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Abstract 

It is a common misconception that the cross-sector partnership between 

private companies and environmental NGOs purely benefit financing and 

image possibilities. However, suppositions like these are worryingly out-of-

date and do no longer correspond to the actual make-up, ambitions, effort, 

and functionings of said partnerships. Most companies use a concept called 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) when describing their sustainability 

work, often including partnerships with Non-Governmental Organisations 

(NGOs). The term was coined at a time when sustainability work was less 

refined than what we see today, and while societal awareness and industrial 

appreciation for the importance of environmental agendas has developed, the 

term CSR and its definition has remained the same. This study interviewed 

three environmental NGOs and four private companies in Sweden in order to 

investigate the structure and outcomes of their current partnerships with the 

respective actor. The findings underline the need for an updated conceptual 

definition, that facilitates cross-sector partnership development parallel to 

societal development rather than to hold it back. With environmental threats 

winning the attention of both private and public actors in local as well as 

global settings, the issue of this conceptual misalignment and possible snag 

in efficiency that it may pose, becomes highly relevant. 
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1 Introduction 

 

Environmental politics in Sweden concerns according to the government the creation of a 

sustainable society free from emissions and dangerous toxins, and the creation of society adapt 

to a changing climate. The environmental degradation does great harm to both humanity and 

wildlife on our planet, and therefore, Sweden cooperates with other countries to counteract this 

threat.1 Both national and international relations between different stakeholders in societies are 

significant for the endorsement of sustainable development. Over the years, partnerships and 

relations targeting sustainable development have been debated frequently between different 

sectors of society. During the United Nations (UN), 1992 Conference on Environment and 

Development (Rio Earth Summit), was partnerships between different sectors the key for 

sustainable development.2 

 

The business sector was appropriately invited to the transformation of our world during the 

process of the Paris Agreement and UNs Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The 2030 

agenda for Sustainable Development featuring 17 SDGs was adopted at the UN Sustainable 

Development Summit in New York in September 2015. The SDGs are based upon decades of 

work from various countries and the UN, including the UN Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs.3 The preamble of the agenda says,” Countries and all stakeholders, acting in 

collaborative partnership, will implement this plan.” 4 

 

The environmental issues cannot wait, and that all societal sectors must take responsibility for 

them since they have all played a part in creating them. As the debate regarding climate change 

and environmental issues have grown, the interest in partnerships that might foster sustainable 

development has grown as well.  

 

To foster credibility and legitimacy, most Swedish companies are engaged with CSR 

(Corporate Social Responsibility). CSR is all about responsibility and the concept requires 

companies to accept and protect the society and the environment that they affect, both directly 

                                                      

1Regeringskansliet, 2019. 
2United Nations, 1992. 
3United Nations, 2015, p. 3.   
4United Nations, 2015, p. 3. 
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and indirectly. CSR is a concept that calls for certain behavior and environmental projects, 

driven by NGOs and supported by companies is an outcome of that behavior. The concept is 

not new, and discussions concerning the obligations of companies impacting the environment 

started around 100 years ago.5 The relevance of the debate is stronger now than ever, and with 

recent research on CSR demonstrating that NGOs are significant stakeholders for companies in 

this matter,  they become a highly relevant actor to consider.6 

 
However, the history of relationships between environmentalist NGOs and private companies 

is filled with disputes. Jem Bendell mentions some examples of this sort of antagonism in his 

book, Terms for endearment: business, NGOs and sustainable development from 2000. One 

example that Bendall mentions is a concept called Silent Spring. Rachel Carson was in the 

1960s a well-known environmentalist opposing a chemical industry which used toxic pesticides 

in order to eradicate mosquitoes. Only to be met with a threatening counterattack of a response 

from the Industry, Carson argued that if the mosquitos died, the birds would die as well -hence 

the concept Silent Spring.7 These kinds of conflicts are still present but in different 

manifestations. A recent debate is that of companies using palm oil in their products, prompting 

Greenpeace to start an online petition to save orangutans impacted by palm oil production. 

