply chain collaborators, and government organizations fall into this category), 
this usually implies pressure. Access to CSO resources was measured by using items 
adapted from Dahan et al. (2010), comprising CSOs’ (1) social capital, such as net-
works and contacts, and (2) knowledge resources. The propensity of firms to build 
interorganizational connectivity was measured using items adapted from Jamali 
et al. (2011). Interorganizational connectivity was categorized into (1) project-spe-
cific, and (2) relation-specific interorganizational connectivity. The propensity of 
firms to share resources was measured using items adapted from Jiang et al. (2015), 
including (1) human resources, (2) knowledge resources, and (3) social capital in 
collaborations. The extent of trust in CSOs was adapted from Lui and Ngo (2004). 
The measurement items captured both (1) goodwill trust and (2) competence trust. 
Our dependent variables were the outcomes of business–CSO collaborations. The 
measures of social performance were adapted from Hansen and Spitzeck (2011), 
whereas the measures of business performance were adapted from Steckel and 
Simons (1992). We also controlled for firm size and past alliance experience. Firm 
size was measured in terms of the number of employees. Two dummy variables were 
created – “0” (or small-sized firms) if the number of employees was less than 500 
and “1” (or large-sized firms) if the number of employees was ≥ 500. Similarly, “0” 
was created if firms had no past alliance experiences with CSOs and “1” if they had 
past alliance experiences with CSOs. Since our control variables were categorical, 
the effect of each dummy variable was analyzed via a bootstrapping procedure with 
a resample of 4,999 (Henseler et al. 2016). Results indicated that control variables 
did not exhibit any significant effect on dependent variables.

3.2 � Common Method Bias

We employed the marker variable technique to address the potential issue of com-
mon method bias (Rönkkö and Ylitalo 2011). We chose the level of informa-
tion technology to use as a marker variable because it was not theoretically corre-
lated with any constructs in our research model. The mean correlation coefficient 
value for the marker item was 0.035, indicating an insignificant influence of com-
mon method bias. We further included this marker as a control variable (i.e., addi-
tional exogenous variable predicting each endogenous construct) in our PLS model 
(Rönkkö and Ylitalo 2011). We compared the results of the marker model with 
those of our baseline model. Since we noted minimal changes to the estimates for 
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the path coefficients had occurred and all significant effects remained significant, we 
concluded that common method bias was not a concern in this research.

3.3 � Measurement Model Assessment

First, we assessed item reliability using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability 
(CR) for each construct. CR is considered a more suitable measure of reliability for 
the PLS-SEM method (Hair et  al. 2018). All constructs had CR and alpha values 
above 0.7, confirming a high level of internal consistency reliability (see Appen-
dix Table 8). Second, discriminant validity was assessed based on the cross-load-
ing criterion suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Third, the standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR) is the only estimated model-fit criterion in PLS path 
modelling (Henseler et al. 2016; Hu and Bentler 1998). We found an SRMR value 
of 0.055, which indicated a good model fit for PLS-SEM analysis (Henseler et al. 
2016). Overall, it may be concluded that we had a reliable and valid measurement 
model (Table 3).

Last, we evaluated endogeneity according to the systematic procedure proposed 
by Hult et  al. (2018). The Gaussian copula approach (Park and Gupta 2012) to 
endogeneity testing was inapplicable owing to criteria violations; thus, we pursued 
endogeneity using the control variable approach in PLS-SEM (Hult et  al. 2018). 
We applied two control variables, firm size and past alliance experience, in the 
model. According to Arndt and Sternberg (2000), firm size is an important factor 
influencing corporate behavior such as collaboration. Since small firms tend to lack 
resources, they are likely to engage in collaboration. Path coefficients between the 
control variables and the endogenous variable are explained in Appendix Table 9. 
The findings confirm that the control variables had no significant effect on the 
dependent variables. Therefore, we can conclude that this research had no endoge-
neity issues, and the findings confirm that the PLS-SEM model was robust.

3.4 � Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis

We applied confirmatory tetrad analysis (CTA-PLS), widely considered an 
appropriate approach, to determine whether the latent construct was reflective or 

Table 3   Discriminant validity (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Propensity of firms to build inter-organizational con-
nectivity

Business outcomes 0.422
Social outcomes 0.620 0.373
CSOs’ Resources 0.610 0.398 0.454
Propensity of firms to share resources 0.616 0.642 0.499 0.532
Stakeholder pressure 0.624 0.228 0.413 0.459 0.393
Propensity of firms to build inter-organizational trust 0.170 0.790 0.114 0.307 0.459 0.167
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formative (Hair et al. 2017). This statistical measure is based on an assessment of 
construct indicators. The latent construct is considered reflective when all the tet-
rad values are non-significant (Hair et al. 2017). Appendix Table 10 provides the 
CTA-PLS results, indicating that none of the tetrads displayed a statistically sig-
nificant difference from 0, which confirms the reflective nature of the constructs 
(Gudergan et al. 2008).

3.5 � Assessment of the Structural Model

In accordance with Hair et al. (2013), the structural model was evaluated with R2, 
corresponding t-values, effect sizes (f2) and predictive relevance (Q2). First, we 
assessed the effect sizes, which signify the strength of relationship among vari-
ables (Appendix Table  11). Second, we performed a blindfolding procedure to 
evaluate the predictive relevance of the path model (Hair et al., 2018). We evalu-
ated the predictive relevance of the latent constructs by adopting cross-validated 
redundancy Q2 and cross-validated communality Q2 (Fornell and Cha 1994). The 
Q2 values of all latent constructs were greater than zero, indicating the predictive 
relevance of the model (Appendix Table 11).

Appendix Table 12 and Fig. 3 provide an overview of the outcomes of hypoth-
esis testing. With the exception of H1c indicating a positive association between 
stakeholder pressure and trust in CSOs, and H5b indicating a positive associa-
tion between trust in CSOs and the social performance of the collaboration, we 
found support for all hypotheses in the main model. We discuss the results in 
more detail in the Discussion and Conclusions section.

Figure. 3   Result of hypothesis test
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3.6 � Multi‑Group Analysis

Appendix Table  13 provides an overview of the measurement invariance test-
ing. We used a MICOM (measurement invariance of composite models) proce-
dure involving a three-step approach: (1) configural invariance, (2) compositional 
invariance, and (3) equality of composite mean values and variances (Henseler 
et al. 2016). After completing the MICOM procedure, we conducted multi-group 
analysis across the four scenarios that emerged from the flexible pattern-matching 
aspect of the study based on high/low combinations of the focal firms’ standard 
adoption and high/low combinations of the CSOs’ dominance within the industry. 
Splitting the data along these dimensions resulted in sub-groups of 36, 38, 43 and 
35 observations. All sub-groups exceeded the acceptable minimum sample size 
of 34 (Hair et al. 2018). The level of adoption of standards and CSO dominance 
were measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Extremely), and a 
cut-off value of ≥ 4 (median) was used to determine groups.

Figure  4 provides a graphical overview of the findings, while Appendix 
Table 14 presents the standardized coefficients and t-values. Table 4 summarizes 
R2 values and the effect sizes for the full model as well as for the four models for 
each scenario.

The findings tell a compelling story demonstrating the power of SmartPLS for 
theorizing and pattern matching at the highest level (cf., Liu et al. 2020; Sinko-
vics, 2018; Sinkovics et  al., 2021b). We discuss the findings and their implica-
tions in the next section.
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4 � Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, we employed a multi-stage pattern-matching process to iden-
tify from the literature the main dimensions that shape the outcomes of busi-
ness–CSO collaborations and examine to what extent and how they apply in our 
specific study context, South Korea. The underpinning rationale for combining 
qualitative and quantitative methods in this study was to support the process of 
theorizing in stages, and specifically to ensure the meaningfulness of the struc-
tural model as well as to maximize the use of PLS for theorizing. This meth-
odological advancement is particularly helpful in situations for which literature 
reference points exist but further contextual information may be required to add 
nuances to prevalent knowledge. The findings from the qualitative flexible pat-
tern-matching stage of the study revealed that although the general theoretical 
concepts and the relationships between these concepts may largely hold in the 
South Korean context, they may mask a more complex and nuanced story. This 
can be largely explained by the unique history and strong role of civil society in 
South Korea resulting in a high level of trust of citizens in CSOs (cf., Bae and 
Kim 2013; Willis 2020).

Additionally, two dimensions emerged from the qualitative interviews that 
prompted us to explore them further with a multi-group analysis in SmartPLS. 
Without the flexible pattern-matching aspect of the study, we would not have 
identified these dimensions and the study would have lost some of its richness. 
The level of CSO dominance within the industry and the level of standard adop-
tion of the collaborating firm provided us with four scenarios that in turn led to 
the identification of four partnering strategies in our data. In the remainder of 
this section, we describe and discuss the findings. We conclude by outlining the 
implications of the findings for MNEs wishing to enter the South Korean market 
and providing some suggestions for future research.

Although we hypothesized a negative association between stakeholder pressure 
and firms’ trust in CSOs, this relationship was consistently insignificant in the main 
model, as well as across the four scenarios. The other consistent result across all 
models (main model and models 1–4) was the non-significant relationship between 
trust in CSOs and the social outcomes of collaboration. Additionally, we found devi-
ations from the main model in scenarios 1 and 2 (see Fig. 4). In scenario 1 (Low 
standard adoption/Low CSO dominance), only five paths were significant. The focal 
firm’s desire to access CSO resources had a positive association with interorganiza-
tional connectivity and resource sharing. Interorganizational connectivity in this sce-
nario only had a significant impact on the social outcome of collaboration, whereas 
resource sharing had a significant impact on both business and social outcomes. In 
scenario 2 (High standard adoption/Low CSO dominance), neither stakeholder pres-
sure nor firms’ desire to access CSO resources had a significant impact on trust in 
CSOs. Additionally, trust in CSOs in this scenario only had an impact on the busi-
ness outcome of the collaboration. The effect sizes provided in Table 4 helped us 
theorize about the implications of these results.

In general, (see full model and models 2–3 in Table  4), stakeholder pres-
sure to collaborate was less effective in driving firms’ collaborative behavior in 
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a business–CSO partnership than firms’ motivation to access CSO resources. 
Further, in the presence of stakeholder pressure to collaborate, the importance 
of trust in CSOs seemed to be crowded out by the importance of satisfying the 
stakeholder that exercised the pressure. This was especially relevant in scenarios 
2 and 4 where the focal firms had a high level of standard adoption and, by exten-
sion, a higher visibility to stakeholders. In these two scenarios, stakeholder pres-
sure had a medium effect on interorganizational connectivity and a small effect on 
resource sharing. Investment in interorganizational connectivity would be neces-
sary to demonstrate sufficiently to stakeholders that they fulfil their responsibili-
ties in the partnership and thus comply with societal expectations, which would 
be required to obtain or retain their social license to operate (cf., Prno and Slo-
combe 2012; Wilburn and Wilburn 2011).

However, in scenario 3, the partnering CSO had low dominance in the industry, 
whereas in scenario 4 partner CSOs had high dominance. The dominance of CSOs 
seemed to influence the perceived trust of the focal firm in their CSO partner’s com-
petence and goodwill and in turn the extent to which there was an attempt to co-cre-
ate value. In scenario 4, trust in the CSO partner had a strong effect on the business 
outcome of the collaboration, whereas in scenario 2 it only had a medium effect. 
Further, in scenario 4, firms’ motivation to access CSO resources seemed to be more 
substantial than in scenario 2. This is evidenced by the significant path between the 
desire to access CSO resources and the level of trust in CSOs, as well as the medium 
effect of firms’ motivation to access CSO resources on their propensity to share 
their resources with the CSO. In scenario 2, this effect was small. This implies that 
focal firms in scenario 2 used their partnerships with CSOs strategically, yet not for 
co-creating solutions. Based on these insights, we can label the partnering strategy 
in scenario 4 “partnering for co-creation” and the partnering strategy in scenario 2 
“partnering for compliance.”

