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4

Strategic partnerships between Civil Society Organisa-
tions (CSO) and businesses enhance the possibility of 
addressing global challenges, such as poverty, and creat-
ing positive impacts globally as well as bring-ing benefits 
to the partners. The Red Cross has many years of expe-
rience in cooperating with businesses and recognising 
the potential of sustainable business in addressing global 
challenges, and Danish Red Cross prioritises exploring 
opportunities for strategic partnerships with visionary 
business. Therefore, Danish Red Cross initiated the 
project “Future Partnerships Models for Strategic CSR” 
with the purpose of developing a partnership model for 
the benefit of businesses and CSOs.

DANIDA’s CSR fund with the purpose of strengthening 
businesses’ corporate social responsibility and fairtrade 
has made it possible for Danish Red Cross to further 
explore the potential within CSO-business partnerships. 
We would like to acknowledge how the support from 
DANIDA has enabled us to facilitate a joint process for 
CSOs and businesses to develop a sustainable framework 
for future strategic partner-ships.

The present Learning Report is the first output in the 
process of delivering a sound and viable framework and 
instructive model for how to develop, build and sus-
tain successful partnerships between CSOs and busi-
nesses. The report provides a broad and representative 
outline of global experiences with instructive models 
for CSO-business partnerships. In order to do so, the 
learning report will identify and analyse insights from 

various sources from the business sector, the CSO sector, 
the professional field and the academic field.

Due to Deloitte’s many years of experience in concept 
development within CSR and their experience with 
strategic partnerships, Danish Red Cross commissioned 
Deloitte Sustainability to facilitate and conceptually de-
velop the project process to ensure progress and results.

Danish Red Cross would like to extend a sincere thank 
you to the organisations and businesses, CARE Dan-
mark, Coop, Sunripe, Grundfos and Kenya Red Cross 
who have a significant role as Case Partners in our CSR 
project. By participating as Case Partners, CARE Dan-
mark, Coop, Sunripe, Grundfos and Kenya Red Cross 
take part in developing a sustainable model for strategic 
CSR and they have provided invaluable input to the 
Learning Report. Your engagement and dedication is an 
inspiration for the project.

Anders Ladekarl
Secretary General, Danish Red Cross

1 - PREFACE Dignitaries visiting a Lifelink 
installation in Kenya.
Photo © by Jakob Dahl
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2 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The world faces significant and increasingly intercon-
nected challenges such as poverty, climate change, 
pollution and population growth. Solutions to these 
challenges require civil society organisations (CSOs) 
and businesses to join forces in strategic partnerships 
despite differences in approaches, resources and 
competencies. Doing so will not only benefit society 
at large but also the CSOs and businesses themselves. 
CSOs can obtain access to new technolo-gy, compe-
tencies, strengthen the impact of projects and im-
prove cost-effectiveness. Businesses can accommodate 
rising public expectations of corporate responsibility, 
improve stakeholder engagement, mitigate supply 
chain risks and gain access to new markets.

Nevertheless, the challenges of partnerships are also 
many, which is partly due to historic roles and mis-con-
ceptions and partly due to different cultures, drivers and 
working procedures. Consequently, partner-ships often 
do not achieve their full potential, leading to anxiety 
about entering into them. Despite this, the general con-
clusion seems to be that partnerships are an invaluable 
part of solving the world’s challenges.

The question is thus: how do businesses and CSOs 
overcome these challenges and engage in value-adding 
strategic partnerships? Or rather: how do we create the 
CSO-business partnerships of the future? This is the 
objective of the project Future partnerships models for 
strategic CSR initiated by Danish Red Cross and funded 
by DANIDA.

Strategic partnerships can be identified in two categories, 
transactional and transformational. The focus of this 
report is on the transformational partnership. This is 
characterised by the partners utilising their core com-
petencies, joint value creation and a joint definition of 
purpose where the way in which the parties work and 
create value is altered due to the partnership. It is a case 
of ‘not business as usual’.

As the report will show, a multitude of guidelines, 
frameworks and models have already been developed to 
assist with this. However, none of them covers all the 
challenges, associated risks and stages that a partner-
ship goes through. This reveals a need for developing 
approachable and practical insights on actual do’s and 
don’ts when developing and implementing a strategic 
partnership. This will be the focus of the next phase of 
the project.

This report highlights the challenges and key learnings 
linked to engaging in transformational partner-ships. 
The key learnings are based on review of academic 
literature, 10 existing partnership models, and frame-
works and complemented by international good cases, 
input of more than 30 CSOs, businesses and their local 
organisations. As such the key learnings build on an 
identification of key challenges, risks and recommenda-
tions outlined by literature, tested with and backed by 
the empirical experience and input from practitioners in 
the field.

The key learnings are structured around seven core ele-
ments forming the evaluation framework for a successful 
partnership, and which has been validated through the 
dialogue with practitioners; Strategic fit, Project struc-
ture, Roles and responsibilities, Finance, Implementa-
tion, Communication and Monitoring and evaluation.

This investigative approach to exploring the success of 
transformative partnerships has led to five overall con-
clusions:

Transformational partnerships are not business as usual 
for any of the partners involved.
They are based on an innovative process and should be 
treated as such with formulation of strategic fit, shared 
objective, governance structures, operating processes and 
organisational anchoring while respecting the unique 
and essential competencies of the other partners.

Local partners and beneficiaries must be continuously 
involved and as early on in the process as possible. This 
involvement will increase the positive impact, ensure 
more efficient implementation, and enhance the engage-
ment and capacity building with local communities.

Needs of the intended beneficiaries must be assessed and 
agreed upon. Transformational partnerships are often 
developed based on what the business wants or what is 
perceived as obtainable. This approach leads to fewer 
positive impacts for the beneficiaries than could poten-
tially be achieved.

A transformational partnership should be based on an 
assessment of the actual needs of the intended benefi-
ciaries or receivers.

The partners must get resources and finance right. The 
question of resources can be awkward but must be 
tackled upfront. Partnership budgets are often structured 
from whatever amount the partners are willing to invest. 
In transformational partnerships there are often high 
costs related to project management and administration 
for all parties involved. This is a great challenge that 
needs to be realistically and transparently addressed in 
the budgetary discussions from both sides.

Management buy-in and involvement should be en-
sured. There is a constant pressure on the people work-
ing with transformational partnerships to document and 
prove the values of the partnership to internal stake-
holders and constantly communicate the benefits. This 
takes a lot of resources away from the actual partnership 
to internal activities and stakeholder management. 
Management buy-in must be obtained and consistently 
communicated within the organisation. Further, person-
al relations building on on-going and trusting commu-
nication are essential, and resources should be set aside 
for obtaining this. Finally, transformational partnerships 
should be staffed with people experienced in business 
development, project management and with commercial 
insight.
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The world is facing significant and increasingly inter-
connected challenges such as poverty, climate change, 
pollution and population growth. These challenges 
cross not only geographical boundaries, but also 
the traditional political and sectorial divides. Their 
impacts are global and so must their solutions be. No 
single player is capable of addressing them alone.

New perspectives, new solutions and new approaches 
are needed. Players from the public and private sectors, 
i.e. businesses, and civil society must join forces despite 
potential differences in approaches, resources and com-
petencies.

This insight has been around for some time. It is for 
example reflected in high-level events and debates where 
an increasing number of scholars, politicians, practition-
ers and professionals advocate for businesses and CSOs 
to engage in such partnerships. A good example of this 
is discussions taking place at the Rio+20 conference1 and 
the following development of the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals where partnerships were identified as being 
one of the five big, transformative shifts needed2. The 
argument goes that by working together the sum of pos-
itive impacts will be greater than what could have been 
achieved individually, as well as bring about a number of 
benefits for the partners such as access to new and valua-
ble knowledge, people, channels and networks.
CSOs can furthermore obtain access to new technology, 
products, competencies and services that can support 
their activities in the field as well as strengthen the 
impact of projects through cross-purposing and shared 

value and improve cost-effectiveness of their activities 
through methods defined in collaboration with part-
nering businesses. Businesses can, on the other hand, 
accommodate rising public expectations of corporate re-
sponsibility and improve their engagement and dialogue 
with various stakeholders. They can mitigate supply 
chain risks, gain access to new markets, and improve so-
cial, environmental and financial return on investments. 
Most importantly, by joining forces and addressing 
complex challenges the positive impacts for the benefi-
ciaries, that being local communities, the environment 
or needing individuals, will be greater (Berger, Cunning-
ham & Drumwright 2004).

CSO-business partnerships thus represent a great poten-
tial for addressing the global, complex challenges that 
the world is faced with, for making real positive impacts 
for people and for driving sustainable growth.

Nevertheless, the challenges of partnerships are also 
many as well as extensively researched and argued in 
the literature. Businesses are often very different from 
CSOs and historically the relationship has often been 
infused by conflicts and mistrust (Gjerdrum Pedersen & 
Pedersen 2013). The CSOs and businesses are organised 
differently; they have different motives, cultures and 
working procedures and partnerships across these two 
‘worlds’ may put significant strain on internal resources 
and governance structures. Consequently, businesses and 
CSOs are often anxious about engaging in complex and 
strategic partnerships.
Despite these challenges, the general conclusion seems 

to be that partnerships are an invaluable part of solving 
the complex and global challenges that the world is faced 
with. The question is thus: how do businesses and CSOs 
overcome these challenges and engage in value-adding 
strategic partnerships? Or rather: how do we create the 
CSO-business partnerships of the future?

As the report will show, such sources are numerous and 
the literature with guidelines, models, frame-works and 
instructions on partnerships is rich. The objective of this 
report is to synthesise them and draw out the key learn-
ings but also their shortcomings. It is not the objective 
of the report to come up with a new analytical approach. 
It is to provide the foundation for the next phases of the 
project, where approachable, easy-to-understand and 
most importantly practical and applicable insights on 
actual do’s and don’ts when developing and implement-
ing a strategic partnership will be developed.