Featuring the names of the companies involved, the online petition is called “Save Rang-Tan” 

and have over 1,289,450 signatures.8 

 

Today, environmental NGOs and private companies in Sweden are working together on 

environmental questions, mostly in projects implemented by the NGOs and financed by the 

companies. To pinpoint the scope for this study, climate change, threatened biodiversity, 

damaged ecosystems, deforestation and water acidification – all issues that are created by our 

way of living and overuse of recourses, will be considered within the definition for 

environmental issues.9 

 

The topic is highly relevant for all sectors in society, and especially for the government and 

other national and international institutions trying to deal with the environmental crisis. Overall, 

existing research on the complex relationship between environmental NGOs and private 

                                                      

5C, N Smith, 2003, pp. 1–3. 
6S Poret, 2014, p. 4. 
7J Bendell, 2017, p. 14. 
8 Greenpeace UK, 2019. 
9Environmental issues dictionary definition, 2018.  
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companies mostly identify the economic disadvantages and advantages for both parts, 

neglecting the most important element to consider - the environment itself. The central purpose 

of this study is not to investigate the environmental projects NGOs and companies conduct, but 

rather to investigate the relationships themselves. Therefore, the environmental engagement 

identified in this study are not “physical” efforts, rather the ambitions and willingness of doing 

change.  

1.1 Literature Review: Previous research on cross-sector partnerships 
 

The complex relationship between businesses and NGOs has been described by Journalist 

Roger Cowe who has been employed at The Guardian newspaper since 1980. Cowe is the 

Director of Ethical Investment Research Services (EIRIS) and observed as early as 2004 some 

high-profile partnerships between companies and NGOs.10 Cowe investigate in his article, 

Business/NGO Partnerships - What’s the Payback? the benefits and challenges for both sides 

of the partnership from a strategic point of view. Loss of legitimacy for NGOs and investment 

waste for companies were identified as the biggest risks when engaging in partnerships with 

each other. Furthermore, the article concludes that partnerships are centered on funding, and 

the possibility to amass those kinds of benefits from the relationship. Cowe also notes that the 

partnership between NGOs and business could be successful when wanting to influence 

politics, assuming that the motive is ethical in the first place (not only financing/image).11  

 

Further research on the outcomes of partnerships is available in the book Terms for 

Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development from 2000. Professor Jim Bendell 

is the author of the book, in which he investigates the war of values and ideologies between 

NGOs and Business. His research examines why the relationship emerges and how the roles 

have changed over the years, and in what ways the partnerships contribute to sustainable 

development. He states that environmental NGOs have received a new role as agents of civil 

regulation since they transparently report of issues that have appeared connected to the 

environment. However, Bendall adds that NGOs need support since they are not accustomed to 

corporate governance and accountability, nor financing.12 

 

                                                      

10Bloomberg, 2019. 
11R Cowe, 2004, pp.1–4. 
12J Bendall, 2000, p.238.  
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Dr. Maria May Seitanidi is the author of the book The Politics of Partnership, her research 

contributes to the idea of cross-sector collaborations. Looking at different sectors in society 

(public, private, non-profit organizations, etc.) and the roles they are assigned, her work 

investigates why they are changing and how they interact with each other in order to address 

complex social problems. In one of her articles, she examines the missed opportunities for 

employee involvement in CSR partnerships. The research is an in-depth partnership case study 

based upon the three stages of partnership implementation: selection, design, and 

institutionalization. The findings show that the partnerships within non-profit organizations 

often lack internal accountability mechanisms and that this can make a CSR-partnership 

critical.13 In 2014, Sylvainie Poret investigated the emergence of partnerships between 

businesses and NGOs. Her research found that most companies engage in CSR for strategic and 

defensive reasons, but on a noble basis. Poret concludes similarly to Cowe, that the main risk 

for NGOs engaging in a partnership with a company lies in credibility- and legitimacy loss.14 

 

While CSR has been addressed as significant and key for cross-sector partnerships, the concept 

has also been criticized by several researchers. One of its critics is Michael Hopkins, Professor 

and Director of Doctoral programs on CSR at Geneva Business School, and Adjunct Professor 

of CSR at George Mason University in Virginia. He argues in his book, Corporate Social 

Responsibility: The Corporate Governance of the 21st Century, edited by Ramon Mullerat in 

2011, that the lack of a common definition of CSR causes actors to create their own definition. 