In scenarios 1 and 3, firms had a low level of standard adoption. However, in 
scenario 1, firms partnered with non-dominant CSOs, whereas in scenario 3, firms 
partnered with dominant CSOs. Again, the role of trust in a business–CSO collabo-
ration appeared to play a more important role when partnering with dominant CSOs. 
In scenario 3 (Low standard adoption/High CSO dominance), firms’ trust in their 
CSO partners had a strong effect on the business outcomes of the collaboration. 
Interestingly, only interorganizational connectivity had a noteworthy, even if small, 
effect on the social outcome of the collaboration, despite the fact that the path from 
resource sharing to the social outcome was significant. Firms in this scenario had 
little knowledge and experience with social and environmental issues. Therefore, 
they relied heavily on the CSO partner to implement the project. The strong effect 
of trust on business outcomes combined with the small effect of interorganizational 
connectivity and resource sharing on both business and social outcomes supports 
this proposition. This raises a question about how much learning takes place in the 
partnering firm, because the strategy seems to be to outsource the social or environ-
mental project. Therefore, we label the partnering strategy in scenario 3 “partnering 
for responsibility outsourcing.”

Lastly, in scenario 1 (low standard adoption/low CSO dominance) stakeholder 
pressure was not relevant for any of the collaborative behaviors. This indicates that 
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firms in this scenario tended to fly under the radar of stakeholders. They likely col-
laborated with CSOs to gain more visibility and capture the attention of stakehold-
ers. This interpretation is underpinned by the lack of importance of trust in their 
CSO partners. Further, interorganizational connectivity only had a significant 
impact on social performance, and not on business performance. Hence, while these 
firms wished to understand what CSOs were doing, they did not interfere. They 
most likely needed this information for communication and public relation purposes. 
Therefore, we label the partnering strategy in scenario 1 “partnering for visibility.”

These findings reinforce results from other contexts – that stakeholder pressure 
on its own is insufficient to achieve meaningful and lasting outcomes (cf., Sinko-
vics et al. 2016). Further, even in an environment where CSOs abound and the gov-
ernment has initiatives in place to facilitate interaction between firms and CSOs, 
the right match is difficult to achieve. Our four scenarios indicate the existence of 
four partnering strategies that firms adopt, depending on the degree of competence 
match between firms and their CSO partners. MNEs wishing to enter South Korea 
are advised to seek collaboration with CSOs to enhance their legitimacy.

However, the differences across the four scenarios imply that MNEs may need to 
adjust their partnering strategy depending on the extent of their existing knowledge 
relevant to the project they seek to establish. Partnering with dominant CSOs seems 
to produce the highest business and social benefits when both parties have comple-
mentary resources and the project is both societally relevant and connected to the 
firm’s core business. Therefore, MNEs are advised to search for such complemen-
tarities to maximize the benefits from the collaboration. However, if MNEs are not 
able to secure collaboration with dominant CSOs, they are advised to undertake due 
diligence because less dominant CSOs may struggle with high staff turnover, which 
can cause disruptions in a project, or they may not possess the right combination 
of capabilities needed for value co-creation. Therefore, if MNEs cannot secure col-
laboration with dominant CSOs despite having complementary resources, it may be 
more beneficial to adopt a “partnering for visibility strategy,” focusing on a project 
that is in the competence domain of a less dominant CSO and outside the immedi-
ate competence domain of the firm. This way, the MNE can gain visibility vis-à-vis 
stakeholders but is not tempted to take too much control of the project. The MNE 
may thus focus on building interorganizational connectivity to learn about the issue 
and utilize the project duration to gauge whether future collaborations and mutual 
skill upgrading is feasible.

Future research will need to uncover additional factors that contribute to 
enhancing the social outcomes of business–CSO collaborations. Although inter-
organizational connectivity and resource sharing seem to have a significant 
impact on social outcomes, the R2 values derived in this research indicate addi-
tional important dimensions that were not part of this study. Future research will 
also need to control in more detail for the breadth and the depth of collabora-
tion projects (Sinkovics et al. 2021c, 2021d) and examine the micro-foundations 
of progressing toward value co-creation at the highest level where the project 
is related to the core business of the firm and simultaneously has a meaningful 
societal impact (Sinkovics et al. 2015, 2021a). Further, future research is needed 
to explore details of the dark side of stakeholder pressure (cf., Sinkovics et  al. 
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2016). Government intervention and policy are needed to safeguard against the 
harmful opportunism of the private sector as well as to guide and incentivize 
desired behavior (Hamilton 2022; Hofstetter et al. 2021; Sinkovics et al. 2021d). 
However, interventions are not without unintended consequences, and we need to 
learn more about how to create safeguards to recognize and remedy such conse-
quences early in the implementation process.

Appendix

See Appendix Fig. 5
See Appendix Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14
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Figure. 5   A typology of pattern matching approaches



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Table 5   Systematic literature analysis protocol

Keyword- 
based search 
in web of 
science 
(1604 arti-
cles)

TS = (“business-CSO partnership” OR “business-CSO alliance" OR “business-CSO 
collaboration” OR “firm-CSO partnership” OR “firm-CSO alliance" OR “firm-CSO 
collaboration” OR “corporate-CSO partnership” OR “corporate-CSO alliance" OR 
“corporate-CSO collaboration” OR “business-NGO partnership” OR “business-
NGO alliance" OR “business-NGO collaboration” OR “firm-NGO partnership” 
OR “firm-NGO alliance" OR “firm-NGO collaboration” OR “corporate-NGO 
partnership” OR “corporate-NGO alliance" OR “corporate-NGO collaboration” OR 
“business-community partnership” OR “business-community alliance" OR “business-
community collaboration” OR “firm-community partnership” OR “firm-community 
alliance" OR “firm-community collaboration” OR “corporate-community partner-
ship” OR “corporate-community alliance" OR “corporate-community collabora-
tion” OR “business-civil society partnership” OR “business- civil society alliance" 
OR “business- civil society collaboration” OR “firm- civil society partnership” OR 
“firm- civil society alliance" OR “firm- civil society collaboration” OR “corporate- 
civil society partnership” OR “corporate- civil society alliance" OR “corporate-civil 
society collaboration” OR “business-nonprofit partnership” OR “business-nonprofit 
alliance" OR “business- nonprofit collaboration” OR “firm-nonprofit partnership” 
OR “firm-nonprofit alliance" OR “firm-nonprofit collaboration” OR “corporate-
nonprofit partnership” OR “corporate- nonprofit alliance" OR “corporate-nonprofit 
collaboration” OR “multi-stakeholder partnership" OR “multi-stakeholder alliance” 
OR "multi-stakeholder collaboration" OR "multi-stakeholder initiative" OR “multi-
stakeholder intervention” OR "nonmarket strategy" OR "nontraditional partnership" 
OR “non-traditional alliance” OR “non-traditional collaboration” OR "non-traditional 
partnership" OR “non-traditional alliance” OR “non-traditional collaboration” OR 
"public–private partnership" OR “PPP” OR “multi-stakeholder approach” OR "cross 
sector partnership" OR "cross sector collaboration” OR “cross sector alliance” OR 
"cross sector initiative" OR “cross-sector collaboration” OR “cross-sector partner-
ship” OR “cross-sector alliance” OR “cross-sector initiative” OR “inter-sectoral 
partnership” OR “inter-sectoral alliance” OR “inter-sectoral collaboration” OR 
“inter-sectoral initiative” OR multi-sector partnership” OR “multi-sector alliance” 
OR “multi-sector collaboration” OR “multi-sector initiative” OR “green partnership” 
OR “green alliance” OR “green collaboration” OR “environmental partnership “ OR 
“environmental alliance” OR “environmental collaboration” OR “sustainability part-
nership” OR “sustainability alliance” OR “sustainability collaboration” OR “social 
partnership” OR “social alliance” OR “social collaboration” OR “non-equity partner-
ship” OR “non-equity alliance” OR “non-equity collaboration” OR “third sector part-
nership” OR “third sector alliance” OR “third sector collaboration” OR “third-sector 
partnership” OR “third-sector alliance” OR “third-sector collaboration” OR “base of 
the pyramid partnership” OR “base of the pyramid alliance” OR “base of the pyramid 
collaboration” OR “BOP partnership” OR “BOP alliance OR “BOP collaboration”)

Inclusion/
Exclusion 
criteria

(984 articles)

Selection of articles that are published in ABS ranked journals only
(economics or international relations or management or geography or public administra-

tion or
environmental sciences or social sciences interdisciplinary or business finance or water
resources or urban studies or environmental studies or business or agriculture
multidisciplinary or multidisciplinary sciences or green sustainable science technology 

or
planning development or political science or area studies or sociology)

Relevance 
screening

(198 articles)

Comprehensive screening of relevant articles by reading title, abstract and introduction
’5’ = Relevant; ’4’ = Of some relevance; ’3’ = Relevance not clear a priori; ’2’ = Less 

relevant or unclear nature of research work; ’1’ = Not relevant



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
6  

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 in
te

rv
ie

w
ee

s

N
r

Fi
rm

na
m

e
In

du
str

y
Fo

un
di

ng
 y

ea
r

D
om

es
tic

/fo
re

ig
n 

M
N

E
In

te
rv

ie
w

ee
 

na
m

e
Jo

b 
po

si
tio

n
Le

ng
th

 o
f i

nt
er

vi
ew

1
Fi

rm
 A

El
ec

tro
ni

cs
 g

oo
ds

19
58

D
om

es
tic

I
C

SR
 m

an
ag

er
1 

h 
10

 m
in

2
Fi

rm
 B

B
an

ki
ng

19
60

D
om

es
tic

II
C

SR
 m

an
ag

er
55

 m
in

3
Fi

rm
 C

C
lo

th
in

g
19

84
Fo

re
ig

n 
M

N
E

II
I

C
SR

 m
an

ag
er

50
 m

in
4

Fi
rm

 D
A

ut
om

ot
iv

e
19

77
D

om
es

tic
IV

A
ss

ist
an

t M
an

ag
er

40
 m

in
5

Fi
rm

 E
O

il 
an

d 
G

as
19

76
D

om
es

tic
V

C
SR

 m
an

ag
er

1 
h 

20
 m

in
6

Fi
rm

 F
En

er
gy

19
85

D
om

es
tic

V
I

A
ss

ist
an

t M
an

ag
er

1 
h

7
Fi

rm
 G

C
os

m
et

ic
s

19
89

Fo
re

ig
n 

M
N

E
V

II
D

ire
ct

or
58

 m
in

8
Fi

rm
 H

Fo
od

19
45

D
om

es
tic

V
II

I
A

ss
ist

an
t m

an
ag

er
1 

h 
05

 m
in

9
Fi

rm
 I

Ph
ar

m
ac

eu
tic

al
19

58
D

om
es

tic
IX

C
SR

 m
an

ag
er

1 
h 

15
 m

in
10

Fi
rm

 J
Re

ta
il

19
60

Fo
re

ig
n 

M
N

E
X

C
SR

 m
an

ag
er

45
 m

in
11

Fi
rm

 K
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Te

ch
no

lo
gy

19
90

D
om

es
tic

X
I

C
SR

 m
an

ag
er

55
 m

in
12

Fi
rm

 L
Lo

gi
sti

cs
19

53
D

om
es

tic
X

II
C

SR
 m

an
ag

er
50

 m
in



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7  

F
le

xi
bl

e 
pa

tte
rn

 m
at

ch
in

g 
be

tw
ee

n 
ex

pe
ct

ed
 a

nd
 o

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s

C
on

ce
pt

O
pe

ra
tio

n-
al

iz
at

io
n

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 p
at

te
rn

 
ba

se
d 

on
 li

te
ra

tu
re

O
bs

er
ve

d 
pa

tte
rn

s i
n 

th
e 

da
ta

(S
am

pl
e 

qu
ot

es
)