The literature review is empirically substantiated by col-
lection of good practice from three global good cases on 
CSO-business partnerships, the experience and insights 
of more than 20 businesses and CSOs from the Partner-
ship Arena as well as a 360-degree evaluation of two case 
partnerships. The two case partnerships are presented in 
chapter 8. The purpose of the empirical input is twofold: 
To gain insights into the challenges that occur when 
developing and implementing partnerships but also to 
understand good practices and concrete examples of 
what actually works.

Developing these tools and guidelines will be part of the 
next phases of the project Future Partnerships models for 
strategic CSR. It is the hope that this will support CSOs 
and businesses in harvesting the multitude of benefits 
that such partnerships can provide in terms of positive 
impact.

3 - INTRODUCTION

1: http://www.uncsd2012.org/partnerships.html 
2: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/topics/sustainabledevelopmentgoals
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This report is based on desk research, literature 
review of current partnership models, frame-works, 
and literature, interviews and evaluations of existing 
partnerships.

The process has included three elements:

A literature review with the aim of providing an out-
line of existing models for CSO-business partnerships, 
including an in-depth review of ten partnership models. 
The purpose of the literature review is to understand the 
current landscape in terms of models, guidelines, frame-
works, etc. for CSO-business partnerships. There are two 
reasons for this. The first is to identify whether existing 
models include information on all relevant stages that a 
partnership goes through and how to address challenges, 
manage risks and measure impacts. The second is to es-
tablish an evaluation framework for the insights provid-
ed by the Partnership Arena, international good practice 
cases and the evaluation of the two Danish case partner 
partnerships. The framework consists of the following 
seven elements: Strategic fit, Project structure, Roles and 
responsibilities, Finance, Implementation, Communi-
cation and Monitoring and evaluation, as presented on 
page 25. 

A collection of insights and know-how based on good 
practice partnerships collected through phone interviews 

with three international good practice cases and work-
shops with the Partnership Arena followed by a survey 
and follow-up interviews also with selected members of 
the Partner-ship Arena. The purpose of the collection 
of know-how and insights from these two stakeholder 
groups is to gain a deeper understanding of challenges, 
barriers, successes and opportunities within the partner-
ship on a strategic level. 

An evaluation of two Danish CSO-business partner-
ships (case partners), through a 360-degree evaluation 
including a self-assessment, interviews and facilitated 
workshop. The purpose of the evaluation is to gain a 
deeper insight into the practical challenges, risks and 
barriers between all the partners in the partnership with 
a particular focus on the local organisations and the 
beneficiaries. 

The literature review process has been assessed by an 
independent external expert3. The Partnership Arena, the 
Advisory Board and the cases partners have several times 
provided input to this report.

Elaboration on the methodology is presented in chapter 
11.

4 -  PROCESS AND INPUTS

CASE PARTNERS

CARE Danmark and 
Coop partnership on 
responsible sourcing.

Red Cross and Grundfos 
partnership on access to 
clean water.

For more information on 
the case partner projects, 
please refer to chapter 8.

PARTNERSHIP ARENA

An exclusive forum estab-
lished for this project of 
leading CSOs, businesses, 
organisations and experts 
that acts as a knowledge 
cluster, providing guid-
ance, inspiration and 
validation to the project 
results through their 
personal experiences and 
competencies. For a list of 
participants, please refer 
to chapter 10.

ADVISORY BOARD

The Board provides 
strategic guidance to the 
overall project and con-
sists of executives from 
Danish Red Cross, A.P. 
Moller–Maersk, CBS, ISS 
and Deloitte.

3: The expert is Janni Thursgaard Pedersen, PhD fellow, cbsCSR Centre Manager.
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A partnership is more than a relation. More than a 
collaboration. A partnership is commonly understood 
to be based on some sort of sharing and learning – of 
resources, competencies, risks or benefits.

Partnerships between CSOs and businesses come in all 
shapes and sizes ranging from cause-related marketing 
to co-creation of innovative collaborations (Kourula & 
Halme 2008). However, a review of existing literature on 
and models for CSO-business partnerships shows that 
they can be divided into two categories, transactional 
and transformational.

The figure below presents an overall illustration of 
these two general categories, their subcategories, and a 
number of factors where the two types of CSO-business 
partnerships differ. However, it is not uncommon that a 
partnership in reality has characteristics from across the 
continuums.

The two categories of partnerships differ fundamentally 
on a range of parameters such as level of participation, 
resource type, management complexity and strategic 
value.

Transactional partnerships are characterised as 
transactions of funds/money/competencies, from the 
business partner to the CSO, and realised by activities 
such as donations, pro bono contributions, marketing 
activities, communication campaigns and projects not 
directly linked to the core competencies or strategic 
focus of the business involved.

The resources involved are relatively low, few people in 
the organisations are involved in the partnership, and it 
is often managed by communication, marketing or CSR 
departments.

Transformational partnerships, on the other 
hand, are characterised by projects built upon the core 
competencies and strategic focus of all the parties in-
volved in the partnership.
This kind of partnership has a joint value creation, 
a joint definition of purpose and is often focused on 
collaboration within the value chain of the business 
partners.
Transformational partnerships are at the core of the 
CSO and the business’ mission and have a significant 
strategic importance.

This form of partnership entails that the parties engage 
in solving shared challenges or realising common op-
portunities, that they share the value being created and 
have a joint definition of purpose. In addition, the way 
the parties work and create value is altered due to the 
partnership – it is not a case of ‘business as usual’.

However, this does not mean that the motivation for 
entering into the partnership or the purpose of the value 
being created necessarily have to be identical. Both 
parties in a transformational partnership invest in the 
project but often also seek external funding for project 
implementation.
There may still be an element of donation of money but 
the important element is know-how and qualifications, 

5 - DEFINING A PARTNERSHIP
TRANSACTIONAL PARTNERSHIPS TRANSFORMATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS

PHILANTROPIC
PARTNERSHIPS

Partnerships where 
businesses directly or 
indirectly (through e.g. 
a foundation) donates 
financial assets, services, 
products, manpower or 
other resources to CSOs

PARTNERSHIPS OF 
INDEPENDENT VALUE 

CREATION

Partnerships where 
businesses and CSOs 
collaboratively cater to 
each of their individual 
similar, but not identical, 
goals. The partnership 
creates value for both 
businesses and CSOs but 
in different ways

PARTNERSHIPS OF
RECIPROCAL EXCHANGE

Partnerships where 
businesses and CSOs 
engage in mutual or 
reciprocal marketing 
and / or campaigning 
activities (often referred 
to as cross-marketing, 
cause-marketing or 
cause-related marketing

INTEGRATIVE
PARTNERSHIPS

Partnerships where 
businesses and CSOs 
engage to solve shared 
challenges or realise 
common opportunities. 
The creation of value to 
the business equals the 
creation of value to the 
CSO (cf. shared value)

TYPE OF PARTNERSHIP

DE
FI

NI
NG

 C
HA

RA
CT

ER
IS

TI
CS

 C
ON

TI
NU

UM

Type of primary resources 
involved

Magnitude of resources 
involved

Level of importance to 
organisational mission

Strategic value

Managerial involvement

Organisational interaction

Managerial complexity

Scope of activities

Type of value flow One-way Shared value

Narrow Broad

Simple Complex

Infrequent Intensive

Department Executive

Low High

Modest Significant

Peripheral Core

Small Significant

Money Competences

Level of organisational 
participation

Adapted from:
Austin, 2007, 2010; Barroso-Méndez et al. 2014; Berger et al. 2004; Bowen et al. 2010; Clarke & Fulle 2010; Gjerdrum Pedersen & Pedersen, 2013; Kaurula & 
Halme, 2008; Neergaard et al., 2009; Seitanidi, 2010
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the projects are more broad and complex and based on 
new ways of working together, of addressing a challenge, 
of communicating and of creating value. Thus, more 
people and more functions in both the CSO and the 
business are engaged in the partnership.

Two ways to a strategic partnership
There are two different ways to engage in and form 
strategic CSO-business partnerships. The type of part-
nership that a CSO and a business enter into should 
be based on what they want to achieve, what kind of 
resources they can spend on the partnership, how much 
time, manpower and money they are willing to commit 
and the importance of the partnership to the organisa-
tion’s mission and management.

This does not mean that one is better than the other, or 
that all transactional partnerships should be transformed 
into transformational partnerships.

That being said, the transformational partnerships have 
as their objective and strength that they can be a means 
of addressing the complex social and environmental 

challenges that are the strategic focus of both the CSO 
and the business involved (Millar, Choi & Chen 2004). 

It is in this type of partnership where the partners are 
able to achieve more than they could on their own. 
Where they pool their resources, competencies and 
know-how and create something new.
A new approach. A new business model. A new way of 
reaching beneficiaries. It is because the challenges are 
inter-connected and because experience shows that one 
player cannot solve them alone, that new and innovative 
approaches are needed.
That is essentially, why transformational partnerships are 
more suitable for the complex challenges than transac-
tional.

The focus in this report is on the transformational part-
nership due to its inherent potential for tackling these 
challenges.

There is an abundance of different frameworks, 
guidelines, instructions and tools available for CSOs 
and businesses on how to approach a transformative 
partnership.

The aim of the literature review is to provide an outline 
of a broad range of existing models for CSO-business 
partnerships, including an in-depth review of ten part-
nership models The purpose is to understand the cur-
rent landscape and resources already available in terms of 
models, guidelines, frameworks, etc. for transformation-
al partnerships.

In order to assess these resources available, the following 
activities have been performed:

1.	 Assessment of existing academic literature in the 
research field around CSO-business partnerships, 
including management studies, organisational and 
institutional studies, development studies, and so-
cial, environmental and economic impact studies. 
A description of the methodology behind this as-
sessment is presented in further detail in chapter 11. 