He presents six reasons for why the current concept is not functional:  

 

1)CSR is just part of public relations to bamboozle an increasingly sceptical public, 2)CSR 

is just another word for corporate philanthropy and that the contribution that a business 

directly makes to the welfare of society (or ‘the planet’) is to be viewed as largely 

independent of its profitability, 3)CSR is misleading as it diverts attention from key issues( 

it is a curse rather than a cure), 4)CSR ignores development economics and its concerns 

with capitalism, neo-liberalism and, anyway, is just a proxy to introduce socialism through 

the backdoor, The social responsibility of business begins and ends with increasing profits, 

5)CSR is an unnecessary distraction and 6)CSR is sham because companies cannot be left 

to self-regulate. 

 

In conclusion, Hopkins speculates that CSR despite this is being here to stay, it is likely to 

disappear into new concepts. However, it will not disappear completely, since it is a crucial 

                                                      

13M Seitanidi, 2009, pp. 90–92. 
14S Poret, 2014, p. 12. 



 

5 

 

concept for the business sector. He predicts that the future use of the term CSR will be less 

common since sustainability work will become a daily part and routine of every organization.15 

 

The concept CSR has a long and diverse history in literature and the definition of the concept 

have been debated over the years. Two researchers examining the topic is Archie B. Carroll and 

Robert W. Scherer. In an article from 1999, Carroll summarizes the origin of CSR in where he 

proposed that Howard Bowen deserves the title “Father of Corporate Social Responsibility” 

since he coined the concept in this book Social Responsibilities of the Businessman from 1953. 

In the 1960s, the literature on CSR developed heavily, with most of the definitional literature 

being crafted by academics. In the 1970s, definitions of CSR began to proliferate and became 

more specific than before. The more verbal discussion around CSR developed into the 

implementation of the concept in practice. In 1974, Henry Elibert and Robert Parket defined 

CSR as: 

 

Perhaps the best way to understand social responsibility is to think of it as ‘good 

neighborliness. The concept involves two phases. On one hand, it means not doing things 

that spoil the neighborhood. On the other, it may be expressed as the voluntary assumption 

of the obligation to help solve neighborhood problems. Those who find neighborliness an 

awkward or coy concept may substitute the idea that social responsibility means the 

commitment of a business or Business, in general, to an active role in the solution of broad 

social problems, such as racial discrimination, pollution, transportation, or urban decay. 16 

 

This definition represents one of the early attempts to associate CSR with organizational 

variables and to suggest that CSR is composed of a variety of different activities exercised by 

a company.17 In the 1980s, fewer definitions and more alternative concepts and themes were 

added into the discussion surrounding CSR.  The earlier years of developing definitions led to 

writing on alternative concepts instead out of which one was the stakeholder 

theory/management. Carroll stated in his article from 1991, The pyramid of corporate social 

responsibility: Toward the moral management of organizational stakeholders that businesses 

should not fulfill CSR in consequent activities since it is always to be fulfilled. Carroll states 

this argument in a more pragmatic form, “The CSR firm should strive to make a profit, obey the 

law, be ethical, and be a good corporate citizen”.18 

 

                                                      

15M Hopkins, 2011.   
16Eilbert & Parket, 1974, p. 7.   
17A Carroll, 1999, pp. 270–284.  
18A Carroll, 1991, pp. 34–48. 
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Furthermore, in the same article Carroll mentions Edward Freeman and his stakeholder concept 

and provides this as a complement to CSR and states that” There is a natural fit between the idea 

of corporate social responsibility and an organization’s stakeholders.”19 

 

Carroll argues this since the term “social” in CSR has been perceived as vague of many 

researchers and lacks specificity as to whom the corporation is responsible, Therefore, he 

suggests Edward Freeman´s concept of stakeholders as suitable when describing the 

reasonability’s within the corporations. Carroll claims that the stakeholder concept adjusts the 

social or societal responsibilities by limiting the specific groups or individuals that companies 

should consider in its CSR orientation and activities. However, Carroll claims that the 

stakeholder concept puts “names and faces” on the stakeholders who are most important to the 

company and to whom it must be responsive.20 

 

The definitional literature of CSR is substantial but according to Carroll, one of the most 

highlighted alternative themes developed and related to the concept of CSR have been the 

stakeholder theory. In the 1990s, no new definitions were added into the CSR literature, since 

the researchers rather investigated directions and themes consistent with and adding on to the 

CSR definitions.21 Carroll predicted in 1999 that the concept of CSR would remain an essential 

part of business language and practice: 

 
Because it is a vital underpinning to many of the other theories and is continually consistent 

with what the public expects of the business community today. As theory is developed and 

research is conducted, scholars may revise and adapt existing definitions of CSR or new 

definitions may come into the literature; however, at the present time, it is hard to imagine 

that these new concepts could develop apart and distinct from the groundwork that has been 

established over the past half century. More than likely, we will see new realms in which 

to think about businesses responsibilities to our stakeholder society, particularly at the 

global level, and in new and emerging technologies, fields, and commercial applications. 