Im
pl

ic
at

io
ns

 fo
r h

yp
ot

he
sis

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t b
as

ed
 o

n 
pa

tte
rn

 m
at

ch

(F
or

m
at

io
n 

St
ag

e)
St

ak
eh

ol
d-

er
s’

 
pr

es
su

re

Pr
es

su
re

 
fro

m
 su

p-
pl

y 
ch

ai
n 

st
ak

e-
ho

ld
er

s

U
nd

er
 p

re
ss

ur
e 

fro
m

 
su

pp
ly

 c
ha

in
 st

ak
e-

ho
ld

er
s, 

fir
m

s a
re

 
re

qu
ire

d 
to

En
su

re
 th

at
 th

e 
pr

od
uc

ts
 a

re
 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
re

d 
in

 
so

ci
al

ly
 re

sp
on

si
bl

e 
w

ay
; f

ol
lo

w
 c

od
e 

of
 

co
nd

uc
ts

, t
o 

ha
ve

 
th

ei
r p

ro
ce

ss
es

 a
nd

 
pr

od
uc

ts
 c

er
tifi

ed
, 

w
hi

ch
 le

ad
s t

o 
co

lla
bo

ra
tio

ns
 w

ith
 

C
SO

s
(e

.g
. P

ag
el

l e
t a

l. 
20

10
)

A 
fe

w
 y

ea
rs

 a
go

, w
e 

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
a 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

w
ith

 a
n 

N
G

O
 a

s p
ar

t o
f a

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t p

ro
je

ct
. W

e 
we

re
 a

sk
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t t

o 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 th
e 

N
G

O
 so

 w
e 

ha
d 

to
 d

o 
it 

w
ith

ou
t a

ct
ua

lly
 

ch
ec

ki
ng

 it
s b

ac
kg

ro
un

d,
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
an

d 
ca

pa
bi

lit
y.

 W
e 

in
ve

ste
d 

a 
go

od
 a

m
ou

nt
 o

f fi
na

nc
ia

l 
re

so
ur

ce
s, 

bu
t w

e 
di

dn
’t 

kn
ow

 w
he

re
 th

ey
 sp

en
t i

t o
r h

ow
 m

uc
h 

ac
tu

al
 p

ro
gr

es
s w

e 
m

ad
e 

on
 th

at
 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

Th
ey

 d
id

n’
t u

pd
at

e 
us

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
pr

og
re

ss
 a

nd
 a

t t
he

 e
nd

 o
f t

he
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

th
ey

 su
bm

itt
ed

 
th

e 
re

ce
ip

ts
 fo

r t
he

 c
os

ts
 o

cc
ur

re
d,

 b
ut

 it
 w

as
 re

al
ly

 d
iffi

cu
lt 

to
 b

el
ie

ve
 th

em
. H

ad
 w

e 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

d 
w

ith
ou

t a
ny

 p
re

ss
ur

e 
fro

m
 th

e 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t, 
we

 w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

do
ne

 a
 th

or
ou

gh
 b

ac
kg

ro
un

d 
ch

ec
k 

on
 

th
e 

N
G

O
 b

ef
or

e 
co

lla
bo

ra
tin

g
So

m
e 

N
G

O
s p

ut
 p

re
ss

ur
e 

on
 u

s t
o 

su
pp

or
t t

he
ir

 c
am

pa
ig

ns
 o

r a
ct

iv
iti

es
, w

hi
ch

 m
ay

 o
r m

ay
 n

ot
 su

it 
ou

r c
om

pa
ny

’s
 m

is
si

on
s a

nd
 a

im
s. 

Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e,

 la
st

 m
on

th
, t

he
re

 w
as

 a
 v

eg
an

 fe
st

iv
al

 w
hi

ch
 w

as
 

he
ld

 in
 S

eo
ul

 a
nd

 w
e 

re
ce

iv
ed

 th
ou

sa
nd

s o
f c

al
ls

 fo
r c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

fro
m

 C
SO

s w
or

ki
ng

 fo
r a

ni
m

al
 

we
lfa

re
La

st
 y

ea
r, 

we
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

ed
 in

 a
n 

ev
en

t c
al

le
d 

‘C
SO

 m
at

ch
in

g 
da

y’
, w

hi
ch

 w
as

 o
rg

an
iz

ed
 b

y 
go

ve
rn

-
m

en
ta

l o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
 in

 S
eo

ul
. W

e 
fo

un
d 

on
e 

C
SO

 th
at

 m
at

ch
es

 o
ur

 b
us

in
es

s v
al

ue
s a

nd
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 
a 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n.

 A
s w

e 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
th

is
 g

ov
er

nm
en

ta
l o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n’

s e
ve

nt
, t

he
re

 w
er

e 
qu

ite
 st

ri
ct

 re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
ou

r c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n.
 W

e 
ha

d 
to

 re
gu

la
rly

 u
pd

at
e 

th
em

 w
ith

 in
fo

r-
m

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t t

he
 p

ro
gr

es
s o

f t
he

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
W

e 
we

re
 a

ls
o 

as
ke

d 
to

 m
ak

e 
a 

jo
in

t p
re

se
n-

ta
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
 in

 fr
on

t o
f g

ov
er

nm
en

t o
ffi

ci
al

s i
n 

th
e 

fin
al

 st
ag

e.
 D

ur
in

g 
th

e 
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n,
 w

e 
ha

d 
to

 re
po

rt
 h

ow
 m

uc
h 

we
 sp

en
d 

on
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 a
nd

 [g
iv

e]
 d

et
ai

ls
 o

f o
ur

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 a

s w
el

l
Ea

ch
 y

ea
r, 

th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t g

iv
es

 a
n 

aw
ar

d 
to

 c
om

pa
ni

es
 fo

r e
th

ic
al

 b
us

in
es

s o
pe

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
if 

th
e 

co
m

pa
ny

 re
ce

iv
es

 it
, t

he
ir

 re
pu

ta
tio

n 
am

on
g 

co
ns

um
er

s c
an

 b
e 

in
cr

ea
se

d.
”

W
he

n 
a 

fir
m

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

s w
ith

 a
 C

SO
 d

ue
 to

 st
ak

e-
ho

ld
er

 p
re

ss
ur

e:
(1

) T
he

re
 is

 a
 h

ig
h 

le
ve

l o
f c

on
ne

ct
iv

ity
 a

m
on

g 
pa

rtn
er

s w
he

n 
fir

m
s a

re
 h

el
d 

ac
co

un
ta

bl
e 

fo
r t

he
 

ou
tc

om
es

 o
f t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
(2

) I
n 

So
ut

h 
K

or
ea

 th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t p

la
ys

 a
n 

im
po

rta
nt

 ro
le

 in
 fa

ci
lit

at
in

g 
bu

si
ne

ss
-C

SO
 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
ns

; t
he

y 
ac

tiv
el

y 
or

ga
ni

ze
 c

on
fe

r-
en

ce
s, 

w
or

ks
ho

ps
, r

ou
nd

 ta
bl

e 
di

sc
us

si
on

s, 
w

or
ki

ng
 g

ro
up

s a
nd

 o
th

er
 d

ia
lo

gu
e-

fo
ste

rin
g 

an
d 

kn
ow

le
dg

e-
sh

ar
in

g 
op

po
rtu

ni
tie

s b
et

w
ee

n 
C

SO
s 

an
d 

fir
m

s
(3

) T
he

re
 is

 h
ig

h 
le

ve
l o

f r
es

ou
rc

e 
sh

ar
in

g 
du

rin
g 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

de
pe

nd
in

g 
on

 th
e 

ex
pe

rti
se

 o
f 

th
e 

C
SO

 a
nd

 th
e 

cl
os

en
es

s o
f t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 to

 th
e 

pa
rtn

er
in

g 
co

m
pa

ny
’s

 c
or

e 
bu

si
ne

ss
4)

 T
he

 im
po

rta
nc

e 
of

 tr
us

t o
f b

us
in

es
s C

SO
 c

ol
-

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
de

pe
nd

s o
n 

th
e 

na
tu

re
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

; 
st

ak
eh

ol
de

r p
re

ss
ur

e 
to

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 m
ay

 re
pl

ac
e 

or
 o

ve
rs

ha
do

w
 th

e 
ro

le
 o

f t
ru

st 
(e

.g
. w

he
n 

th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t s

ug
ge

sts
 a

 C
SO

 fo
r c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n,

 
tru

sti
ng

 th
e 

C
SO

 m
ay

 b
e 

le
ss

 im
po

rta
nt

 fo
r t

he
 

co
m

pa
ny

 th
an

 sa
tis

fy
in

g 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t o
ffi

ci
al

s)

Pr
es

su
re

 
fro

m
 

m
ar

ke
t 

st
ak

e-
ho

ld
er

s

U
nd

er
 p

re
ss

ur
e 

fro
m

 
m

ar
ke

t s
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

s, 
fir

m
s a

re
 re

qu
ire

d 
to

A
ch

ie
ve

 p
ro

ce
ss

es
 a

nd
 

pr
od

uc
ts

 c
er

tifi
ed

 b
y 

C
SO

s, 
w

hi
ch

 le
ad

s 
to

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
 

w
ith

 C
SO

s
(e

.g
. P

la
nt

e 
an

d 
B

en
d-

el
l, 

19
98

)



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Pr
es

su
re

 
fro

m
 c

iv
il 

so
ci

et
y 

st
ak

e-
ho

ld
er

s

U
nd

er
 p

re
ss

ur
e 

fro
m

 
ci

vi
l s

oc
ie

ty
 st

ak
e-

ho
ld

er
s, 

fir
m

s a
re

 
re

qu
ire

d 
to

Ex
pl

or
e 

th
e 

su
st

ai
n-

ab
ili

ty
 a

nd
 so

ci
al

 
re

sp
on

si
ve

ne
ss

 o
f 

th
ei

r o
pe

ra
tio

ns
, 

w
hi

ch
 le

ad
s t

o 
co

lla
bo

ra
tio

ns
 w

ith
 

C
SO

s
(e

.g
. E

lk
in

gt
on

 1
99

8;
 

Li
nt

on
 2

00
5;

 
Sa

ka
ry

a 
et

 a
l. 