2.	 In-depth review of the following ten partnership 
models for CSO-business partnerships: 

Borrini-Feyerabend, et al., 2007:
Co-management of Natural Resources

The Partnering Initiative, 2009:
Moving On Toolbook

Deloitte University Press, 2013:
The Roadmap Toward Effective Partnerships

The Partnering Initiative, 2011:
The Partnering Toolbook

GEMI & EDF, 2008:
Guide to Successful Partnerships

UN Global Compact, 2013:
UN-Business Partnership Handbook

International HIV/Aids Alliance, 2002:
Toolkit: Pathways to Partnerships

UN Global Compact LEAD, 2011:
Partnership Fundamentals

OECD LEED, 2006:
Successful Partnerships

WWF UK, 2009:
The Partnership Toolbox

Partnership challenges and risks
The reasons why businesses decide to collaborate with 
CSOs can be many. First, a successful strategic partner-
ship can open new opportunities for the business, such 
as access to new markets in developing countries, in-
creasing understanding of local conditions and enhanc-
ing legitimacy in local communities.
Long-term collaboration with a CSO can enhance the 

6 - LITERATURE REVIEW
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opportunity to engage with consumers in a common 
cause, and likewise to establish brand and product loyal-
ty (Sagawa & Segal 2000).

For the CSOs, partnerships with businesses can create 
opportunities for CSOs facing a growing number of 
complex humanitarian needs and tight budgets. Hence, 
CSOs collaborations with businesses can benefit from 
access to new competencies, innovative technology 
solutions and products, branding opportunities,access to 
new groups of volunteers, as well as services and infra-
structure to support their activities (Gjerdrum Pedersen 
& Pedersen 2013).

According to a 2013 study from C&E Advisory Services 
on Corporate-NGO partnerships, 96 percent of CSOs 
and 84 percent of businesses expect partnerships to 
become increasingly important to their organi-sations 
over the next three years. Correspondingly, 65 percent 
of businesses and 86 percent of CSOs also expect their 
investments in partnerships to increase (C&E Advisory 
Services Limited 2013).

Despite the benefits and increased focus on engaging 
in partnerships, CSOs and businesses still encoun-ter 
challenges from such collaboration (UN Global Com-
pact 2013). In order to assist CSOs and businesses in 
overcoming these challenges, a number of players work-
ing in the partnership field have made available various 
instructive frameworks, models or toolkits on how to 
develop, build, implement and sustain transformational 
partnerships.

However, it was not possible to identify one model that 
identifies all the challenges. We have therefore identified 
11 key challenges and related risks described in the var-
ious existing frameworks and models, illustrated in the 
figure on the following page.

The challenges are listed to the left in the figure. The risk 
of not addressing the challenges are listed to the right of 
the figure.

The literature review shows that the degree, to which 
the existing partnership models provide guidance on the 
challenges inherent to partnerships, varies.

Only one of the selected models, Successful Partnerships, 
from the OECD LEED (OECD LEED 2009), provides 
guidance on how to overcome or avoid all challenges. 

In addition, even this model only partly addresses four 
out of the 11 challenges. The review also shows that one 
challenge in particular is overlooked and that is local, 
continuous engagement with beneficiaries.

The extent to which the ten models address these chal-
lenges is shown in the illustrative figure on page 18.

CHALLENGES

RISKS
Mistrust between partnering
organisations

Organisational resistance and / 
or disintegrationOrganisational immaturity and 

power differentials
Weak social, environmental and 

/ or financial ROI

Unclear framework for
engagement

Reputational risks

Low level of scaleability

Waste of resources

Unsustainability

Stakeholder alienation

Lack of coordination and
accountability

Sudden and unplanned termina-
tion of partnership

Language, work style, conceptu-
al and cultural discrepancies

Lack of communication and 
clear communication plan

Recurring conflicts of interest

Low impacts

Undefined governance structure 
and issue ownership

Lack of momentum and organ-
istional legitimacy

Misalignment of strategy, ambi-
tion, approach and scope

Lack of continuous engagement 
with beneficiaries

Misalignment of criteria for suc-
cess and performance measures

PA
RT

N
ER

SH
IP

Adapted from:
Austin, 2000, Austin & Seltaniol 2012; Berger et al. 2004, Bryson et al., 2006; Burchell & Cook 2008; Heffermen 2004; Millar et al., 2004; Macdonald & Chrisp 
2006; Ostrower 2005; Gjerdrum Pedersen & Pedersen 2013; Pedersen & Gjerdrum Pedersen 2012; Sagawa & Segal 2000; Seltaniol & Crane 2009; Seltaniol & Ryan 
2007; Selsky & Parker 2005; Wymer & Samu 2003
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Borrini-Feyerabend, et al., 2007:

Co-management of Natural Resources

The Partnering Initiative, 2009:

Moving On Toolbook

Deloitte University Press, 2013:

The Roadmap Toward Effective Partnerships

The Partnering Initiative, 2011:

The Partnering Toolbook

GEMI & EDF, 2008:

Guide to Successful Partnerships

UN Global Compact, 2013:

UN-Business Partnership Handbook

International HIV/Aids Alliance, 2002:

Toolkit: Pathways to Partnerships

UN Global Compact LEAD, 2011:

Partnership Fundamentals

OECD LEED, 2006:

Successful Partnerships

WWF UK, 2009:

The Partnership Toolbox

Mistrust between

partners
Organisational immaturity and 

power differentials

Unclear framework for enga-

gement

Recurring conflicts of interest

Undefined governance structure 

and issue ownership

Lack of coordination and 

accountability

Language, work procedure and 

cultural differences

Lack of clear communication plan

Misalignment of strategy, appro-

ach, ambition and scope

Lack of continous engagement 

with beneficiaries

Misalignment of performance 

measures and criteria for success

Challenge substantially adressed Challenge partly adressed Challenge not adressed

The figure indicates the degree to which the ten models 
provide instructions on how to address the challenges. If 
a challenge is mentioned in a model but the model does 
not provide any framework for avoiding or overcoming 
the challenge, the challenge is labelled as having been 
‘partly addressed”’ by the model.

If a model provides sufficient information or instructions 
to allow the partners to likely overcome or circumvent 
the challenge, the challenge is labelled as having been 
‘substantially addressed’.

STAGES OF THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS

The literature review also shows that many of the 
existing partnership frameworks and guidelines address 

a number of development stages that a CSO-business 
partnership goes through.

The figure below illustrates an overview of stages and 
main activities that is addressed in the existing models.

The first stage constitutes the initiation phase of the 
partnership. This is where the partners identify opportu-
nities for collaboration, where the project is scoped and 
formed, and an initial plan developed.

In the next stage, the project is designed, put together 
and finally implemented on the ground.

The implementation stage is followed by an assessment 
stage. This constitutes the phase where the project is 
evaluated, impacts assessed and potentially adapted if the 
evaluation shows reason to do so.

The final stage is the continuation where the decision to 
continue or even scale the project is made.

STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 STAGE 4
Initiation

Scope

Identify

Form

Plan

Design

Assemble

Deliver

Measure

Learn

Adapt

Assess (impacts)

Communicate

Analyse

Plan

Scale

Implementation Assessment Continuation

Adapted from:
Tennyson, 2011
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Ideally, existing models on CSO-business partnerships 
should address all of the four stages at some point.
This will most often be a non-linear process.

However, the review shows that existing models on 
CSO-business partnerships do not always cover these 
four project stages.

The figure below shows the extent to which the 10 mod-
els cover all four stages.

Only one of the selected partnership models, The 
Partnering Toolbook” from the Partnering Initiative 
(Tennyson 2011), provides adequate guidance for all the 
identified stages.

Furthermore, the review indicates that where the major-
ity of models provide guidance on the initiation stage, 
only a few of them address the continuation stage. 

KEY LEARNINGS FROM THE LITERATURE REVIEW
The challenges and risks associated with CSO-business 
partnerships are varied and plentiful.

However, as the review describes, just one model ad-
dresses all the identified challenges and risks, but with a 
weak focus on the continued engagement of the benefi-
ciaries.

Only two of the ten analysed models address the local 
beneficiaries of involvement of the local partners.
In terms of stages, only one model covers all four stages 
and that there is a tendency in the models to focus on 
the initiation stage and overlook the continuation stage.

This shows, that even though there is a large amount 
of guidance out there available to people working with 
CSO-business partnerships, none of them have previous-
ly succeeded in addressing all key challenges or project 
stages.

Even the best of them have their weak spots.

Borrini-Feyerabend, et al., 2007:

Co-management of Natural Resources

The Partnering Initiative, 2009:

Moving On Toolbook

Deloitte University Press, 2013:

The Roadmap Toward Effective Partnerships

The Partnering Initiative, 2011:

The Partnering Toolbook

GEMI & EDF, 2008:

Guide to Successful Partnerships

UN Global Compact, 2013:

UN-Business Partnership Handbook

International HIV/Aids Alliance, 2002:

Toolkit: Pathways to Partnerships

UN Global Compact LEAD, 2011:

Partnership Fundamentals

OECD LEED, 2006:

Successful Partnerships

WWF UK, 2009:

The Partnership Toolbox

Initiation
Implementation

Assessment
Continuation

Guidance provided for the stage Guidance not provided for the stage
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Transformational partnerships may not be easy and 
straightforward to develop and implement, but there are 
inspirational examples out there, which show how suc-
cessful partnerships bring value to all parties involved.

The purpose of this chapter is to gain know-how and 
insights from existing partnerships and the people working 
with them on a daily basis to gain an understanding of 
challenges, barriers, successes and opportunities met within 
the partnership on a strategic level.

The findings of this chapter are based on interviews with 
the CSO and the business representative in three interna-
tional good practice partnerships, and workshops comple-
mented with survey and follow up interviews with selected 
members of the Partnership Arena.

The purpose of the interviews is to complement the 
theoretical insights and identify concrete experiences with 
challenges, risks, opportunities and benefits inherent in 
transformational CSO-business partnerships.