In this context, it appears that the CSR concept has a bright future because at its core, it 

addresses and captures the most important concerns of the public regarding business and 

society relationships. 22  

 

In the literature from Edward Freeman, Corporate Social Reasonability (CSR) is explained as 

a concept where more significance is placed on the public and community or employees instead 

of the owners of a company. The move from stakeholder influence (financing) towards 

                                                      

19A Carroll, 1999, p. 290.  
20A Carroll, 1991, pp. 39-48.  
21A Carroll, 1999, p. 291-292. 
22A Carroll, 1999, p. 292. 
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stakeholder participation(engagement) includes the respect of social issues and ideas that 

people outside the company has regarding the economic and social obligations of a company. 

Freeman claims that there is a lack in the literature of CSR, especially when it comes to the 

integration of CSR into the strategic system of the corporation and the move from financing to 

real engagement.23  

 

In 2012, Salla Laasonen, Martin Founge, and Arno Korula, investigated 199 articles that 

mention the relationship between NGOs and companies. Based on discourse theory, the reason 

for this critical assessment was the rapid increase of literature on the topic in the academic 

business journal sector. Most of the articles investigate the turnaround of the relationship 

between NGOs and business, from enemy to partner. The findings left the reader with questions 

like; have NGOs changed their view on companies and have the watchdog role of NGOs turned 

less significant? Are NGOs satisfied with their partnerships with companies or would they 

define the circumstances surrounding a partnership in another way?24 

 

Edward Freeman is known for his works on Stakeholder Management and Business Ethics. His 

book Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach was first published in 1958 and reissued 

in 2010, his goal to create an understanding of good management practice and relationships that 

affect or are affected by a business. Freeman himself believes that the actual purpose of any 

business is to produce values rather than to make a profit.25 The Stakeholder Approach 

developed by Freeman is used as an analytical framework in this study. The Approach comes 

with definitions connected to stakeholder relations (the partnership) and identification of who 

the stakeholders are depending on the situation.  

 

Finally, most of the available research is conducted by researchers in the fields of economic 

strategic management. The focus of their research is the advantages and disadvantages for both 

sides of a partnership and not on other opportunities created by the partnerships. There are also 

some case studies on high-profile partnerships worldwide and the outcomes of the corporations.  

The definition of CSR is based on the research above, not obvious and leaves companies as 

well as other actors with a wide space of doing own interpretations. This could make the concept 

                                                      

23E Freeman, 2010, p. 38-43. 
24S Laasonen, M Fougère & A Kourula, 2012, pp. 537-538. 
25E Freeman, 2014.   



 

8 

 

invalid to applicate on the specific relationships between private companies and environmental 

NGOs investigated in this study. However, the research on partnerships is as understood, 

interconnected with the concept of CSR, and this study is partially using the concept when 

investigating the partnerships. 

 

1.2 Research Problem and Relevance 

  
There is a lot written about relationships between different sectors in the society, the most 

common topic to investigate being the relationship between governments and NGOs. There is 

also some research on governments relationships with companies, but the specific relationships 

between environmental NGOs and private companies in Sweden, have been left un-

investigated. Especially when it comes to the possibilities of the cross-sector relationships 

beyond financing and image making. The research problem rests in the knowledge gap and lack 

of information on how relationships between NGOs and companies manifest themselves 

outside the normative perception of said partnership. The need to mobilize cooperation between 

all different actors in society to address environmental or other common societal problems, and 

this research on cooperation possibilities are therefore essential to foster further collaborations. 

The kind of field study performed here, in which statements have been collected from actors in 

Sweden, will be appropriate as a starting point on further quantitative research on the topic. 