20
12

)

U
nd

er
st

an
d 

th
e 

de
m

an
ds

 o
f t

he
ir 

co
nf

ro
nt

in
g 

ac
tiv

ist
s 

an
d 

to
 n

eg
ot

ia
te

, 
w

hi
ch

 le
ad

s t
o 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
ns

 w
ith

 
C

SO
s

(e
.g

. P
la

nt
e 

an
d 

B
en

d-
el

l, 
19

98
)



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Fo
rm

at
io

n 
St

ag
e

(A
cc

es
s t

o 
C

SO
s’

 
re

so
ur

ce
s)

A
cc

es
s t

o 
C

SO
s’

 
kn

ow
l-

ed
ge

Fi
rm

s c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 
C

SO
s t

o 
ac

qu
ire

 
C

SO
s’

 k
no

w
le

dg
e 

so
 th

at
 fi

rm
s c

an
Pe

rfo
rm

 ‘s
oc

ie
ty

 sc
an

’ 
de

si
gn

 C
SR

 p
ro

je
ct

s 
in

 li
ne

 w
ith

 th
e 

pr
es

en
t a

nd
 fu

tu
re

 
to

 av
oi

d 
co

nfl
ic

t a
nd

 
cr

iti
ci

sm
(e

.g
. P

la
nt

e 
an

d 
B

en
de

ll 
19

98
; V

an
 

H
ui

jst
ee

 a
nd

 G
la

s-
be

rg
en

 2
00

8)

W
e 

us
e 

co
nfl

ic
t m

in
er

al
s i

n 
or

de
r t

o 
m

ak
e 

el
ec

tro
ni

c 
pr

od
uc

ts.
 B

uy
er

s s
uc

h 
as

 W
al

m
ar

t o
r B

es
tb

uy
 a

sk
 u

s 
to

 re
po

rt 
wh

er
e 

co
nfl

ic
t m

in
er

al
s c

om
e 

fro
m

 a
nd

 h
ow

 th
ey

 w
er

e 
co

lle
ct

ed
. W

e 
co

lle
ct

 ti
n 

fro
m

 In
do

ne
sia

 
an

d 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l C
SO

s t
o 

su
pe

rv
ise

 h
ow

 m
in

e 
is 

op
er

at
ed

 a
nd

 w
ha

t c
an

 b
e 

th
e 

pr
ob

le
m

 in
 th

is 
pa

rti
cu

la
r a

re
a.

 It
 is

 d
iffi

cu
lt 

to
 k

no
w 

wh
at

 k
in

ds
 o

f s
ta

nd
ar

d 
th

ey
 h

av
e 

in
 In

do
ne

sia
 a

nd
 w

e 
wa

nt
 to

 m
in

i-
m

ize
 a

ny
 p

ro
bl

em
s w

e 
m

ig
ht

 fa
ce

. T
he

re
fo

re
, w

e 
tr

y 
to

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l C
SO

s t
ha

t h
av

e 
sp

ec
ia

liz
ed

 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

an
d 

cr
ed

ib
ili

ty
 in

 th
is 

pa
rti

cu
la

r s
ec

to
r. 

W
e 

tr
y 

to
 in

cr
ea

se
 o

ur
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t w
ith

 th
em

 so
 th

at
 

we
 c

an
 le

ar
n 

fro
m

 th
em

To
 id

en
tif

y 
pa

rtn
er

 C
SO

s f
or

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
, w

e 
co

m
pa

re
 va

rio
us

 C
SO

s fi
rs

t a
nd

 tr
y 

to
 lo

ok
 in

to
 w

ha
t k

in
ds

 
of

 ex
pe

rti
se

 th
ey

 h
av

e 
an

d 
ho

w 
do

m
in

an
t t

he
y 

ar
e 

in
 th

e 
pa

rti
cu

la
r s

ec
to

r a
nd

 if
 th

ei
r e

xp
er

tis
e 

is 
al

ig
ne

d 
wi

th
 th

e 
ai

m
 o

f o
ur

 so
ci

al
 p

ro
je

ct
s

“I
f a

 C
SO

 is
 n

ot
 d

om
in

an
t i

n 
a 

pa
rti

cu
la

r s
ec

to
r o

r d
om

ai
n 

[e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l o
r l

ab
or

 is
su

e]
, i

t i
m

pl
ie

s t
ha

t 
th

ey
 d

o 
no

t b
rin

g 
su

ffi
ci

en
t e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
an

d 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

to
 a

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

W
he

n 
we

 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

d 
wi

th
 C

SO
s t

ha
t w

er
e 

le
ss

 in
flu

en
tia

l i
n 

th
e 

pa
st,

 w
e 

fa
ce

d 
a 

lo
t o

f d
iffi

cu
lti

es
.”

W
he

n 
we

 ch
oo

se
 N

G
O

 co
lla

bo
ra

to
rs

, w
e a

re
 lo

ok
in

g 
to

 en
ga

ge
 in

 o
pe

n 
in

no
va

tio
n.

 W
e e

xa
m

in
e t

he
 co

lla
bo

-
ra

to
r’s

 ca
pa

bi
lit

y t
o 

tra
ns

fo
rm

 a
n 

id
ea

 in
to

 a
 m

ar
ke

ta
bl

e p
ro

du
ct

, t
he

ir 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

n 
ca

pa
bi

lit
ie

s, 
an

d 
ho

w 
we

ll 
th

ey
 ca

n 
co

lla
bo

ra
te 

wi
th

 o
th

er
s a

nd
 w

ha
t k

in
ds

 o
f s

oc
ia

l o
r e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l v

al
ue

 th
ey

 ca
n 

cr
ea

te
 

in
 so

ci
ety

. S
o,

 w
e e

xa
m

in
e i

f t
he

y h
av

e a
 cl

ea
r v

isi
on

 fo
r c

re
at

io
n 

of
 so

ci
al

 va
lu

e i
n 

th
e c

om
m

un
ity

 a
nd

 h
ow

 
th

ey
 tr

y t
o 

so
lve

 th
e s

oc
ia

l i
ss

ue
s a

nd
 if

 it
 ca

n 
be

 re
al

ize
d,

 h
ow

 m
uc

h 
pr

ofi
t w

e c
an

 m
ak

e f
ro

m
 th

e c
ol

la
bo

ra
-

tio
ns

 a
nd

 if
 th

ey
 h

av
e b

ui
lt 

go
od

 n
etw

or
ks

 w
ith

in
 th

e i
nd

us
try

, w
e e

xa
m

in
e t

he
m

 fr
om

 va
rio

us
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

es
O

ur
 in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
 a

nd
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
ns

 w
ith

 C
SO

s c
an

 in
cr

ea
se

 th
e 

vi
sib

ili
ty

 o
f o

ur
 so

ci
al

 c
om

m
itm

en
ts 

in
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

. T
he

se
 d

ay
s, 

m
os

t p
eo

pl
e 

us
e 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 to
 sh

ar
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fa
st,

 o
ur

 c
om

pa
ny

’s 
in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
 

wi
th

 th
e 

CS
O

 a
re

 re
ve

al
ed

 e
as

ily
. F

or
 ex

am
pl

e,
 if

 so
m

eo
ne

 c
ap

tu
re

s p
ic

tu
re

s o
r v

id
eo

s o
f o

ur
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s 
(w

ea
rin

g 
t-s

hi
rts

 w
ith

 o
ur

 c
om

pa
ny

’s 
lo

go
) p

la
nt

in
g 

tre
es

 w
ith

 N
G

O
’s 

em
pl

oy
ee

s o
r r

em
ov

in
g 

pl
as

tic
s 

to
ge

th
er

 fr
om

 th
e 

be
ac

he
s a

nd
 sh

ar
es

 it
 o

n 
Fa

ce
bo

ok
, I

ns
ta

gr
am

 o
r T

wi
tte

r, 
we

 m
ig

ht
 g

ai
n 

hi
gh

 p
op

ul
ar

-
ity

 o
ve

rn
ig

ht
. T

hi
s c

ou
ld

 re
al

ly
 im

pr
ov

e 
ou

r r
ep

ut
at

io
n.

 A
lso

, r
ep

or
te

rs
 fr

om
 m

ed
ia

 h
ou

se
s a

re
 in

te
re

ste
d 

in
 o

ur
 so

ci
al

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 w

ith
 C

SO
s a

nd
 th

ey
 w

rit
e 

ar
tic

le
s a

bo
ut

 it
 e

ve
n 

if 
we

 d
on

’t 
as

k 
th

em
 to

 d
o 

so
. S

o,
 

ge
tti

ng
 p

ic
tu

re
d 

to
ge

th
er

 w
ith

 th
e 

CS
O

s i
s v

er
y 

im
po

rta
nt

 fo
r o

ur
 re

pu
ta

tio
n

CS
O

s k
no

w 
ex

ac
tly

 w
he

re
 p

eo
pl

e i
n 

ne
ed

 a
re

 a
nd

 w
ith

 th
ei

r h
el

p,
 w

e c
an

 o
rg

an
ize

 C
SR

 p
ro

gr
am

s e
ffi

ci
en

tly
. 

Th
ey

 h
av

e e
xp

er
tis

e i
n 

so
ci

al
 is

su
es

. I
n 

or
de

r t
o 

ge
t a

cc
es

s t
o 

th
ei

r r
es

ou
rc

es
, w

e t
ry

 to
 es

ta
bl

ish
 re

gu
la

r 
in

te
ra

ct
io

n 
m

eth
od

s w
ith

 th
e C

SO
. F

or
 in

sta
nc

e, 
we

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 th

e S
en

io
r P

ar
ce

l D
el

ive
ry

, w
hi

ch
 cr

ea
te

s 
ne

w 
jo

b 
op

po
rtu

ni
tie

s f
or

 se
ni

or
 ci

tiz
en

s. 
Th

is 
is 

a 
no

ve
l S

us
ta

in
ab

le
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t G

oa
l m

od
el

 th
at

 
ad

dr
es

se
s t

he
 is

su
e o

f j
ob

 cr
ea

tio
n 

an
d 

po
ve

rty
. S

en
io

r P
ar

ce
l D

el
ive

ry
 h

as
 ex

pa
nd

ed
 to

 in
co

rp
or

at
e 1

,4
00

 
se

ni
or

s a
ro

un
d 

17
0 

ba
se

s n
at

io
nw

id
e s

o 
fa

r. 
In

 a
dd

iti
on

 to
 se

ni
or

 ci
tiz

en
s, 

ot
he

r s
oc

ia
lly

 u
nd

er
pr

iv
ile

ge
d 

cl
as

se
s s

uc
h 

as
 lo

w-
in

co
m

e f
am

ili
es

 a
re

 a
lso

 a
ct

ive
ly

 jo
in

in
g 

th
e p

ro
gr

am
. F

or
 th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
, w

e m
ad

e a
 

hu
ge

 eff
or

t t
o 

bu
ild

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 w
ith

 C
SO

s, 
be

ca
us

e C
SO

s h
ad

 th
e c

on
ta

ct
 li

sts
 o

f s
en

io
r c

iti
ze

ns
 a

nd
 

pe
op

le
 fr

om
 u

nd
er

pr
iv

ile
ge

d 
cl

as
se

s t
ha

t w
e n

ee
de

d 
to

 co
m

pl
ete

 th
e p

ro
je

ct
. W

e h
ad

 re
gu

la
r m

ee
tin

gs
 w

ith
 

th
e p

ar
tn

er
 C

SO
 a

nd
 o

rg
an

ize
d 

co
rp

or
at

e t
ra

in
in

g 
fo

r t
he

 C
SO

 em
pl

oy
ee

s a
s w

el
l

W
he

n 
a 

fir
m

 fo
rm

s a
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

w
ith

 a
 C

SO
 to

 
ac

ce
ss

 th
e 

C
SO

’s
 re

so
ur

ce
s:

(1
) T

he
re

 is
 fr

eq
ue

nt
 o

r c
on

tin
uo

us
 tw

o-
w

ay
 c

om
-

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

to
 a

bs
or

b 
th

e 
C

SO
’s

 e
xp

er
tis

e 
an

d 
kn

ow
le

dg
e

(2
) T

he
re

 is
 a

 h
ig

h 
le

ve
l o

f r
es

ou
rc

e 
sh

ar
in

g 
du

rin
g 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

to
 u

til
iz

e 
C

SO
’s

 re
so

ur
ce

s 
eff

ec
tiv

el
y

(3
) P

ar
tn

er
in

g 
fir

m
s w

ho
se

 c
or

e 
bu

sin
es

s i
s c

on
-

ne
ct

ed
 to

 th
e 

so
ci

al
/e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l p

ro
je

ct
 tr

y 
to

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 C
SO

s t
ha

t h
av

e 
a 

hi
gh

 le
ve

l 
of

 d
om

in
an

ce
/g

oo
d 

re
pu

ta
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

in
du

str
y.