INTERNATIONAL GOOD PRACTICE CASES
Despite the seemingly very different nature of the part-
nerships they are all seen as good cases illustrating the 
unique value of transformational partnerships in achieving 
something that the partners could not have achieved on 
their own.

All three partnerships are also targeting beneficiaries in 
the developing world and have achieved tangible, positive 
impacts.
The partnerships are viewed as success stories not only by 
their peers but also by the organisations themselves.

7 - LEARNING FROM OTHERS - GOOD 
PRACTICE

”Often people don’t know what 
they want out of the partner-
ship.
We both knew.
That made all the difference!”

- Respondent

WSUP AND LIFEBUOY

This partnership is a collaboration between Water & 
Sanitation for the Urban Poor (WSUP) and Lifebuoy.
WSUP is a non-profit British-based multi-sector 
partnership organisation focusing on developing 
commercially viable models to help water utilities and 
municipal authorities reach all citizens.
Lifebuoy is a Unilever brand selling germ protection 
soap.
The objective of the partnership is to expand the im-
pact of WSUP’s hand washing programmes through 

promotional campaigns in Bangladesh and Kenya.
WSUP and Lifebuoy have jointly launched school 
programmes to change the hand washing habits of 
children and their families. This partnership can be 
characterised as a transformational partnership, as it is 
built upon the core competencies and strategic focus 
of both parties involved.

They have a joint value creation and engage in solving 
shared challenges and realising common opportuni-
ties within water utilities and sanitation.

Photo © by access2innovation / Jakob Brodersen
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SAVE THE CHILDREN AND THE IKEA FOUNDATION

Save the Children, the world’s largest independent 
organisation working to protect children’s rights, and 
the IKEA Foundation, the charitable foundation 
that oversees all of IKEA’s global philanthropy, work 
together to actualise children’s rights to a healthy and 
secure childhood with access to quality education.
By listening to and learning from children, they joint-
ly develop long-term projects that empower commu-
nities to create a better everyday life for children.
Save the Children and the IKEA Foundation have 
collaborated since 1994 when Save the Children was 
instrumental in the development of IKEA’s policy 

against child labour, The IKEA Way on Preventing 
Child Labour Code of Conduct’ launched in 2000. 
The collaboration has since then broadened and 
deepened into a number of ventures, including long-
term strategic projects focusing on children’s rights to 
health and access to quality education.

The partnership can be categorised as a transforma-
tional partnership as it arose as a response to child 
labour issues in IKEA’s value chain. The partnership 
was, and still is, interested in a common objective, 
where each partner brings its own interests, compe-
tencies and resources to achieve a common goal and 
come up with a solution to battle child labour.

OXFAM AND SWISS RE

Oxfam America, part of the global organisation work-
ing on tackling the root causes of poverty, and Swiss 
Re, a global wholesale provider of insurance, collabo-
rates on protecting livelihoods in a changing climate 
through the R4 Rural Resilience initiative.
Insurance promotes risk-taking essential to economic 
growth and development and taking risks is essential 
to economic growth and development - but how can 
the world’s poorest communities afford it?
This project gives poor farmers and rural households 

the option to pay for insurance by contributing their 
time and labour to local climate adaptation measures, 
such as crop irrigation and forestry projects.

The project is a partnership between Oxfam America, 
the World Food Programme and Swiss Re and builds 
on the success of the Horn of Africa Risk Transfer 
for Adaptation (HARITA) project in Ethiopia. The 
partnership can be categorised as a transformational 
partnership, as the purpose is to combine each of the 
parties’ core competencies to build and design a new 
product offering for a new market.

Photo © by access2innovation Photo © by access2innovation 
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THE PARTNERSHIP ARENA
The Partnership Arena was established as part of this 
project and they have provided valuable input to the report 
based on their real life experiences working with partner-
ships.

Among them they represent some of the most successful 
and well-known CSO-business partnerships in Denmark.

The insights on both challenges and good practice ob-
tained from the international cases and the Partnership 
Arena are summarised on the opposite page, taking form 
as a number of key learnings.

The findings are analysed and categorised based on an 
evaluation framework, which is based on the challenges 
and risks identified in the initial literature review.

The evaluation framework comprise the following seven 
key areas: Strategic fit, Project structure, Roles and respon-
sibilities, Finance, Implementation, Communication and 
Monitoring and evaluation.

The key areas are also depicted in the table on the oppo-
sing page.

THE PARTNERSHIP ARENA

Representatives from: access2innovation, ATP, Børnefonden, CARE Denmark, Carlsberg Group, Confederation 
of Danish Industry, Danish Chamber of Commerce, Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Danish Red Cross, Dansk 
Supermarked, Grundfos, H&M Conscious Foundation, IBIS, IC Companys, Novo Nordisk, Palsgaard, Save the 
Children Denmark, SOS Children’s Villages, The Danish NCD Alliance, Danish Cancer Society, TOP-TOY, United 
Nations Development Programme, Fairtrade, and Børnefonden.

CHALLENGES			   INCLUDING CHALLENGES REGARDING E.G.:

STRATEGIC FIT
Regards the link between the 
partnership and the involved 
organisation’s core business.

IMPLEMENTATION
Regards the scope and elements 
in the implementation of the 
partnership

MONITORING & EVALUATION
Regards the degree of monitoring 
and evaluation of the partnership

PROJECT STRUCTURE
Regards the governance struc-
ture and legal framework of the 
partnership

COMMUNICATION
Regards communication and 
collaboration between the partners 
involved

FINANCE
Regards the financial resources 
allocated to the partnership and 
the financial framework of the 
partnership

ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES
Regards the involved organisation’s 
allocation of resources and man-
date in the partnership

•	 Support of organisational goals and purposes
•	 Integration into organisational stretegy, budget 

and action plans

•	 Implementation plans
•	 Milestones and execution
•	 Risk mitigation

•	 Monitoring and evaluation routines
•	 Outcomes
•	 Impacts

•	 Management involvement and commitment
•	 Contracts and non-compliance/violation agree-

ments
•	 Exit strategies

•	 Communication plan
•	 Reliable and constructive dialogue
•	 Communication with external stakeholders

•	 Budget and control instruments
•	 Financial agreements
•	 Financial disclosure

•	 Designated project manager
•	 Authority and mandate
•	 Allocation and distribution of resources, compe-

tences, risks, etc.
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KEY LEARNINGS FROM INTERVIEWS AND GOOD 
PRACTICE

Strategic fit
The starting point of all partnerships should be an 
identification of a strategic fit of the partners and for-
mulation of a shared purpose as early in the process as 
possible. This includes establishing a shared purpose for 
the partnership and clear objectives.
If the strategic fit cannot be established clearly and early 
in the process, the respondents recommend that, the 
project be abandoned and the resources be used else-
where.
It may seem harsh but a partnership is a time- and 
resource-consuming process especially if the purpose can 
be achieved in another way.

However, a clear strategic fit can be difficult to achieve 
and several reasons for this is mentioned. One is cultural 
differences. Another reason is the inability of the part-
ners to agree on a joint strategy and purpose, often due 
to a poor match of the organisations. Therefore, there is 
a critical need for assessing the match and foundation of 
the partnership before initiating an actual collaboration.

The question of creating shared value, is related to iden-
tifying the strategic fit is.
Creating shared value is the very foundation of a trans-
formational partnerships, but it is not always achieved. 
This links back to the necessity of establishing the shared 
purpose of the partnership, which includes identification 
of the shared value for all parties.

Shared value does not mean that the value created 
for one party should equal the value being created for 
another party. What matters is that the partnership is 
valuable to all parties.
This is unfortunately often overlooked when it comes to 
the local stakeholders. There appears to be a tendency to 
not involve local stakeholders in the important stage of 
identifying the strategic fit and agreeing on the purpose 
of the partnership.
Overlooking this very important group makes it difficult 
to achieve true shared value among all parties involved.

Project structure
Establishing formal structures for a partnership such as 
a collaboration agreement or other legal documents does 
not generally constitute a challenge.
However, obtaining organisational buy-in and manage-
ment commitment from the organisations for working 
with transformational partnerships in the first place is a 
major challenge.
Several reasons for this are mentioned. One is that such 
partnerships are perceived as insignificant from a busi-
ness perspective and as disconnected from core business. 
Another is the common practice of partnerships being 
born out of CSR or marketing activities; hence, CSR de-
partments make it difficult to integrate the partnerships 
into the business.
Therefore, the partnerships might not be managed in the 
manner that other projects would be.

In terms of how to obtain organisational buy-in, several 
solutions were mentioned. One is to strengthen and 

clarify the value creation of the partnership - or in other 
words, be clear on the return on investment. Another 
solution is to lift the partnerships out of the CSR or 
marketing department and into a business development 
or operating unit of the organisations.

Too little and belated involvement of the beneficiaries 
and other local stakeholders were mentioned by mem-
bers from both CSOs and business.
Transformational partnerships are largely the result of 
decisions made in developed countries where a CSO and 
a business identify a partnership opportunity and start 
scoping and developing the project. This is most often 
done as a headquarter exercise without the beneficiaries, 
and the local implementing partners are not involved. 
The reasons for this are several. One is the focus on costs 
and results. Involving local stakeholders takes time and 
costs money and the direct results can be few.
For a business focused on seeing direct results of their 
investment this can be a tough sell for the CSO.
However, if this is not done, the result can be inefficient 
implementation processes, un-met expectations and 
suboptimal value creation.
 

Roles and responsibilities
It may be self-evident, but being clear on each party’s 
roles and responsibilities is essential when running an 
efficient transformational partnership.
This involves that the precondition for making the part-
nership a success, is that the parties involved must have 
access to other departments and local branches across 

the organisations. Despite the obviousness of the impor-
tance of distributing roles and responsibilities, including 
mandates and authority, there often seems to be some 
uncertainty about this.
One way of mitigating the challenge of unclear roles and 
responsibilities and to minimise misunderstandings, is to 
establish a strategic advisory function, a board or similar 
body comprising representatives from all parties involved 
and to determine the specific roles and responsibilities of 
the parties in a written document.