 

The definitions and statements of Edward Freeman and his Stakeholder Approach are relevant 

and suitable for application on modern values in Sweden, where environmental efforts are 

prioritized high on most institutions’ agendas. The Stakeholder Approach is applicable to the 

study since the partnership is identified as an interaction between two stakeholders 

(Environmental NGO and private company). Notably, Freeman claims that too much focus on 

finances rather than purpose makes companies miss what “really makes the capitalism tick”, 

highlighting his opinion that all sectors can create something for the sustainable development 

together, which no one can create alone.26 

 

 

                                                      

26E Freeman, 2013.  
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1.3 Objective and Research Questions 
 

The objective of this study is to shed light on the current form of environmental NGO and 

private company partnerships. Parting from the general understanding that the partnership 

between environmental NGOs and private companies is to gain financial support and 

legitimacy, this study sets out to analyze the relationship between the two actors by interviewing  

representatives from both institutions.  

 

The research questions are: 

 

1) To what extent are the partnerships between private companies and environmental 

NGOs identified as CSR in Sweden and is the term convincing when describing this kind 

of environmental engagement? 

 

2) Which are the most important stakeholders for private companies and environmental 

NGOs in Sweden, and how do actors describe the partnership they have with each 

other?  

 

3) What impact do  the partnerships between environmental NGOs and private companies 

in Sweden have in terms of highlighting and counteracting environmental issues? 

 

The research questions are going to be answered with the help of information sampled from 

semi-structured interviews held with representatives from environmental NGOs and private 

companies. The findings of the study are analyzed through the lenses of CSR supported by 

Edward Freemans Stakeholder Approach, together with specific statements he had made 

regarding companies.  

 

1.4 Structure   
 

This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1) Introduction. Gives the reader a background 

of, and previous research on the topic. This is essential for the understanding of the research 

problem, relevance, objective and research questions. Chapter 2) Analytical Framework 

chapter. Provides the reader a guide to the theoretical concept of the study. Gives a presentation 
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of definitions and concepts such as the Stakeholder Approach which are used as one of the 

analytical lenses in this study. Chapter 3) Methodological Framework. The method by which 

the study has been designed and the research used is presented. Chapter 4) Discussion. Includes 

both findings and analysis. The choice has been made to combine findings and analysis under 

this chapter. Findings are presented and analyzed with analytical inputs and reflections linked 

to the analytical framework, and previous research of the topic of this study. The chapter is 

divided into two parts where the research questions are answered. Chapter 5) Conclusion. Main 

findings and reflections are summarized and put in relation to the research questions and the 

objective of the thesis. Further research is recommended. 

 

2 Analytical Framework 

 

This study applies an abductive approach using Edward Freeman´s statements within his 

Stakeholder Approach as an analytical tool when investigating the research problem. The first 

part of this chapter describes the Stakeholder Approach to give the reader insight into the roles 

of stakeholders in the process of change. This section also provides a definition for 

“stakeholders” and their importance for both private companies and environmental NGOs. 

Furthermore, the stakeholder definition is alongside its part in the Freeman statements used to 

strengthen the findings of this study. The Freeman statements are worked as tools when 

investigating the environmental engagement that may occur within partnerships between 

environmental NGOs and private companies. Even though the Stakeholder Approach is 

business oriented and meant to be used for strategic management, both environmental NGOs 

and private companies are reliant on stakeholders for survival, and the definitions and 

statements remain significant for this study and the field of sustainable development.  

 

2.1 Stakeholder Approach 

  
The theoretical framework that is used when analyzing the environmental engagement within 

the partnerships is the Stakeholder Approach developed by Edward Freeman. Edward Freeman 

is known for his works on Stakeholder Management and Business Ethics. His book Strategic 

Management: A Stakeholder Approach was first published in 1958 and reissued in 2010, the 
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goal is to create an understanding of good management practice and relationships that are 

affecting or getting affected by the business. Freeman states that the business sector must create 

value for all parts of society and that their success depends on their relationship with their 

stakeholders. Furthermore, Freeman mentions that the approach is designed for companies to 

support the creation of more effective organizations. He explains that due to the shifts in the 

traditional relationships among stakeholders, a new approach is needed in order to understand 

new patterns that could explain the company’s engagement of the sustainability work of today.27 

 

2.1.1 Five central statements about companies 
 

Those five statements made by Edward Freeman are used as tools when analyzing and 

explaining possible patterns found in the information from the interviews this study is based 

on.  