 
Th

es
e 

fir
m

s, 
if 

th
ey

 h
av

e 
th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s, 

in
ve

st 
in

 
th

or
ou

gh
ly

 v
et

tin
g 

th
e 

ca
pa

bi
lit

ie
s o

f t
he

 C
SO

(4
) T

he
 d

om
in

an
ce

 o
f a

 C
SO

 in
 a

n 
in

du
str

y 
is

 le
ss

 
im

po
rta

nt
 in

 te
rm

s o
f i

nd
uc

in
g 

tru
st 

in
 a

 C
SO

 
in

 a
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

w
he

n 
th

e 
pa

rtn
er

in
g 

fir
m

 h
as

 
a 

hi
gh

 le
ve

l o
f e

xp
er

tis
e 

al
re

ad
y 

or
 w

he
n 

th
e 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

is
 n

ot
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
e 

fir
m

’s
 c

or
e 

bu
si

ne
ss

 (i
.e

. v
ol

un
te

er
in

g,
 a

ltr
ui

sti
c 

gi
vi

ng
, C

SR
 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 e
tc

.)



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Fi
ll 

ex
ist

in
g 

kn
ow

l-
ed

ge
 g

ap
s t

o 
de

si
gn

 
C

SR
 p

ro
je

ct
s o

n 
a 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

is
su

e
(e

.g
. P

la
nt

e 
an

d 
B

en
d-

el
l, 

19
98

)

oD
ev

el
op

 n
ew

 p
ro

d-
uc

ts
/m

od
ify

 e
xi

sti
ng

 
pr

od
uc

ts
 in

 li
ne

 w
ith

 
th

e 
lo

ca
l m

ar
ke

t/
B

as
e 

of
 th

e 
Py

ra
m

id
 

m
ar

ke
t n

ee
ds

(e
.g

. D
ah

an
 e

t a
l.,

 
20

10
; H

ah
n 

an
d 

G
ol

d,
 2

01
4;

 H
ar

an
-

go
zó

 a
nd

 Z
ila

hy
, 

20
15

)

D
es

ig
n 

C
SR

 st
ra

te
gi

es
 

th
at

 a
re

 a
da

pt
ed

 to
 

lo
ca

l c
on

di
tio

ns
Re

du
ce

 in
sti

tu
tio

na
l 

di
st

an
ce

 in
 a

 h
os

t 
co

un
try

D
ev

el
op

 lo
ca

l i
so

m
or

-
ph

is
m

 st
ra

te
gi

es
 in

 
ho

st 
co

un
tri

es
(e

.g
. T

ee
ge

n 
et

 a
l. 

20
04

)

A
ch

ie
ve

 c
ro

ss
-fe

rti
li-

sa
tio

n 
of

 th
in

ki
ng

(e
.g

. E
lk

in
gt

on
 1

99
8)



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

A
cc

es
s t

o 
C

SO
s’

 
hu

m
an

 
re

so
ur

ce
s

Fi
rm

s c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 
C

SO
s t

o 
ga

in
 a

cc
es

s 
to

 C
SO

s’
 h

um
an

 
re

so
ur

ce
s s

o 
th

at
 

fir
m

s c
an

C
on

du
ct

 p
ilo

t s
tu

di
es

 
an

d 
to

 d
ist

rib
ut

e 
pr

od
uc

ts
 to

 th
e 

ta
rg

et
 m

ar
ke

t
D

ev
el

op
 p

ro
du

ct
s

(e
.g

. D
ah

an
 e

t a
l. 

20
10

; H
ah

n 
an

d 
G

ol
d 

20
14

)

A
ch

ie
ve

 h
um

an
 

re
so

ur
ce

 re
cr

ui
tm

en
t 

op
po

rtu
ni

tie
s

(e
.g

. B
ru

gm
an

n 
an

d 
Pr

ah
al

ad
, 2

00
7)

Tr
ai

n 
em

pl
oy

ee
s i

n 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y 

an
d 

so
ci

al
 is

su
es

(e
.g

. D
ah

an
 e

t a
l. 

20
10

)

A
cc

es
s t

o 
C

SO
s’

 
re

pu
ta

-
tio

n

Fi
rm

s c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 
C

SO
s t

o 
ac

qu
ire

 
C

SO
s’

 c
re

di
bi

lit
y 

an
d 

re
pu

ta
tio

n,
 so

 
th

at
 fi

rm
s c

an
A

ch
ie

ve
 ‘s

oc
ia

l l
ic

en
se

 
to

 o
pe

ra
te

’ f
ro

m
 

ex
te

rn
al

 c
om

m
un

i-
tie

s
(e

.g
. W

ilb
ur

n 
an

d 
W

ilb
ur

n,
 2

01
1)



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

A
ch

ie
ve

 e
nh

an
ce

d 
vi

si
bi

lit
y 

of
 th

e 
so

ci
al

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
nd

 it
s 

so
ci

al
 c

on
tri

bu
tio

ns
 

in
 g

en
er

al
(e

.g
. L

in
to

n 
20

05
)

A
ch

ie
ve

 c
o-

br
an

di
ng

/
ce

rti
fic

at
io

n 
an

d 
la

be
lli

ng
, w

hi
ch

 
co

ul
d 

he
lp

 th
e 

fir
m

 to
 a

vo
id

 
fu

tu
re

 c
on

fli
ct

 a
nd

 
cr

iti
ci

sm
 w

ith
 c

iv
il 

so
ci

et
y 

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 
an

d 
to

 d
ev

el
op

 tr
us

t 
am

on
g 

co
ns

um
er

s 
(to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 c
us

to
m

er
 

lo
ya

lty
) a

nd
 w

ith
in

 
th

e 
su

pp
ly

 c
ha

in
(e

.g
. L

in
to

n 
20

05
)



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

O
ffs

et
 p

re
se

nt
 c

rit
i-

ci
sm

 o
f a

ct
iv

ist
s

(e
.g

. E
lk

in
gt

on
 1

99
8;

 
Pl

an
te

 a
nd

 B
en

de
ll 

19
98

)

A
cc

es
s t

o 
C

SO
s’

 
ne

tw
or

ks

Fi
rm

s c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 
C

SO
s t

o 
ga

in
 a

cc
es

s 
to

 th
e 

ne
tw

or
ks

 
of

 C
SO

s, 
so

 th
at

 
fir

m
s c

an
Im

pr
ov

e 
th

ei
r c

or
e 

bu
si

ne
ss

 p
er

fo
r-

m
an

ce
 su

ch
 R

&
D

, 
m

ar
ke

tin
g,

 m
an

uf
ac

-
tu

rin
g 

an
d 

di
str

ib
u-

tio
n 

in
 B

oP
 m

ar
ke

ts
, 

an
d 

in
 u

nf
am

ili
ar

 o
r 

fo
re

ig
n 

m
ar

ke
ts

(e
.g

. H
ah

n 
an

d 
G

ol
d,

 
20

14
; H

ar
an

go
zó

 
an

d 
Zi

la
hy

, 2
01

5)



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Im
pl

em
en

-
ta

tio
n 

st
ag

e
(C

ol
-

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
be

ha
v-

io
rs

)

In
te

r-o
rg

an
-

iz
at

io
na

l 
co

nn
ec

-
tiv

ity

A
 h

ig
h 

de
gr

ee
 o

f 
in

te
r-o

rg
an

iz
at

io
na

l 
co

nn
ec

tiv
ity

En
su

re
s t

ha
t a

 m
es

sa
ge

 
w

ill
 b

e 
re

ce
iv

ed
 th

e 
w

ay
 it

 is
 in

te
nd

ed
 to

 
be

 re
ce

iv
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

pa
rtn

er
s

H
el

ps
 th

e 
fir

m
 a

nd
 

C
SO

 to
 u

nd
er

st
an

d 
th

e 
di

ffe
re

nt
 in

sti
tu

-
tio

na
l l

og
ic

s o
f e

ac
h 

ot
he

r
A

llo
w

s C
SO

s t
o 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
 th

e 
us

e 
of

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 
bu

si
ne

ss
 to

ol
s a

nd
 

ch
an

ne
ls

 th
at

 w
ill

 
en

ha
nc

e 
th

e 
be

tte
r 

ex
ch

an
ge

 o
f k

no
w

l-
ed

ge
 w

ith
 th

e 
fir

m
A

llo
w

s fi
rm

s t
o 

ge
t 

an
 a

cc
ou

nt
 o

f 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s o

f t
he

 
pa

rtn
er

 C
SO

A
llo

w
s t

he
 fi

rm
 to

 
pl

an
 to

ge
th

er
 fo

r 
un

ce
rta

in
tie

s w
hi

ch
 

m
ay

 a
pp

ea
r d

ur
in

g 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t t
en

ur
e

(e
.g

. J
am

al
i e

t a
l.,

 
20

11
; S

in
ko

vi
cs

 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

9;
 W

eb
er

 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

7)

W
e 

ha
ve

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

d 
w

ith
 lo

ca
l N

G
O

s t
o 

he
lp

 p
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

 v
is

ua
l i

m
pa

ir
m

en
ts

. W
e 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

e 
ve

ry
 

of
te

n 
w

ith
 th

es
e 

N
G

O
s b

y 
us

in
g 

al
l t

he
 c

ha
nn

el
s w

e 
ha

ve
. B

y 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
in

g 
w

ith
 N

G
O

s f
re

qu
en

tly
, 

we
 h

av
e 

co
m

e 
to

 re
al

iz
e 

th
e 

ne
ed

s o
f t

he
 fi

na
l c

on
su

m
er

s i
.e

. w
ha

t s
or

t o
f f

un
ct

io
ns

 th
ey

 w
ou

ld
 n

ee
d 

fro
m

 o
ur

 p
ro

du
ct

. T
he

se
 N

G
O

s w
or

k 
re

gu
la

rly
 fo

r p
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

 d
is

ab
ili

tie
s a

nd
 h

os
pi

ta
ls

 a
nd

 th
us

 
ho

ld
 g

re
at

 k
no

wl
ed

ge
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 o
f p

eo
pl

e 
w

ith
 v

is
ua

l i
m

pa
ir

m
en

ts
. T

he
 fr

eq
ue

nt
 a

nd
 

ex
te

ns
iv

e 
co

nn
ec

tio
ns

 w
ith

 N
G

O
s h

el
pe

d 
us

 d
ev

el
op

 a
n 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
of

 th
e 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

, a
nd

 
fin

al
ly

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 o

ur
 p

ro
du

ct
. F

ol
lo

w
in

g 
th

is
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n,

 w
e 

ha
ve

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 n
ew

 m
ob

ile
 p

ho
ne

 
ha

nd
se

t f
or

 p
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

 v
is

ua
l i

m
pa

ir
m

en
ts

. A
nd

 th
is

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
a 

su
cc

es
s. 