In terms of the roles and responsibilities internally in 
the partner organisations, there appears to be a propen-
sity for the CSOs to be organised in corporate relations 
teams.
Each partnership has a key account manager reflecting 
the necessity of a fixed contact person. The corporate 
relations teams are the entry point for the businesses but 
project implementation is most often handled by the 
programme departments.
However, the corporate teams maintain some involve-
ment in the partnership and often act as a mediation or 
translation function between the programme depart-
ment and the business.
On the business side, there is not the same similarity in 
how they organise themselves.

Supporting the more formalised organisational set-up is 
the personal relationship.
Their importance is stressed repeatedly. As one respond-
ent puts it: “The personal relationship is alpha and omega!” 
Trans-formational partnerships require new ways of 
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thinking and operating, and trust is an important factor 
in adjusting to new situations and finding new solutions. 
Good personal relationships between the involved par-
ties are utilised to the fullest if, simultaneously, there is a 
correct allocation of the necessary internal resources and 
clarification of responsibilities, the Partnership Arena 
argues.

Finance
Even with the strategic fit identified and roles and re-
sponsibilities clearly assigned, insufficient resources often 
pose a challenge for building of successful partnership. 
In this relation, resources are defined in the form of 
either time, people or money.
Insufficient allocation of resources is a challenge not only 
linked to the partnership, but also linked to the internal 
dispositions of the individual partner organisations.

One reason linked to the insufficient allocation of 
resources, is the fact that the time and resources need-ed 
for managing partnerships are often underestimated by 
the parties involved.
The well-known case, where project management 
activities require more resources than expected, and the 
trade-off between resources spent on project manage-
ment and administration versus project implementation, 
is a challenge for many of the respondents.
Hence, the Partnership Arena points to the overall 
matters of flexibility and receptiveness; i.e. flexibility in 
terms of forming realistic expectations towards all parties 
involved as to the progression of the implementation, 
and being realistic with regards to the budget, e.g. by 

making room for ongoing flexibility and potential ad-
justments that can include costs for administration and 
project management on both sides of the partnership.

Another reason for insufficient allocation of resources, 
can be the disconnect between the businesses’ need for 
documented impact of all the funds invested and the 
CSOs need for funding of not only the specific project 
but also general operations.
One respondent points to that businesses do not always 
appreciating that collaborating with a CSO is not free. 
That the CSO needs to cover its costs for man-power, 
administration and project management.

Further, organisations – including leadership – do not 
always recognise the potential in partnerships or how 
they work. Thus, there is a resistance to allocate the re-
sources needed to develop and implement partnerships. 
Consequently, partnerships are perceived as not deliver-
ing the expected results.
This leads to a vicious circle where partnerships are not 
prioritised internally in terms of allocated resources 
leading to sub-optimal results.
However, the respondents recognise that if the business 
case of a partnership is attractive enough and promises 
to deliver good enough results, then the resources will 
most often be provided.

Finally, third party funding from developmental or gov-
ernmental bodies can be a solution to challenge of lack 
of resources.
However, it can make implementation more challeng-

ing due to increased bureaucracy in the work processes. 
On the other hand, this can also provide a value-adding 
implementation and re-porting framework.

Implementation
A detailed project plan with clear milestones, deliver-
ables, roles and responsibilities is the starting point of 
efficient and successful implementation.
However, reality can challenge even the best-planned 
project and in order to manage this one rule is to start 
out small.
The benefits are several. Firstly, the resources invested in 
a smaller partnership may not be huge and thus the risk 
associated with a partnership not turning out as planned 
may be equally small.
Secondly, it can be a good way for the parties to get to 
know each other and evaluate whether there is a basis for 
expanding the partnership.
Thirdly, with a smaller partnership it may also be easier 
and quicker to get the partnership operational and thus 
to learn from it.
Fourthly, it is easier to be flexible and compromise – 
something that is important when entering into a new 
project with new partners.
Once the partnership is well established and the partners 
have a trusting relationship, there is a solid foundation 
for expanding the partnerships. That could be in terms 
of more locations, more beneficiaries or more projects.

Despite the respondents seeing (initial) benefits in a 
small partnership, longevity appears to have a positive 
impact on the success of a partnership.

When a partnership runs for several years, trusting 
relationships have often been formed as well as an 
understanding of the partners’ objectives, culture and 
operating procedures achieved.
This makes collaboration more smooth and efficient 
and may also pave the way for new collaborations. For 
instance, some partnerships have started out as transac-
tional but have over time developed into transformation-
al.
Other partnerships grow out of a need to access, develop 
or solve a challenge met in the organisations, such as 
the case with IKEA and their need to address challenges 
with child labour in their supply chain.

Communication
One respondent’s advice really sums it up: “Communi-
cate, communicate, communicate”.
It seems that internal communication is both one of the 
main challenges of partnerships but also a means of over-
coming this challenge.
The key is to establish a relation characterised by trans-
parency and a trusting and open dialogue about chal-
lenges and opportunities.
This can be achieved by establishing a modus operandi 
for internal communication between the parties with 
fixed meeting intervals and agenda items.
Another recommendation is to separate the overall stra-
tegic element from the more operational. This reflects 
the recommendation for organising the partnership 
with a strategic advisory board for high-level decisions 
and the day-to-day handling of the partnership to an 
operational level.
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Personal relations also ensure enhanced communication. 
Strong personal relations among all parties, including 
local stakeholders, must be evident in order to ensure a 
trusting and open dialogue where challenges are man-
aged up front and in good spirits.

Monitoring and evaluation
Clear success criteria should be established as part of the 
project development and ideally reflect positive impacts 
in relation to what it is all about – improving the lives of 
the beneficiaries.
Further, in order to track performance and have a basis 
for evaluating the project, key performance indicators 
(KPIs) should be established early in the process.
Progress on the KPIs can also be important input to both 
internal and external communication activities.
The respondents also point to the importance of having 
clear evaluation criteria in place, to conform to contin-
uous dialogue on the progress of the partnership and to 
have a clear exit strategy in place, in case of an unsatis-
factory process or results.

At the core of the analysis lies two Danish transfor-
mational partnerships. The partnerships were selected 
based on their merits as adding value to all parties 
as well as having impacts for local beneficiaries in a 
developing country. Further, the cases were selected 
for their differences in terms of industries, themes 
and beneficiaries.

The purpose of this chapter is to gain insight into the 
practical and local challenges in transformational part-
nerships with particular focus on the relationship among 
all the partners in the partnerships. The collection of 
insights took place as a 360-degree evaluation where 
the evaluation framework was based on the theoretical 
findings and good practice key learnings.

8 - CASE PARTNER PROJECTS

”The essence of partnerships 
is ‘work-ing with other organ-
izations to achieve something 
you cannot by yourself’. If you 
can get that point, then you 
can partner up.”

- Respondent

DANISH RED CROSS AND GRUNDFOS PARTNERSHIP

Securing access to clean water
Securing access to clean water for the world´s most 
needing people was the objective of the partner-ship 
between the largest CSO in Denmark, the Red Cross, 
and the world-renowned developer, manu-facturer 
and seller of innovative pump solutions, Grundfos. 
The partnership was launched in 2010 and ran until 
2012. In that period, ten Lifelink water systems were 
installed in Kenya. The Lifelink water system is a 
solar-powered water facility, where the citizens pay for 
the water over their cell phone.

Grundfos’ employees funded installation of the water 
systems. Danish Red Cross has extensive experience 
with implementing water projects in Africa, and was 
responsible for project implementation with Kenya 
Red Cross as well as engagement and mobilisation of 
the local communities. The partner-ship succeeded in 
providing access to clean water for more than 15000 
people. The partnership is a good example of bringing 
partners together where their core competencies are 
utilised to achieve a shared goal.
The project was enabled by funding from a third 
donor.

CARE’s savings and loans groups help 
people, especially women, build the 
skills to save and manage their money 
effectively and start up small businesses 
of their own.
Photo © by Jon Spaull/CARE/Uganda
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CARE DANMARK AND COOP PARTNERSHIP

Responsible trade with Africa
CARE Danmark, a Danish CSO specialised in sus-
tainable agriculture and water management, climate 
change and responsible value chain, and Coop, Den-
mark’s largest retail and member-owned company, 
have joined forces to strengthen the sustainability of 
Coop’s supply chain to the Savannah brand.

The partnership in particular seeks to ensure that 
Coop´s trade with agricultural products from Africa 
is competitive and profitable while at the same time 
contributing to economic and social development 
amongst smallholder farmers in Kenya.

The partnership achieves this by increasing the 
availability of high-quality African products in Co-
op’s stores whilst creating economic growth for the 
Kenyan small-holders. CARE Danmark has provided 
unique expertise within sustainable farming met-
hods, mobilisation of farmers and local conditions. 
Coop has made available a stable take of the farmers’ 
produce. The local farmers have received training in 
agricultural techniques, so that they can enhance their 
sale of produce and thus their income. The Danish 
consumers have access to a selection of high-quality 
sustain-able products at competitive prices.

The partnership is a good example of how an innova-
tive business model can combine retail and trade with 
environmental, social and economic development.

Participants in the evaluation were representatives from all parties of the project, i.e. the Danish CSO, the local CSO, the 
Danish business and the local business.

Danish Red Cross

Kenyan Red Cross

Grundfos

Grundsfos LIFELINK

CARE Danmark

CARE International Kenya

COOP

Sunripe

The framework used in the 360-degree evaluation 
is based on the seven key areas: Strategic fit, Project 
structure, Roles and responsibilities, Finance, Implemen-
tation, Communication and Monitoring and evaluation 
– as described on page 27.

The 360-degree evaluation consisted of three elements: 
A self-assessment done by the individual partner or-
ganisations conducted as an online survey, follow-up 
inter-views conducted over the telephone and finally 
a workshop with representatives from all the partner 
organisations.