• We need to enact a new story about business. The old story about business is about 

making profits but in recent years, companies have been invited to join the journey of 

saving the environment as well and therefore we need a new story about them.28  

 

• Companies must learn how to use current knowledge and respond quickly to the 

stakeholder challenge (reorient our thinking and our marginal processes externally, in 

order to be responsive to stakeholders) if the creation of a win-win situation and a 

meaningful change is going to happen.29  

 

• Too much focus on finances makes companies miss what really benefit their business; 

the concept that all sectors together can create something for sustainable development 

that no one can create alone.30 

 

• Entrepreneurs do not start a business to create money, they start a business because they 

are on fire about something.31 

                                                      

27 E Freeman, 2010, p. 27. 
28E Freeman, 2013.   
29E Freeman, 2010, p. 74. 
30E Freeman, 2013. 
31E Freeman 2014. 
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• The actual purpose of business is to produce values rather than to make a profit.32 

 

2.1.2 Stakeholder definition 

  

The term stakeholder was first conceptualized in management literature at Stanford Research 

Institute (SRI) in 1963 and the original definition is “Those groups without whose support the 

organization would cease to exist”. The history of the idea already started in the mid-1700s 

with the not complete unknown Adam Smith. He elevated the idea in 1759 and after that, the 

idea was further developed by Adolf Berle and Gardiner Means in 1932 and by Chester Bernard 

in 1938. The collected concept was coined at SRI and then used to develop and build on 

different kinds of theories and approaches. Business Planning, Theory of systems, Company’s 

Social Responsibility (Same as Corporate Social Responsibility) and Organizational Theory are 

all connected to the concept of stakeholders and included in Strategic Planning.33 

 

The definition of a stakeholder needs to be inclusive and include any possible group that is 

affected or could affect the achievements of a company. A stakeholder is, therefore, a broad 

range of groups and individuals that in some way have a direct or indirect relation to the 

institution. Some groups must, of course, be left outside the stakeholder sphere of the institution 

depending on the corporation since all groups are not relevant for all kinds of corporations.34 

Freeman claims that the ultimate definition of a stakeholder is, “any group or individual who 

can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s purpose.”35 If taking big 

companies as an example, the traditional groups of stakeholders are owners, suppliers, 

customers, and employees but in the ´60-´70s new non-traditional groups began to be treated 

as possible stakeholders. Those groups were, for example, social and environmental movements 

who served as a trigger for reconsideration of the businesses and companies’ roles in society.36 

When applying the old stakeholder concept to new non-traditional groups new responsibilities 

are created. Groups that had no effects on companies 20 years ago can affect them greatly today 

even though the relationship itself is not usually very near.  

                                                      

32E Freeman 2014.  
33 E Freeman 2010, pp. 31-32. 
34E Freeman, 1984, 52–53. 
35E Freeman, 1984, p. 53.  
36E Freeman, 2010, p. 38.  
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This definition of stakeholder groups would be sensitive and opens up the opportunity to turn 

external changes into the internal changes.37 To be able to understand the changes within the 

stakeholder concept, the internal and external changes needs to be defined. Freeman explains 

the concept of internal change as the change in the internal relationships within a company. 

Those changes happen daily and in the current system that already exists in the company, it is 

a brief reorganization of the already existing set of rules. This internal change has a managerial 

view and includes the change of the traditional stakeholders such as owners, customers, 

employees, and suppliers. The internal change requires action but is not directly affecting the 

world outside. The external change takes place when internal stakeholders want new inputs for 

the corporation. The external change is the emergence of new groups and collaborations that 

cannot be explained within the traditional model of stakeholders. According to Freeman is this 

is the reason why we need a new model. Figure A shows how the stakeholders of a big company 

may be presented if both internal and external stakeholders are included.38   

 

Figure A 

           

Figure is taken from Strategic Management – A Stakeholder Approach, p. 25. *SIGs = Social Interest Groups  

 

To summarize and clarify, Carroll points out that the word “social” in CSR is vague and lacking 

clear definition. He points to Freemans Stakeholder Approach as an adapt complement to fill 

                                                      

37E Freeman, 2010, p. 46.  
38E Freeman, 2010, p. 8–11.  
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the definition gap in CSR. Hence, while the term CSR is more frequently used throughout the 

text, the Stakeholder Approach will be used as the analytical lens for its (relative) 

comprehensiveness in relation to CSR. To strengthen the possibilities of deeper analyzing, five 

central statements made by Freeman are added into the toolkit in order to explain the patterns.   