Th
e 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
ns

 w
ith

 
th

e 
N

G
O

s h
av

e 
he

lp
ed

 u
s i

de
nt

ify
 n

ew
 m

ar
ke

t o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

 a
nd

 d
ev

el
op

 o
ur

 p
ro

du
ct

s a
cc

or
di

ng
ly

 
an

d 
ul

tim
at

el
y 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
sa

le
s

Fo
r t

hi
s c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

[v
eg

an
 fe

sti
va

l],
 w

e 
ha

d 
to

 m
ee

t t
he

 N
G

O
s q

ui
te

 o
fte

n 
to

 id
en

tif
y 

w
ha

t k
in

d 
of

 
ex

pe
ct

at
io

n 
th

ey
 h

ad
 fr

om
 u

s. 
By

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
co

nn
ec

tio
ns

 a
nd

 th
ro

ug
h 

ex
te

ns
iv

e 
ta

lk
s a

nd
 d

is
cu

ss
io

ns
 

w
ith

 th
em

, w
e 

ca
m

e 
to

 u
nd

er
st

an
d 

ex
ac

tly
 w

ha
t t

he
y 

wa
nt

ed
W

e 
us

ua
lly

 fo
cu

s o
n 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l C
SR

 p
ro

gr
am

s a
nd

 h
av

e 
be

en
 p

la
nt

in
g 

tre
es

 to
ge

th
er

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l 
N

G
O

s a
nd

 o
rg

an
iz

in
g 

ev
en

ts
 to

 sp
re

ad
 a

wa
re

ne
ss

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 o

ur
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t. 
Fo

r t
hi

s p
ro

je
ct

, o
ur

 
pa

rt
ne

r N
G

O
 h

ad
 p

re
vi

ou
s e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
an

d 
kn

ow
le

dg
e.

 H
en

ce
, w

e 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

a 
jo

in
t t

ea
m

 a
nd

 it
 

he
lp

ed
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s t
o 

ge
t c

lo
se

r t
o 

th
e 

N
G

O
’s

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s a

nd
 a

cc
es

s t
he

ir
 e

xp
er

tis
e 

effi
ci

en
tly

. A
nd

 
al

so
, i

f m
ed

ia
 re

po
rt

s t
om

or
ro

w
 sh

ow
 th

at
 o

ur
 c

om
pa

ny
 a

nd
 a

n 
N

G
O

 p
la

nt
ed

 h
un

dr
ed

s o
f t

re
es

 
to

ge
th

er
, t

hi
s w

ou
ld

 b
e 

we
ll 

re
ce

iv
ed

 b
y 

ou
r c

us
to

m
er

s a
nd

 th
e 

re
gu

la
to

ry
 a

ut
ho

ri
tie

s
As

 C
SO

s h
av

e 
go

od
 c

on
ne

ct
io

ns
 in

 th
e 

lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

ity
, w

e 
sh

ar
e 

hu
m

an
 re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 w

or
k 

to
ge

th
er

 
w

ith
 C

SO
s f

or
 so

ci
al

 p
ro

je
ct

s. 
Fo

r e
xa

m
pl

e,
 w

e 
or

ga
ni

ze
 e

ve
nt

s e
ve

ry
 m

on
th

, w
he

re
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

w
ith

 
di

sa
bi

lit
ie

s i
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 h

av
e 

a 
ch

an
ce

 to
 le

ar
n 

ho
w

 to
 re

ad
 a

nd
 w

ri
te

. F
or

 th
os

e 
ev

en
ts

, o
ur

 
em

pl
oy

ee
s a

nd
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s f
ro

m
 C

SO
s g

at
he

r, 
di

sc
us

s s
oc

ia
l i

ss
ue

s a
nd

 w
or

k 
to

ge
th

er
 to

 re
so

lv
e 

th
em

. A
s w

e 
kn

ow
 th

at
 C

SO
 h

as
 e

xp
er

tis
e 

in
 c

om
pl

et
in

g 
so

ci
al

 p
ro

je
ct

s, 
we

 te
nd

 to
 sh

ar
e 

ou
r h

um
an

 
ca

pi
ta

l a
nd

 e
ng

ag
e 

in
 m

or
e 

in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 w
ith

 th
em

. B
ec

au
se

 th
is

 w
ill

 a
llo

w
 o

ur
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s t
o 

be
tte

r 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

 h
ow

 to
 so

lv
e 

so
ci

al
 is

su
es

 a
nd

 w
ill

 b
e 

be
ne

fic
ia

l f
or

 o
ur

 fu
tu

re
 C

SR
 p

ro
je

ct
s

If 
C

SO
s h

av
e 

a 
go

od
 re

pu
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
 in

 a
 p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 a
re

a,
 th

er
e 

is
 n

o 
re

as
on

 n
ot

 to
 tr

us
t 

th
ei

r c
ap

ab
ili

ty
 to

 c
om

pl
et

e 
so

ci
al

 p
ro

je
ct

s

In
te

r-o
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l c

on
ne

ct
iv

ity
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

bu
si

-
ne

ss
 a

nd
 it

s C
SO

 p
ar

tn
er

(1
) L

ea
ds

 to
 p

os
iti

ve
 b

us
in

es
s o

ut
co

m
es

 in
 

bu
si

ne
ss

-C
SO

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f t
he

 fl
ow

 
of

 k
no

w
-h

ow
 a

nd
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n
(2

) L
ea

ds
 to

 p
os

iti
ve

 so
ci

al
 o

ut
co

m
es

 in
 b

us
in

es
s-

C
SO

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
, w

he
n 

it 
is

 u
se

d 
to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 a
 

be
tte

r u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
 o

f t
he

 u
nd

er
ly

in
g 

so
ci

al
 o

r 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l i

ss
ue

 o
r h

ow
 th

e 
pa

rtn
er

in
g 

fir
m

 
ca

n 
be

tte
r s

up
po

rt 
th

e 
C

SO
’s

 o
bj

ec
tiv

es



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Re
so

ur
ce

 
sh

ar
in

g
A

 h
ig

h 
de

gr
ee

 o
f 

re
so

ur
ce

 sh
ar

in
g

H
el

ps
 fi

rm
s t

o 
be

ne
fit

 
fro

m
 C

SO
s’

 so
ci

al
 

ca
pi

ta
l a

nd
 v

ic
e 

ve
rs

a
H

el
ps

 fi
rm

s t
o 

be
ne

fit
 

fro
m

 C
SO

s’
 k

no
w

l-
ed

ge
 a

nd
 v

ic
e 

ve
rs

a
H

el
ps

 fi
rm

s t
o 

be
ne

fit
 

fro
m

 C
SO

s’
 fi

na
n-

ci
al

 re
so

ur
ce

s a
nd

 
vi

ce
 v

er
sa

H
el

ps
 fi

rm
s t

o 
be

ne
fit

 
fro

m
 C

SO
s’

 h
um

an
 

re
so

ur
ce

s a
nd

 v
ic

e 
ve

rs
a

Re
so

ur
ce

 sh
ar

in
g 

al
so

 
in

cl
ud

es
 sh

ar
in

g 
or

 c
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
of

 
br

an
ds

(e
.g

. B
at

ch
el

or
 a

nd
 

B
ur

ch
 2

01
1;

 D
ah

an
 

et
 a

l. 
20

10
; J

an
ne

y 
et

 a
l. 

20
09

; W
eb

er
 

et
 a

l. 
20

17
)

Re
so

ur
ce

 sh
ar

in
g 

w
ith

 th
e 

C
SO

(1
) L

ea
ds

 to
 p

os
iti

ve
 b

us
in

es
s o

ut
co

m
es

 in
 

bu
si

ne
ss

-C
SO

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
 w

he
n 

it 
is

 st
ra

te
gi

-
ca

lly
 d

ire
ct

ed
 a

t b
us

in
es

s o
ut

co
m

es
(2

) L
ea

ds
 to

 p
os

iti
ve

 so
ci

al
 o

ut
co

m
es

 in
 b

us
in

es
s-

CS
O

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
, b

ec
au

se
 C

SO
s t

en
d 

to
 h

av
e 

th
e 

ex
pe

rti
se

 b
ut

 te
nd

 to
 la

ck
 su

ffi
ci

en
t r

es
ou

rc
es



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
7  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
C

on
ce

pt
O

pe
ra

tio
n-

al
iz

at
io

n
Ex

pe
ct

ed
 p

at
te

rn
 

ba
se

d 
on

 li
te

ra
tu

re
O

bs
er

ve
d 

pa
tte

rn
s i

n 
th

e 
da

ta
(S

am
pl

e 
qu

ot
es

)
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
 fo

r h
yp

ot
he

sis
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t b

as
ed

 o
n 

pa
tte

rn
 m

at
ch

Tr
us

t i
n 

C
SO

s
A

 h
ig

h 
de

gr
ee

 o
f i

nt
er

-
or

ga
ni

za
tio

na
l t

ru
st

Re
du

ce
s c

on
tra

ct
 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t a

nd
 

m
on

ito
rin

g 
co

sts
H

el
ps

 th
e 

fir
m

 to
 

re
m

ai
n 

co
nfi

de
nt

 in
 

tu
rb

ul
en

t c
on

di
tio

ns
Re

du
ce

s t
he

 fe
ar

 o
f 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
pe

rfo
r-

m
an

ce
 ri

sk
(e

.g
. J

ia
ng

 e
t a

l. 
20

15
; 

Pa
tz

el
t a

nd
 S

he
p-

he
rd

 2
00

8;
 Z

ah
ee

r 
et

 a
l. 

19
98

)

Tr
us

t i
n 

C
SO

s
(1

) I
s m

or
e 

im
po

rta
nt

 fo
r p

os
iti

ve
 b

us
in

es
s 

ou
tc

om
es

 in
 b

us
in

es
s-

C
SO

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
 th

an
 

fo
r s

oc
ia

l o
ut

co
m

es
, b

ec
au

se
 p

er
ip

he
ra

l s
oc

ia
l 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 (i
.e

. s
oc

ia
l a

ct
iv

iti
es

 th
at

 a
re

 n
ot

 re
la

te
d 

to
 th

e 
fir

m
’s

 c
or

e 
bu

si
ne

ss
) d

o 
no

t r
eq

ui
re

 th
e 

fir
m

 to
 sh

ar
e 

se
ns

iti
ve

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
la

te
d 

to
 th

ei
r 

co
re

 b
us

in
es

s
(2

) D
oe

s n
ot

 d
ire

ct
ly

 le
ad

 to
 p

os
iti

ve
 so

ci
al

 o
ut

-
co

m
es

 in
 b

us
in

es
s-

C
SO

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

ns
, b

ec
au

se
 

C
SO

s c
an

 a
ch

ie
ve

 so
ci

al
 o

ut
co

m
es

 o
n 

th
ei

r o
w

n 
in

de
pe

nd
en

tly
 o

f t
he

 p
ar

tn
er

in
g 

fir
m

’s
 tr

us
t i

n 
th

ei
r c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s w
he

n 
th

ey
 h

av
e 

th
e 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
re

so
ur

ce
s



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
8  

In
te

rn
al

 c
on

si
ste

nc
y 

an
d 

ite
m

 re
lia

bi
lit

y

C
on

str
uc

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

M
ea

n
SD

O
ut

er
 lo

ad
in

g

St
ak

eh
ol

de
r p

re
ss

ur
e 

– 
ad

ap
te

d 
fro

m
 V

an
 H

ui
jst

ee
 a

nd
 G

la
sb

er
ge

n 
(2

01
0)

. 1
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 d
is

ag
re

e”
, 7

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 a

gr
ee

” 
(a

lp
ha

 =
 0.

73
3,

 C
R

 =
 0.