The evaluation framework is depicted below.

Preparatory self-
assesment

Follow-up
interviews

Workshop

All partner
organisations
individually

All partner
organisations

together
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CHARACTERISING THE CASE PARTNER PROJECTS

The project between the Red Cross and Grundfos on 
securing access to water in Kenya was born in Den-
mark as part of an employee engagement initiative at 
Grundfos. Employees collected money for financing the 
installation of ten Lifelink water systems in Kenya.
Danish Red Cross has strategic focus on water and sani-
tation in Africa, so the match seemed obvious.

Roles and responsibilities were defined. Grundfos 
contributed with the physical components of the water 
system, the Red Cross with mobilisation and training 
of the local communities where the water systems were 
installed.
The contribution by Grundfos was the financing of the 
Lifelink water systems corresponding to approximately 
40 percent of the project budget.
Additionally, Nordic Climate Facility financed 57-58 
percent of the project and Danish and Kenya Red Cross 
spent significant resources in terms of man-hours on the 
project, which was not estimated in the budget.

The strategic link for both organisations is obvious as 
they both contributed with their core competencies.
However, the importance for Grundfos in terms of 
business relevance was a minor focal point, as the em-
ployee engagement was the main reason for entering the 
project.
Organisational resources were identified in both or-
ganisations with the project being located in Grundfos’ 
Sustainability and Lifelink departments and in Danish 

Red Cross’ CSR department with a link to the interna-
tional operation.
At first, the complexity of the project was low, the role of 
Grundfos was to deliver the water systems and the Red 
Cross to use them with the local community strongly 
involved. As such, the project was initially a transaction-
al partnership.

However, over the span of the project, the nature of the 
partnership developed. There were several reasons for 
this.
When the project entered the implementation stage, it 
became clear that the project was not as much a case of 
“business as usual” as first imagined.
The processes and tools that Grundfos and the Red 
Cross normally used in such projects were inadequate. 
There was a need to design a new and shared approach 
to the project. This indicates that the Danish organisa-
tions did not consider all relevant aspects when develop-
ing the project plan.
Examples of this was the need for increased coordination 
and cooperation that was made necessary by the com-
plex knowledge transfer from Grundfos to the Red Cross 
and subsequently to the local communities on how the 
water systems are managed and maintained and on the 
complexity and longevity of implementing and handing 
over the water systems to the local communities.

In addition, the involvement and awareness on different 
roles of the local organisations, i.e. the Red Cross in 
Kenya and Grundfos in Kenya, had been insufficient in 
the initiation stage.

For these and other reasons the scope of the project was 
extended as the difficulties mentioned meant that not all 
pumps in all communities were running as expected by 
project end.

The challenges resulted in an increased level of organ-
isational participation from both the Red Cross and 
Grundfos. The project ended up as a transformational 
partnership – a development that became evident build-
ing on a list of elements.
Competencies and working hours were the primary 
resources invested in the partnership. A new and shared 
approach to the project was developed during the pro-
cess. Complex knowledge transfer took place.
The organisational interaction became more frequent 
as the project took off, and all parties in Denmark and 
Kenya where continuously involved.

The project between CARE Danmark and Coop was 
born out of discussions on how to increase the supply 
of African products to Coop’s stores, while at the same 
time improving the environmental, social and economic 
conditions for farmers. This resulted in a collaboration 
aimed at strengthening Coop’s supply chain and in 
particular increase sourcing from smallholder farmers as 
compared to sourcing from larger farmers only.

From the outset of the project, CARE Danmark and 
Coop recognised that the collaboration was new ter-
ritory for both parties and that it would require new 
approaches, new ways of operating and new ways of 
implementing. The project was thus based on a frame-

work developed specifically for the project and a mutual 
operating structure.
Financial resources were obtaining from DANIDA 
through their Business Partnership Programme, CARE 
Danmark has contributed with competencies and 
resources for project development, implementation, 
capacity building and training of the smallholder farmers 
and Coop with resources for project development and 
management and most importantly sales outlet for the 
produce.
The project is thus core to the mission of CARE Dan-
mark and also to Coop, who at that time had just 
launched their new Africa strategy with the ambition to 
source more ethically produced products from Africa.

The governance framework for the project involved a 
joint steering board with regular meetings held in Kenya 
and Denmark, respectively.
Part of the steering group meetings included field visits 
to experience the chain from ground to soil including 
observations of Danish consumers in Coop’s shops. A 
steering board secretary managed frequent communica-
tion between the parties, most often weekly, as well as 
regular reporting on progress and finances.

The project was designed with built-in flexibility and 
a learning component precisely to be able to learn and 
adjust activities during implementation.
This was very useful as changing EU regulations and 
world market prices along the course made other mar-
kets than the Danish more lucrative for small-holder 
farmers on certain produce.
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The project is deemed a success by all partners and a 
valuable learning opportunity.
From a commercial perspective, Coop’s sales target for 
Savannah were met and the Savannah brand was very 
well received by Coop’s members and consumers.
In addition, Coop gained valuable insights into its 
supply chain and inputs for supplier management and 
product innovation.
Also from a social and environmental perspective, the re-
sults are remarkable: Reduced use of pesticides, increase 
in number of smallholder farmers in the value chain by 
100 percent, increase in income amongst farmers by up 
to 40 percent, diversification of markets and produce 
and thus food and income security amongst farmers.
The project exhibits most of the characteristics of a 
transformational partnership and can thus be described 
as such.

KEY LEARNINGS FROM THE CASE PARTNER 
PROJECTS

The 360-degree evaluation of the two case partner 
projects identified a number of challenges and key 
learnings, which are summarised below.

Strategic fit
The evaluations highlighted the importance of not 
selecting a partner without conducting a proper assess-
ment of what the market has to offer. This goes for both 
CSOs and businesses. An existing relationship may seem 
as the most natural or easiest choice but it could exclude 
a better match or a more innovative approach.

The evaluations also highlighted the importance of a 
common understanding of who the target group is and 
their needs. If not all project partners share this, project 
implementation will be challenging and the value of the 
partnerships can be questioned.

A general reason for the lack of common understanding 
is differences in the target group for CSOs and business-
es.
For the CSO it is the most needing, or players that have 
a direct impact on the livelihoods or rights of the poor. 
For the business, it is not necessarily the most needing 
but the one that is closer to their value chain.
This creates challenges when it comes to identifying 
shared objectives and defining the strategic fit of the 
partnership. It is therefore important that there is a com-
mon understanding of who the target group is.

Project structure
The main learning point and experience from the eval-
uations is that transformational partnerships cannot be 
implemented or operated as business as usual.
Transformational partnerships consist of innovative 
projects that the organisations have not tried before; 
it is the very nature of transformational partnerships 
to include new ways of working, new approaches and 
new tools. Thus, without developing a joint operating 
framework, where the involved organisations agree on 
a mutual governance structure, operating practice and 
implementation plan, the potential of the partnership 
cannot materialise.

Using normal internal project processes and tools will 
only result in challenges in the implementation stage as 
the CSO and the business have too different cultures, 
languages and ways of working.

As described above, in the partnership of CARE Dan-
mark and Coop a clear joint approach was developed at 
the beginning of the project, offering a solid foundation 
for the implementation stage.
In the case of the CARE Danmark-Coop partnership, 
the local partners including the Kenyan business partner, 
Sunripe, and a representative group of smallholder farm-
ers participated in the design process through a series of 
analyses. The local business partner, Sunripe, participat-
ed in the actual design process.
For the Coop–CARE Danmark project, changing EU 
regulations and world market prices changed the rules of 
the game and made it necessary to diversify produce and 
markets beyond original demands by Coop.

For Danish Red Cross and Grundfos the need for 
increased coordination among all involved parties be-
came a key learning at a later stage when the relationship 
transformed from a transactional to a transformational 
partnership.
The Grundfos-Red Cross project encountered chal-
lenges especially in the implementation stage due to an 
increased need for human resources and man-hours to 
ensure progress in the project.

It is important that projects are not run as a headquarter 
exercise as the local partners have essential competencies 

and know-how in relation to community involvement, 
assessment of needs, capacity build-ing and local knowl-
edge. These aspects must be reflected in the project 
design and implementation.
Further, insufficient involvement creates uncertainties, 
increases the risk of gaps between the project plan and 
reality on the ground, and weakens the intended positive 
impacts for the local beneficiaries.
Local involvement and engagement are simply a funda-
mental key to success. This was valid in both of the part-
nerships where the contributions by and competencies 
of the local partners resulted in continuous adjustment 
of the project to increase the positive impacts for the 
local beneficiaries.

Roles and responsibilities
Both of the evaluated partnerships bear witness to the 
importance of good personal relationships between the 
individuals involved in the project.
This was also one of the key learnings from the interna-
tional good cases.
As transformational partnerships require new ways of 
thinking and working, the personal relationship becomes 
crucial.
The evaluated organisations have all faced unforeseen 
challenges where they had to adjust to new situations 
and find new solutions.
To tackle this situation, trusting relationships in which 
issues can be addressed upfront and in open dialogue are 
a key to success.

Another key learning from the evaluation process was 



40 41

the need to appoint a project manager from each organ-
isation with the mandate to act and make day-to-day 
decisions.
Partnerships where too many people are involved or 
where the project manager has changed several times 
during the partnerships suffer from discontinuity, which 
creates confusion in decision making and the implemen-
tation of the project.

Further, a feeling of loneliness in the project manage-
ment role and a sense of swimming against the tide 
within their own organisation were identified.
As transformational partnerships take time and results 
may only be visible in a long-term perspective, there is 
a constant need to persuade, communicate and ex-plain 
the project internally.
Lack of internal alignment, recognition and manage-
ment support can result in the partnership not realising 
its full value.