 

3 Methodological Framework 

 

This study has collected information through interviews with private companies and 

environmental NGOs engaged in partnerships with each other. In contrast to surveys, interviews 

enable the researcher to illuminate and expand answers trough further questions if necessary.39 

Based on the objective of this study, the choice of the method falls into semi-structured 

interviews where each interview question has been linked to one or more of the research 

questions.40  

 

3.1 Abductive reasoning  
 

Research has been approached abductively in the matter that the analytical framework are used 

as lenses which is beneficial when one wants to investigate and explain new phenomena’s and 

patterns found in the answers of the interviewees.41 Unlike induction and deduction, abductive 

reasoning as used in this study does not start with a general pattern outline, nor a logical 

conclusion premise at the start of research. The three central steps of abductive reasoning start 

with (1) having an empirical event/phenomenon (the result), which can (2) be related to a rule 

(analytical framework), which (3) leads to a new supposition about the event/phenomenon (the 

result).42 

 

 

 

                                                      

39P Esaiasson et al, 2012, p. 250. 
40A Bryman, 2012, p. 259. 
41A Bryman, 2012, p. 69.   
42B Danermark, et al, pp. 89–90.  
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3.2 Semi-structured interviews 
 

The primary data collection method for this study has been through semi-structured interviews. 

The rule when doing semi-structured interviews is to have an interview agenda with questions 

that could be asked in different orders depending on situation and interviewee. The interviewer 

has the opportunity to add supplementary questions on the initial questions if needed, in order 

to correctly and relevantly absorb important information.43 The interview agenda for this study 

consisted of around 30 questions divided into different sections. The first section is an 

introductory part with questions concerning the objectives of the institutions. The following 

four sections entailed more comprehensive questions regarding the partnership, the relations, 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and the challenges and opportunities of said partnership. 

The questions were asked unaltered to all participants to ensure a uniform basis of generating 

unprejudiced results to compare and systematize in the analysis in search of potential patterns. 

The interview sessions were between 40 – 70 minutes long, providing a manageable amount of 

data. Although some interviews were shorter than others, the data generated was no less 

important. Moreover, the company interviews were conducted over the phone due to the 

dispersed locations of their offices. The interviews with the NGOs were held in person in 

Stockholm at their respective offices. All interviews were recorded using a phone and the 

material was deleted once the study was completed.  

 

3.2.1 Interviewee sampling 
 

This Study is based upon semi-structured interviews with three environmental NGOs and four 

private companies engaged in partnerships with one or more of the other actor group. The 

partnerships include financing and cooperation of different kinds of environmental projects and 

issues both national and international. Though some of the institutions are multinational, all the 

partnerships investigated are based in Sweden. The NGOs chosen were the ones having 

partnerships with companies (everyone does not have that) and the ones which excelled with 

their environmental focus.   

 

The companies interviewed were selected from the NGOs websites where they are presented as 

partners. The three NGOs that were invited to participate all gave their consent to contribute to 

                                                      

43A Bryman, & B Nilsson, 2011, p. 206. 
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the study, and all work with environmental issues on some level. The companies that answered 

to the request were all very positive and interested in the objective of the study as well as to 

participate and spread their experiences of the partnership.  

 

Some companies that were invited to participate had to decline due to other priorities. Primarily, 

this applied to bigger companies, while smaller ones were more accessible. Despite this, the 

relevance of the study remains intact since its objective is to investigate partnerships, whatever 

size of the company. However, the generalization ability of this study is still not grand since it is 

based on seven interviewees.  In saying that, one of the biggest company’s in Sweden participated 

and their contribution to this study is crucial in terms of significant information. As the scope 

of their experience and sheer size plays a large role in the ways they have organized their 

environmental efforts. All ongoing projects within the investigated partnerships foster 

sustainable development in some way by improving the environment, combat climate change, 

conserve the biodiversity or fighting social issues associated with current environmental 

circumstances.  