83
2,

 A
V

E 
=

 0.
55

6)
: Y

ou
 

co
lla

bo
ra

te
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

C
SO

s, 
be

ca
us

e…
…

 (1
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

as
ke

d 
by

 in
du

str
y/

tra
de

 a
ss

oc
ia

tio
ns

 to
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

te
 w

ith
 C

SO
s

4.
15

1.
72

7
0.

77
7

 (2
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
vi

te
d 

by
 th

e 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t t
o 

pa
rti

ci
pa

te
 in

 a
 p

ro
je

ct
 w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
s

3.
50

1.
74

8
0.

80
3

 (3
) Y

ou
r s

up
pl

y 
ch

ai
n 

pa
rtn

er
s s

ug
ge

ste
d 

th
e 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n

3.
42

1.
77

3
0.

81
0

 (4
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

as
ke

d 
by

 th
e 

pa
rtn

er
 C

SO
s o

r a
ny

 o
th

er
 C

SO
s t

o 
co

lla
bo

ra
te

3.
76

1.
88

1
0.

57
4

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 C
SO

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 –

 a
da

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
ah

an
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

0)
. 1

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 d

is
ag

re
e”

, 7
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 a
gr

ee
” 

(a
lp

ha
 =

 0.
80

8,
 C

R
 =

 0.
89

2,
 A

V
E 

=
 0.

51
1)

: Y
ou

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

d 
w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
s, 

be
ca

us
e…

 (1
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 u
si

ng
 th

ei
r k

no
w

le
dg

e 
of

 th
e 

lo
ca

l m
ar

ke
t a

nd
 in

sti
tu

tio
ns

4.
93

1.
81

1
0.

73
5

 (2
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 u
si

ng
 th

ei
r c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s i
n 

so
lv

in
g 

la
bo

r i
ss

ue
s

4.
68

1.
98

5
0.

77
7

 (3
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 u
si

ng
 th

ei
r c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s i
n 

so
lv

in
g 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l p
ro

bl
em

s
4.

85
1.

92
1

0.
65

8
 (4

) Y
ou

 w
er

e 
in

te
re

ste
d 

in
 u

si
ng

 th
ei

r c
on

ta
ct

s/
ne

tw
or

ks
 w

ith
 lo

ca
l s

up
pl

ie
rs

4.
77

1.
92

9
0.

76
9

 (5
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 u
si

ng
 th

ei
r c

on
ta

ct
s/

ne
tw

or
ks

 w
ith

 d
ist

rib
ut

or
s

3.
81

1.
83

2
0.

68
8

 (6
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 u
si

ng
 th

ei
r c

on
ta

ct
s/

ne
tw

or
ks

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

ity
 g

ro
up

s
5.

27
1.

63
8

0.
65

5
Tr

us
t i

n 
C

SO
s –

 a
da

pt
ed

 fr
om

 L
ui

 a
nd

 N
go

 (2
00

4)
. 1

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 d

is
ag

re
e”

, 7
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 a
gr

ee
”

(a
lp

ha
 =

 0.
93

3,
 C

R
 =

 0.
94

3,
 A

V
E 

=
 0.

65
0)

 (1
) T

he
 C

SO
 w

as
 v

er
y 

co
m

m
itt

ed
 to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 th
e 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
5.

68
1.

22
8

0.
81

8
 (2

) T
he

 C
SO

 h
ad

 th
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

le
ve

l o
f k

no
w

le
dg

e 
ab

ou
t t

he
 w

or
k 

th
at

 n
ee

de
d 

to
 b

e 
do

ne
 in

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t

5.
80

1.
09

5
0.

84
4

 (3
) T

he
 C

SO
 h

ad
 sp

ec
ia

liz
ed

 sk
ill

s t
ha

t a
dd

ed
 v

al
ue

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t
5.

59
1.

10
7

0.
83

1
 (4

) Y
ou

 a
lw

ay
s r

ec
ei

ve
d 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
an

d 
co

rr
ec

t i
nf

or
m

at
io

n 
fro

m
 th

e 
C

SO
5.

35
1.

17
4

0.
84

6
 (5

) T
he

 C
SO

 d
id

 n
ot

 ta
ke

 a
dv

an
ta

ge
 o

f y
ou

r c
om

pa
ny

 e
ve

n 
if 

th
e 

op
po

rtu
ni

ty
 a

ro
se

5.
23

1.
47

0
0.

67
7

 (6
) T

he
 C

SO
 d

id
 n

ot
 k

no
w

in
gl

y 
do

 a
ny

th
in

g 
to

 h
ur

t y
ou

r o
rg

an
is

at
io

n
5.

68
1.

24
3

0.
78

4
 (7

) T
he

 C
SO

 h
ad

 a
 st

ro
ng

 se
ns

e 
of

 ju
sti

ce
5.

73
1.

17
4

0.
83

1
 (8

) T
he

 C
SO

 d
el

iv
er

ed
 o

n 
al

l i
ts

 p
ro

m
is

es
5.

55
1.

15
0

0.
81

9
 (9

) T
he

 C
SO

 fo
llo

w
ed

 so
un

d 
pr

in
ci

pl
es

 to
 g

ui
de

 it
s a

ct
io

ns
5.

55
1.

13
8

0.
79

0



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Ta
bl

e 
8  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

C
on

str
uc

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

M
ea

n
SD

O
ut

er
 lo

ad
in

g

In
te

r-
or

ga
ni

za
tio

na
l c

on
ne

ct
iv

ity
 –

 a
da

pt
ed

 fr
om

 Ja
m

al
i e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
. 1

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 d

is
ag

re
e”

, 7
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 a
gr

ee
” 

(a
lp

ha
 =

 0.
72

9,
 C

R
 =

 0.
83

1,
 A

V
E 

=
 0.

55
3)

 (1
) Y

ou
 h

ad
 fr

eq
ue

nt
 b

us
in

es
s p

ro
ce

ss
 re

la
te

d 
in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
 (i

.e
., 

in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
m

ar
ke

tin
g,

 R
&

D
, m

an
uf

ac
-

tu
rin

g,
 sa

le
s a

nd
 d

ist
rib

ut
io

n 
et

c.
) w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
3.

62
1.

82
5

0.
72

9

 (2
) Y

ou
 o

rg
an

iz
ed

 c
or

po
ra

te
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 fo

r t
he

 C
SO

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s

3.
33

1.
99

0
0.

82
2

 (3
) Y

ou
 in

vi
te

d 
th

e 
C

SO
 to

 o
rg

an
iz

e 
tra

in
in

g 
fo

r y
ou

r e
m

pl
oy

ee
s o

n 
is

su
es

 th
at

 th
ey

 h
av

e 
ex

pe
rti

se
 o

n
3.

31
2.

03
9

0.
74

4
 (4

) Y
ou

 o
rg

an
iz

ed
 so

ci
al

 g
at

he
rin

gs
 o

r o
th

er
 n

et
w

or
ki

ng
 e

ve
nt

s t
o 

fo
ste

r t
ea

m
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

be
tw

ee
n 

yo
ur

 a
nd

 th
e 

C
SO

’s
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s
3.

83
1.

86
8

0.
67

3

Re
so

ur
ce

 S
ha

ri
ng

 –
 a

da
pt

ed
 fr

om
 Ji

an
g 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
5)

. 1
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 d
is

ag
re

e”
, 7

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 a

gr
ee

” 
(a

lp
ha

 =
 0.

86
4,

 C
R

 =
 0.

89
8,

 A
V

E 
=

 0.
59

8)
 (1

) Y
ou

 m
ad

e 
ac

tiv
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
n 

te
rm

s o
f i

nv
es

tin
g 

yo
ur

 ti
m

e
5.

70
1.

30
3

0.
84

9
 (2

) Y
ou

 m
ad

e 
ac

tiv
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
n 

te
rm

s o
f i

nv
es

tin
g 

yo
ur

 m
on

ey
5.

47
1.

39
7

0.
67

1
 (3

) Y
ou

 m
ad

e 
ac

tiv
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
n 

te
rm

s o
f s

ha
rin

g 
yo

ur
 k

no
w

le
dg

e
5.

47
1.

45
6

0.
84

4
 (4

) Y
ou

 m
ad

e 
ac

tiv
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
n 

te
rm

s o
f s

ha
rin

g 
yo

ur
 h

um
an

 re
so

ur
ce

s
5.

35
1.

50
3

0.
86

6
 (5

) Y
ou

 fo
rm

ed
 jo

in
t t

ea
m

s w
ith

 th
e 

C
SO

 to
 c

om
pl

et
e 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t

3.
70

2.
05

2
0.

66
3

 (6
) Y

ou
 m

ad
e 

ac
tiv

e 
co

nt
rib

ut
io

ns
 to

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

n 
te

rm
s o

f o
ffe

rin
g 

th
e 

C
SO

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
yo

ur
 n

et
w

or
ks

 a
nd

 c
on

-
ta

ct
s

4.
50

1.
68

5
0.

71
7

Bu
si

ne
ss

 o
ut

co
m

es
 –

 a
da

pt
ed

 fr
om

 S
te

ck
el

 a
nd

 S
im

on
s (

19
92

). 
1 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 d
is

ag
re

e”
, 7

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 a

gr
ee

” 
(a

lp
ha

 =
 0.

82
5,

 C
R

 =
 0.

87
3,

 A
V

E 
=

 0.
53

5)
 (1

) T
he

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
he

lp
ed

 y
ou

 d
ev

el
op

 n
ew

 c
ap

ab
ili

tie
s

4.
56

1.
75

0
0.

68
2

 (2
) B

y 
co

lla
bo

ra
tin

g 
w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
, y

ou
 w

er
e 

ab
le

 to
 sa

ve
 m

on
ey

 (c
om

pa
re

d 
to

 th
e 

m
on

ey
 y

ou
 m

ig
ht

 h
av

e 
sp

en
t 

by
 d

oi
ng

 it
 a

lo
ne

)
4.

63
1.

96
0

0.
71

7

 (3
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

ab
le

 to
 c

om
pl

et
e 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t o

n 
tim

e
5.

35
1.

46
1

0.
82

0
 (4

) Y
ou

 w
er

e 
ab

le
 to

 c
om

pl
et

e 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t w
ith

in
 th

e 
ap

pr
ov

ed
 b

ud
ge

t
5.

46
1.

43
3

0.
78

9
 (5

) Y
ou

r e
m

pl
oy

ee
s s

ee
m

 to
 b

e 
ha

pp
y 

w
ith

 a
nd

 a
ck

no
w

le
dg

e 
th

e 
fa

ct
 th

at
 y

ou
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

te
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

C
SO

4.
62

1.
59

2
0.

69
6

 (6
) Y

ou
r o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n’

s’
 re

pu
ta

tio
n/

im
ag

e 
en

ha
nc

ed
 in

 th
e 

m
ar

ke
t b

ec
au

se
 o

f t
he

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
C

SO
5.

11
1.

49
5

0.
67

3
So

ci
al

 o
ut

co
m

es
 –

 a
da

pt
ed

 fr
om

 H
an

se
n 

an
d 

Sp
itz

ec
k 

(2
01

1)
. 1

 =
 “s

tro
ng

ly
 d

is
ag

re
e”

, 7
 =

 “s
tro

ng
ly

 a
gr

ee
” 

(a
lp

ha
 =

 0.
83

2,
 C

R
 =

 0.
88

2,
 A

V
E 

=
 0.

60
0)

 (1
) Y

ou
 w

er
e 

ab
le

 to
 c

re
at

e 
jo

bs
 fr

om
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t
3.

66
2.