Finally, difference in time horizons should be identified 
and managed. The time horizon for businesses is nor-
mally shorter and more results-oriented.
CSOs operate with a long time span as development 
and local involvement take time. Unrealistic project 
plans create unnecessary frustration and pressure on the 
organisations.
The local organisations, especially the implementing 
parties, have to have a major say in setting the project 
plan and adjusting the actions plans to match local 
circumstances.

Finance
Both partnerships experienced challenges in the imple-
mentation stage, which could not have been properly 
addressed without financial flexibility.
Thus, the project budget should be flexible enough to 
accommodate adjustments during the implementation 
stage.

Implementation
Both of the evaluated partnerships have been subject to 
a number of risks and unforeseen situations throughout 
the partnerships.
Transformational partnerships consist of many unknown 
and unexpected situations that can all jeopardize the 
reputation, sales, operation and local relationships of the 
organisations involved.
Both partnerships have witnessed many of the challenges 
and risks identified in the partnership literature, speci-
fied on page 17.

Reputational risk, organisational resistance and stake-
holder alienation are some of the risk areas raised during 
the evaluation process. The key learning here, shared by 
all of the evaluated organisations, is that risks must be 
addressed and mitigated as an ongoing activity through-
out the partnership.

Communication
Communication is also identified as a recurrent chal-
lenge. This is partly due to insufficient alignment of 
expectations throughout the duration of the partnerships 

and especially during the initiation and implementation 
stages and partly due to lack of transparency in sharing 
information on internal key concerns, changes, project 
expectations and data.
Communication is also challenged by mistrust between 
and a lack of understanding of the competencies of the 
involved partner organisations.

Sufficient resources should be set aside for scheduled and 
frequent meetings where all parties participate so that 
information flows freely between all parties at all times.

Monitoring and evaluation
Finally, for both partnerships the evaluations underlined 
the fact that learning is a key part of a transformational 
partnership and should not be underestimated.
Because of this, there is a clear need for evaluating the 
partnership itself and not just the project.
This evaluation should be done at regular intervals to en-
sure that the relationship between the involved organisa-
tions is efficient and proceeds in a good atmosphere, that 
expectations are aligned and, if necessary, adjusted. 

The learning opportunity throughout the partnership 
should be seen as a valuable asset for all of the organisa-
tions involved when assessing the potential of developing 
their organisations and improving the design of future 
partnerships.

Photo © by Deloitte
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This report has been a journey in understanding trans-
formational partnerships. It is an important one be-
cause transformational partnerships are perceived as an 
essential part of the solution to many of the complex 
and significant challenges facing the world in terms of 
poverty, climate change, pollution, unemployment and 
hunger.

Despite this, transformational partnerships only account 
for 1 percent of CSO-business partnerships in Denmark 
(Neergaard, Crone Jensen & Thusgaard Pedersen 2009). 
The 99 percent are made up of transactional partner-
ships characterised by exchange of assets or resources, 
and realised by communication and marketing activities. 
Transactional partnerships have their merits – otherwise 
they would not be as plentiful as they are – and they can 
be strategic for both the CSO and the business.
They have an important role to play and they will no 
doubt continue to do so.

However, the proliferation of transactional partnerships 
can make the life of transformational partnerships dif-
ficult. Because of these, many CSOs look at businesses 
as only a source of funding and many businesses view 
CSOs as a way of gaining brand value and goodwill. This 
historical motivation is still present in the understanding 
of the roles of the two parties and represent a fundamen-
tal barrier in creating transformational partnerships.
Being aware of this and acknowledging that working 
with transformational partnerships requires new ap-
proaches, new governance structures and new ways of 
working is a key step in overcoming this.

This report has shown that there are multitudes of chal-
lenges that will have to be overcome and key learnings 
to be reflected in order to realise the full potential of 
transformational partnerships.
A multitude of guidelines, frameworks and models has 
already been developed to assists CSOs and businesses 
with this.
However, as the literature review has shown, currently 
no model exists that addresses all the challenges, risks 
and stages that a transformational partnerships goes 
through.

Based on the key learnings throughout the report, 
five overall conclusions when working with transfor-
mational partnerships have been identified and are 
presented below.

REMEMBER IT IS NOT BUSINESS AS USUAL
Transformational partnerships are not business as usual 
for any of the involved parties.
The innovative nature of the partnership makes the 
importance of agreeing on a common and shared ob-
jective even more important than with normal projects 
or collaborations. This is because the drivers behind the 
partnership are different, for instance the CSO looking 
to enhance literacy in a local community and the busi-
ness to developing a market opportunity. This highlights 
the need for selecting the right partner and ensuring that 
there is a strategic fit.

The partners need to agree on a common approach, to 
establish a framework and processes that are tailored to 

the project and to adjust to new ways of operating or 
doing business. This should be done as early on in the 
partnership as possible.

This is, however, often not the case. Instead, the partner-
ship is disproportionately influenced by either the CSO 
or the business approach. This is, for example, often seen 
in CSOs not utilising their core competencies in relation 
to experience with and knowledge of local conditions, 
needs assessments and en-gagement of 
local beneficiaries.

Assessing needs and engaging local 
stakeholders can be time-consuming 
and troublesome. Not something, that 
most result-oriented business are fond 
of.
CSOs can feel pressured to take a more ‘light’ approach 
to this in order to live up to the business’ expectations. 
This is worrying, however. Because it is exactly these 
things that are the CSO’s core competencies and what 
the business needs. Not to speak of the beneficiaries. 

The business should respect that assessing needs and 
engaging local stakeholders are essential in a transform-
ative partnerships and that resources should be allocated 
to this, even if it may take longer.
CSOs, on the other hand, should embrace the new 
perspectives that businesses can bring. Especially in the 
form of new and innovative ways of addressing challeng-
es.
A sustainable way of tackling a societal challenge may 

be market-based, for instance, in the form of a user pay 
system. That does not make it less useful for the CSO.

The not-business-as-usual aspect also come into play 
when it comes to the organisational anchoring.
Transactional partnerships focused on philanthropic or 
marketing activities are often located in CSR or market-
ing departments. Often also with good reason.

However, as transformational part-
nerships are inherently different they 
should not by default be located in 
these departments.
An assessment of how best to achieve 
the purpose of the partnership and 
what competencies are needed should 

drive the decision on how the partnership is anchored 
in the organisations. It requires careful case-by-case con-
siderations with a view to other forms of value resulting 
from such partnerships than funding.

In addition, due to the nature of transformational part-
nerships not being business as usual, there will be many 
unknown and unexpected situations. Situations that 
can jeopardise the reputation, sales, operation and local 
relationships of the organisations involved.

Thus, risks must be addressed and mitigated as an ongo-
ing activity throughout the partnership.

9 - FIVE KEY CONCLUSIONS

“The personal relationship is 
alpha and omega!”

- Respondent
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INVOLVE LOCAL PARTNERS AND BENEFICIARIES
Simply put, beneficiaries and other local stakeholders are 
involved too little and too late.
That is the learning across the board from business to 
CSO to beneficiaries to other local stakeholders. Trans-
formational partnerships are largely the result of deci-
sions made at the headquarters.
The result of this is inefficient implementation processes, 
unmet expectations and suboptimal value creation. The 
CSO and business must engage with their local partners 
early in the process to establish needs and possibilities 
and feed these into the project design.

Further, transformational partnerships take time. New 
ways of doing business takes time.
Unrealistic time and action plans create unnecessary 
frustration and pressure on the organisations involved. 
Therefore, the local partners, especially the implement-
ing organisations, have to have a major say in setting the 
time plan and adjusting the actions plans to match local 
circumstances.

It is also important to remember that because the Dan-
ish CSO sees a strategic fit in entering into a partnership 
and has the resources to do so, the local organisation 
that is instrumental in implementing the project and 
thus achieving the desired impacts may not.
They may not have the time or labour to assist with the 
implementation nor see the strategic value of doing so. 
This underlines the importance of involving the local 
partners as early in the process as possible.

The same goes for the business if it has a local organisa-
tion. The local organisation must be included early in 
the process to ensure internal buy-in to the partnership 
and that the resources are available for implementation.

When involving and utilising the competencies of the 
local partners it is important to bear in mind that a 
CSO and a business differ significantly in terms of their 
organisation structure.
A CSO has strong and independent local organisations 
that have their own strategies, manpower and budgets.
A business has a strong headquarter that sets the strategic 
direction and provides the budget for the local organi-
sations. This difference in organisational structure will 
need to be taken into consideration.

Finally, but most importantly, is involvement of the ben-
eficiaries. They are what the transformational partner-
ships is fundamentally about. It is about improving the 
lives of vulnerable people. If not their lives then at least 
some of their living conditions.
It is a long-standing tradition and fundamental approach 
of CSOs to engage closely with their beneficiaries.
However, this is often given a lower priority in partner-
ships due the businesses’ need to seek quick progress and 
results.
This is a fundamental weakness of many partnerships. It 
increases the risk of gaps between the project plan and 
reality on the ground resulting in costly and frustrating 
delays, jeopardises the capacity building and ownership 
among the beneficiaries and weakens thus the intended 
positive impacts for the local beneficiaries.

ASSESS AND AGREE ON NEEDS
Transformational partnerships aim at tackling some of 
the most challenging social or environmental conditions. 
It seems natural then to start out by assessing these con-
ditions and what the needs are.
However, partnerships appear most often to be devel-
oped and implemented on the basis for what the busi-
ness wants or what is obtainable.

Unfortunately, a needs identification is not always 
conducted. That also makes it very difficult to assess 
what the benefits or impacts of the partnership are – 
except perhaps for the parties that have entered into the 
partnership.
A transformational partnership should be based on an 
assessment of the actual needs of the intended benefi-
ciaries.

This may be easier said than done, as the beneficiaries in 
transformational partnerships can vary from the tradi-
tional groups that CSOs or businesses normally address. 