13
8

0.
68

6



	 N. Sinkovics et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
8  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

C
on

str
uc

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

M
ea

n
SD

O
ut

er
 lo

ad
in

g

 (2
) T

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 le

d 
to

 th
e 

in
iti

at
io

n 
of

 o
ne

 o
r m

ul
tip

le
 o

th
er

 p
ro

je
ct

s r
el

at
ed

 to
 la

bo
r i

ss
ue

s
3.

57
1.

90
5

0.
81

9
 (3

) T
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 le
d 

to
 th

e 
in

iti
at

io
n 

of
 o

ne
 o

r m
ul

tip
le

 o
th

er
 p

ro
je

ct
s r

el
at

ed
 to

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l i
ss

ue
s

3.
45

1.
87

3
0.

76
3

 (4
) T

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 le

d 
to

 th
e 

es
ta

bl
is

hm
en

t o
f n

ew
 la

bo
r s

ta
nd

ar
ds

 w
ith

in
 y

ou
r o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

3.
20

1.
71

3
0.

80
8

 (5
) T

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 le

d 
to

 th
e 

es
ta

bl
is

hm
en

t o
f n

ew
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l s

ta
nd

ar
ds

 w
ith

in
 y

ou
r o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

3.
54

1.
84

1
0.

79
0



1 3

Business‑Civil Society Collaborations in South Korea: A…

Table 9   Path coefficients between control variables and endogenous variables

Control variable Standardized
Coefficient

t-value Statistically significant?

Firm size → Business performance − 0.032 0.856 No (0.392)
Firm size → Social performance − 0.081 1.366 No (0.172)
Past alliance experience → Business performance 0.023 0.480 No (0.631)
Past alliance experience → Social performance 0.041 0.598 No (0.550)

Table 10   Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis

Tetrad Original 
Sample  
(O)

Bootstrap 
T Statis-
tics

P Values CI Low  
adj

CI Up  
adjConnectivity

1: comm4,comm5,comm6,comm7 0.431 0.987 0.324 − 0.429 1.283
2: comm4,comm5,comm7,comm6 0.353 0.646 0.519 − 0.72 1.425
Financial performance
 1: perffin2,perffin3,perffin4,perffin5 1.722 3.72 0 − 0.568 2.92
 2: perffin2,perffin3,perffin5,perffin4 1.79 4.153 0 − 0.719 2.908
 4: perffin2,perffin3,perffin4,perffin8 − 0.15 0.416 0.677 − 1.066 0.768
 6: perffin2,perffin4,perffin8,perffin3 0.43 1.237 0.216 − 0.452 1.316
 7: perffin2,perffin3,perffin4,perffin9 − 0.488 1.397 0.163 − 1.37 0.404
 10: perffin2,perffin3,perffin5,perffin8 0.147 0.433 0.665 − 0.71 1.019
 16: perffin2,perffin3,perffin8,perffin9 0.974 2.378 0.017 − 0.048 2.032
 22: perffin2,perffin4,perffin5,perffin9 0.032 0.254 0.8 − 0.289 0.355
 26: perffin2,perffin4,perffin9,perffin8 0.787 2.165 0.03 − 0.131 1.716

Social performance
 1: perfsoc1,perfsoc4,perfsoc5,perfsoc7 2.047 3.042 0.002 − 0.506 3.639
 2: perfsoc1,perfsoc4,perfsoc7,perfsoc5 2.018 2.934 0.003 − 0.433 3.634
 4: perfsoc1,perfsoc4,perfsoc5,perfsoc8 3.038 3.379 0.001 − 1.009 5.194
 6: perfsoc1,perfsoc5,perfsoc8,perfsoc4 − 0.193 0.479 0.632 − 1.136 0.745
 10: perfsoc1,perfsoc5,perfsoc7,perfsoc8 0.237 0.317 0.751 − 1.521 1.957

Access to resources
 1: resour3,resour4,resour5,resour6 0.779 2.101 0.036 − 0.145 1.739
 2: resour3,resour4,resour6,resour5 − 2.692 3.015 0.003 − 4.97 0.434
 4: resour3,resour4,resour5,resour7 0.647 1.6 0.11 − 0.372 1.681
 6: resour3,resour5,resour7,resour4 − 1.922 2.936 0.003 − 3.59 0.264
 7: resour3,resour4,resour5,resour9 0.481 1.654 0.098 − 0.249 1.228
 10: resour3,resour4,resour6,resour7 1.006 1.528 0.127 − 0.64 2.707
 16: resour3,resour4,resour7,resour9 0.491 1.406 0.16 − 0.38 1.396
 22: resour3,resour5,resour6,resour9 − 0.349 0.828 0.408 − 1.422 0.718
 26: resour3,resour5,resour9,resour7 − 0.724 1.893 0.058 − 1.696 0.246
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Table 10   (continued)

Tetrad Original 
Sample  
(O)

Bootstrap 
T Statis-
tics

P Values CI Low  
adj

CI Up  
adjConnectivity

Resource sharing
 1: ressh1,ressh2,ressh3,ressh4 0.84 3.686 0 − 0.27 1.428
 2: ressh1,ressh2,ressh4,ressh3 0.608 2.688 0.007 − 0.037 1.186
 4: ressh1,ressh2,ressh3,ressh5 0.363 1.525 0.127 − 0.24 0.969
 6: ressh1,ressh3,ressh5,ressh2 − 0.142 0.78 0.435 − 0.607 0.316
 7: ressh1,ressh2,ressh3,ressh6 0.504 2.423 0.015 − 0.022 1.035
 10: ressh1,ressh2,ressh4,ressh5 0.691 2.485 0.013 − 0.01 1.404
 16: ressh1,ressh2,ressh5,ressh6 1.499 3.838 0 − 0.519 2.502
 22: ressh1,ressh3,ressh4,ressh6 0.036 0.248 0.804 − 0.333 0.401
 26: ressh1,ressh3,ressh6,ressh5 1.188 3.421 0.001 − 0.318 2.082

Stakeholder pressure
 1: stkhold2,stkhold3,stkhold4,stkhold8 0.849 2.003 0.045 − 0.031 1.693
 2: stkhold2,stkhold3,stkhold8,stkhold4 0.998 2.573 0.01 − 0.247 1.768

Trust
 1: Trust1,Trust2,Trust3,Trust4 0.16 2.829 0.005 − 0.002 0.326
 2: Trust1,Trust2,Trust4,Trust3 0.14 1.84 0.066 − 0.081 0.362
 4: Trust1,Trust2,Trust3,Trust5 0.136 1.536 0.125 − 0.118 0.394
 6: Trust1,Trust3,Trust5,Trust2 − 0.052 0.705 0.481 − 0.269 0.158
 9: Trust1,Trust3,Trust6,Trust2 0.017 0.244 0.807 − 0.19 0.219
 10: Trust1,Trust2,Trust3,Trust7 0.028 0.455 0.649 − 0.15 0.207
 13: Trust1,Trust2,Trust3,Trust8 − 0.004 0.07 0.944 − 0.185 0.177
 17: Trust1,Trust2,Trust9,Trust3 0.137 1.896 0.058 − 0.071 0.347
 20: Trust1,Trust2,Trust5,Trust4 0.219 2.445 0.015 − 0.04 0.481
 26: Trust1,Trust2,Trust7,Trust4 0.133 1.521 0.128 − 0.118 0.391
 29: Trust1,Trust2,Trust8,Trust4 0.183 2.075 0.038 − 0.069 0.443
 33: Trust1,Trust4,Trust9,Trust2 0.029 0.57 0.569 − 0.119 0.178
 41: Trust1,Trust2,Trust8,Trust5 0.338 2.874 0.004 − 0.003 0.686
 47: Trust1,Trust2,Trust7,Trust6 0.337 3.194 0.001 − 0.038 0.651
 49: Trust1,Trust2,Trust6,Trust8 0.47 3.907 0 − 0.129 0.826
 51: Trust1,Trust6,Trust8,Trust2 − 0.007 0.132 0.895 − 0.169 0.159
 57: Trust1,Trust7,Trust8,Trust2 0.055 0.994 0.32 − 0.104 0.215
 109: Trust1,Trust4,Trust5,Trust6 0.299 2.113 0.035 − 0.105 0.716
 113: Trust1,Trust4,Trust7,Trust5 0.145 1.13 0.259 − 0.223 0.523
 133: Trust1,Trust4,Trust7,Trust9 0.13 1.223 0.221 − 0.175 0.441
 137: Trust1,Trust4,Trust9,Trust8 0.4 4.006 0     0.117 0.696
 149: Trust1,Trust5,Trust8,Trust7 0.086 0.789 0.43 − 0.228 0.406
 151: Trust1,Trust5,Trust7,Trust9 0.02 0.194 0.846 − 0.278 0.322
 161: Trust1,Trust6,Trust9,Trust7 0.106 1.27 0.204 − 0.134 0.352
 165: Trust1,Trust8,Trust9,Trust6 − 0.018 0.364 0.716 − 0.164 0.125
 174: Trust2,Trust4,Trust6,Trust3 − 0.157 2.313 0.021 − 0.354 0.039
 231: Trust2,Trust6,Trust8,Trust4 − 0.005 0.093 0.926 − 0.16 0.151
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Table 11   Determination coefficient and effect sizes

PLS Path f 2 Effect size rating

R2 Q2

Inter-organ-
izational 
connectivity

0.314 0.155 Stakeholder pressure → Inter-
organizational connectivity

0.144 Small effect

Resource 
Sharing

0.250 0.129 Stakeholder pressure → Resource 
Sharing

0.041 Small effect

Trust in CSOs 0.074 0.038 Stakeholder pressure → Trust in 
CSOs

0.001 Very small effect

Business 
outcomes

0.619 0.297 Access to CSO resources → Inter-
organizational connectivity

0.146 Small effect

Social out-
comes

0.315 0.169 Access to CSO 
resources → Resource Sharing

0.184 Medium effect

Access to CSO Resources → Trust 
in CSOs

0.075 Small effect

Inter-organizational connectiv-
ity → Business outcomes

0.033 Small effect

Inter-organizational connectiv-
ity → Social outcomes

0.143 Small effect

Resource Sharing → Business 
outcomes

0.060 Small effect

Resource Sharing → Social 
outcomes

0.076 Small effect

Trust in CSOs → Business out-
comes

0.786 Medium effect

Trust in CSOs → Social outcomes 0.012 Very small effect

Table 12   Path estimates and variance explained

*** p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 (two-tailed significance, N = 215)

Path Standardized
coefficient

t-value Supported?

H1a. Stakeholder pressure → Inter-organizational connectivity 0.337*** 5.305 Yes
H1b. Stakeholder pressure → Resource Sharing 0.188** 2.776 Yes
H1c. Stakeholder pressure → Trust in CSOs − 0.032 0.419 No
H2a. Access to CSO resources → Inter-organizational connectivity 0.340*** 5.563 Yes
H2b. Access to CSO resources → Resource Sharing 0.399*** 5.805 Yes
H2c. Access to CSO resources → Trust in CSOs 0.283** 3.242 Yes
H3a. Inter-organizational connectivity → Business outcomes 0.111** 2.026 Yes
H3b. Inter-organizational connectivity → Social outcomes 0.325*** 4.880 Yes
H4a. Resources Sharing → Business outcomes 0.194** 2.810 Yes
H4b. Resource Sharing → Social outcomes 0.278*** 3.942 Yes
H5a. Trust in CSOs → Business outcomes 0.631*** 13.197 Yes
H5b. Trust in CSOs → Social outcomes − 0.049 0.683 No
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