CSOs mostly focus on the most vulnerable groups in 
society and offer longer-term development and humani-
tarian support to the most needing and poorest groups. 
Businesses, on the other hand, are mostly interested in 
targeting stakeholders that are within or close to their 
value chain.
These target groups can be overlapping but most often, 
they are not. This difference in target group creates 
challenges when it comes to identifying shared objectives 
and defining the strategic fit of the partnership.

It is therefore essential that there is a clear understanding 
of who the beneficiaries are and why.

GET THE RESOURCES AND FINANCE RIGHT
Tackling the elephant in the room up front is always 
advisable. Ideally, a transformational partnership is es-
tablished on the basis of how to best achieve the objec-
tives of the partnership, and often the budget is agreed 
upon afterwards.

However, this is not how the world works. Most often, 
the business will have an idea of the amount of money 
that they are willing to invest in the transformational 
partnership and the project is then designed according 
to that budget.
This approach frequently puts the needs of the benefi-
ciaries and the objectives of the partnership second.
To avoid this situation and to create the intended impact 
with the project, there needs to be a degree of flexibility 
in order for positive impacts and not budgetary limita-
tions to come first, when designing the project.

Inputs regarding funding varies among the companies 
and CSOs that have provided input for the report.
What is clear is that there is a need for a dedicated 
budget allocated to a transformational partnership pro-
ject from both company and CSO, as it will require sig-
nificant resources in respect to time and other resources.
How these costs are covered varies across the partner-
ships we have explored for this report, both among 
companies and among CSOs, as well as between the 
partners in a given project, as funding models often are 
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fundamentally different in companies and CSOs. Thus, 
a transformational partnership has to adopt an open 
and transparent approach, when discussing the project 
budget and expectations linked hereto, and then budget 
for administration and project management costs realis-
tically and accordingly.

Another aspect of funding is in terms of third party 
funding. Many transformational partnerships are de-
pendent upon third party funding from governmental 
agencies.
When asked why, the parties state that the transforma-
tional partnership would not have been established if 
they had not received the funding. It is important to be 
aware that third party funding comes at a cost and that 
cost is bureaucratic project management, implementa-
tion and reporting processes. These processes can hinder 
the speed and flexibility of the partnership.
It is worth considering whether this funding does not 
prove too expensive in the end.
 

ENSURE MANAGEMENT BUY-IN AND INVOLVEMENT
That transformational partnerships are not business as 
usual also has consequences for the people working with 
them.
It is the experience of many of the respondents that 
their organisations not always appreciate the potential 
of transformational partnerships, and that they are not 
prioritised. This leads to a constant need for the involved 
people in the CSO and the business to internally explain 
the value of the partnership. Resources that could be 

spent on the actual partnership.
It is therefore critical that the involved organisations 
have backing from their management to engage in trans-
formational partnerships and that this is consistently 
communicated to the organisation.
This communication should include a clear message as 
to why transformational partnerships are important to 
the individual organisation.
If the message – or the underlying business case – is not 
tangible, it may be best not to establish the partnership.

Further, as transformational partnerships require new 
ways of thinking and working, the personal relationship 
becomes crucial.
Transformational partnerships will usually, due to their 
innovative nature, face unforeseen challenges urging 
the partners to adjust to new situations and find new 
solutions.
To tackle this situation, trusting relationships in which 
issues can be addressed upfront and in open dialogue are 
key to success. That means taking the time to establish 
personal relations where the partners really get to know 
each other, their motivations and risks. It may take pre-
cious time and resources but it is worth the investment.

Another key learning from the evaluation process is the 
need to appoint a project manager from each organi-
sation with the mandate to act and make day-to-day 
decisions.
Partnerships where too many people are involved or 
where the project manager has changed several times 
during the partnership suffer from discontinuity, which 

creates confusion in decision-making and the implemen-
tation of the project.

Finally, working with transformational partnerships 
requires distinct competencies. Competencies such as 
business development, project management and com-
mercial insight.
These competencies are less relevant to transactional 
partnerships. As previously mentioned the vast majority 
of partnerships in Denmark are transactional and made 
up of philanthropic and marketing activities.
These are activities where strong competencies within 
branding, communication and PR are essential.

However, transformational partnerships are inherently 
different from transactional and thus other resources are 
needed.
This is not always reflected in the people that are work-
ing with partnerships, which could prove a hindrance 
in achieving the full potential of the transformational 
partnership.

Planting a symbolic tree with 
water drawn from a Lifelink instal-
lation in Kenya.
Photo © by Jakob Dahl
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3. Identification and review of partnership models for 
strategic CSO-business partnerships.
Initially, materials were identified through a structured 
web-based keywords search strategy applied on the 
Google search engine.
Ten keyword searches (including abbreviations, initials, 
acronyms and synonyms) were performed with no lin-
guistic, geographical or temporal restrictions.
For every keyword search, the first 75 search results were 
retrieved and subsequently scrutinised.
In order to retrieve published materials pdf-file restricted 
searches were performed on all ten keywords.

Then the webpages of significant international players 
from the various sectors (e.g. UN Global Compact, 
OECD, WWF, and Deloitte) were examined in order to 
identify partnership models for strategic CSO-business 
partnerships that had been missed through the search 
strategy.

All identified models for strategic CSO-business 
partnerships were pooled and ten were selected based 
on impact (with cross-reference as the indicator) and 
sectorial inclusiveness (i.e. all sectors in terms of authors 
and intended recipients were included in the selection). 
A review was performed on these ten models.

The aim was to establish the extent to which the 
models for developing, building and sustaining strate-
gic CSO-business partner-ships that are available now, 
address and/or provide guidance to:

 
1.	 All the stages CSO-business partnerships go through 
2.	 All the challenges and risk that are inherent to most 

partnerships. 

We argue that there are two ways, in which a partner-
ship model may address a challenge. Either the model 
provides:

•	 factors or checklists to consider from initiation of 
the partnership to circumvent the challenge; or 

•	 guidance within the partnership building process 
that will eliminate the rise of the challenge. 

It should be emphasised that the models identified and 
analysed do not altogether represent a complete picture 
of available written instructive guidance on CSO-busi-
ness partnerships.
Rather, it is a selection made with the aim of ensuring 
broad representation and diversity in terms of contribu-
tors (all sectors are represented) and intended recipients 
(models focusing on the CSO perspective, the business 
perspective, and the mixed perspective are included).

The methodology of this report is presented for each 
research category in the following section.

1. Assessment of existing academic literature in the 
research field around strategic CSO-business partner-
ships, including management studies, organisational 
and institutional studies, development studies as 
well as social, environmental and economic impact 
studies.
To conduct this part of the assessment, materials were 
initially identified through key words searches performed 
on the Emerald Insight, EBSCOHOST and Google 
Scholar databases and search engines.
No linguistic, geographical or temporal restrictions were 
enacted on the results. However, emphasis was put on 
English and Danish materials published within the last 
decade (2004-2014).
The search results were then screened based on titles and 
abstracts.

Materials interpreted as having little or no relevance to 
the content of the report were excluded from further 
scrutiny.
Materials identified as having some or significant rele-
vance to the content of this report were retrieved and 
then read in full-text.
The bibliographies of these materials were then cross-ex-
amined to ensure that materials most commonly referred 
to were included in the review as well.

The aim of the review was to establish:

Types of CSO-business partnerships

Challenges and risks associated with CSO-business 
partnerships

The different development stages partnerships go 
through.

2. Assessment of non-academic reports, models, 
guidelines, frameworks, etc. in the field of strategic 
CSO-business partnerships.
To conduct this assessment, materials were identified 
through a structured web-based keywords search strategy 
applied on the Google search engine.
Ten keyword searches (including abbreviations, initials, 
acronyms and synonyms) were performed with no lin-
guistic, geographical or temporal restrictions.
For every keyword search, the first 75 search results were 
retrieved and subsequently scrutinised.
Finally, in order to retrieve published materials, pdf-file 
restricted searches were performed on all ten keywords.
The aim of the assessment was to complement and pro-
vide the academic review with non-academic in-sights.

11 - METHODOLOGY



52 53

4. International good cases
The three international cases have been selected to 
ensure:

High level of strategic integration and value creation for 
both the CSO and the business involved

General awareness of the partnerships
Representation of different industries, businesses and 
CSOs involved in the partnerships

Geographical spread in developing countries concerning 
the partnerships’ beneficiaries.

Semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted 
with representatives from the CSOs and businesses based 
on the developed evaluation framework presented on 
page 27.

5. Partnership Arena
The Partnership Arena assembled two times during this 
project phase. The first meeting focused on validation of 
the theoretical findings and identification of key chal-
lenges in partnerships relationships. The second meeting 
focused on validation of results from the 360-degree 
evaluation process and input to key findings.

The Partnership Arena gave input on good practice 
through the following activities:
 
Validation of theoretical findings and definition of key 
challenges

Self-assessment in the form of an online survey conduct-
ed by eight members

Individual follow-up interviews conducted with four 
members

Validation of findings from the 360-degree evaluation 
process and definition of additional critical factors that 
must be achieved in order for a partnership to become a 
success.

The self-assessment and the individual interviews were 
based on the same questions that were used in the evalu-
ation framework presented on page 27.
The survey provided inputs on the degree to which the 
respondents felt that their partnerships sufficiently ad-
dressed the different elements included in the survey.

The survey respondents were:
Carlsberg Group, Danish NCD Alliance, Fairtrade 
Mærket, H&M Conscious Foundation, Novo Nordisk 
A/S, Red Barnet, SOS Børnebyerne and TOP-TOY. The 
following four were selected for follow-up interviews to 
dive further into their answers: Carlsberg Group, H&M 
Conscious Foundation, Novo Nordisk A/S and SOS 
Børnebyerne.

6. Learning Report
This Learning Report has been drafted by Deloitte 
Sustainability based on input from the members of the 
Partnership Arena, the Advisory Board and the case 
partners.
These stakeholders have also had the opportunity to 
comment on draft versions of the report.
Danish Red Cross has conducted the final approval of 
the report.
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