 

For the purposes of anonymity, the environmental NGOs are referred to as NGO1, NGO2 and 

NGO3 and the private companies are referred to as C1, C2, C3,  and C4. To accentuate the fact 

that the interviewees are persons representing a company and individuals’ holder their own 

opinions and experiences, the interviewees will be defined by the letter I ahead their respective 

profile shortening. The interviewee representing NGO1 will,  therefore, be called INGO1, and 

the interviewee from C1 would be called 1C1, and so forth. The identity of the representatives 

is irrelevant since the study is about the relationships which do not require the name of a brand 

or an organization. 

 

3.2.2 Interviewee profiles 
 

NGO1: NGO1 mainly works with the improvement of the environment and combating climate 

change, at the same time as they fight poverty and serve the needs of people in developing 

countries that suffer most from environmental degradation. They have around 100 employees 

and most of them do the groundwork, near their physical projects. Almost a third of their 

finances come from companies in Sweden, and even though the partnerships are centered 

around supporting external projects, NGO1 advises their company-partners to do internal 
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changes as well. This could be everything from flying less to dismantle paper use at offices. 

Today, around 900 actors ranging from one-man entrepreneurs to big companies, are engaging 

with NGO1.44  

 

NGO2: NGO2 works with political influence and advocacy connected to environmental issues. 

NGO2 have many focus areas, but their projects are mostly focused on maintaining 

biodiversity, supporting ecosystems and working for nature conservation. NGO2 run projects 

in Sweden and since NGO2 is member oriented, many of their projects are locally based. 

Around 5% of their total financing is supplied by companies in Sweden and their company-

partners are highly involved in their projects. The partnership with companies regards internal 

company work with environmental issues and encouraging the companies to push internal 

changes that benefit the environment. Such an effort could entail strategy making and 

transformation of production and organizational activities, as well as campaigns of 

environmental awareness. NGO2 have around 150 employees.45 

 

NGO3: NGO3 works with monumental global environmental issues, and many of their 

company partnerships date back over 20 years. While being a global actor, the NGO3 country 

offices are all independent of each other, with the Swedish office currently employing about 

120 workers. NGO3 works broadly with different projects within three focus areas; climate 

change, forestry and agriculture, and water management. Their partnerships with big companies 

go beyond financing and place great efforts on transformations and internal changes of the 

partner companies. Today NGO3 are engaged in partnerships with around 10 big companies, 

out of which some run their own projects on the side of broader objective oriented NGO3.46 

 

C1 and C2: Both institutions are small or middle-sized private companies, C2 works in the 

outdoor business sector and C1 in the hotel and conference business sector. Both companies 

have invested time and money on internal environmental work and their sustainability focus 

and interests have been included in the management of the companies for some time. Their 

organizations are therefore well accustomed to the kinds of questions surrounding this study, 

which permeates the businesses. Both companies are working with ongoing internal processes 

to improve the products and the organization of their companies. They also share a wish to be 

                                                      

44 Interview, NGO 1, 2019. 
45 Interview, NGO 2, 2019. 
46 Interview, NGO 3, 2019.  
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more actively engaged in their partnerships with NGOs, since their roles today mainly entails 

financial support of different kind of external projects. Today, the companies are contributing 

with about the same amount of money every year, and the support is identified as one part of 

the companies’ CSR work or environmental responsibility.47  

 

C3: This company is just like the two aforementioned, a small or middle-sized company and 

working in the Swedish beverage industry. C3 is family owned and has in contrast with C1 and 

C2 a more active partnership with their NGO-partner, communicating and spreading the 

messages of their NGO-partner on their products. At the same time, C3 works with internal 

changes, and the process of making their own products as environmentally friendly as possible. 

This company works together with its NGO-partner with knowledge distribution on issues such 

as the importance of ecological farming and the salvage of ecosystems connected to 

biodiversity.48 

 

C4: C4 is a globally operating, large and well-established furniture mogul that runs projects on 

their own as well as with NGO-partners. The company has conducted great production 

transformations and work continuously with internal changes to stay tuned to their social and 

environmental efforts. As the affiliation between C4 and its NGO partners are crucial for the 

company ‘sustainability work overall, they have strong relationships with their NGO partners. 

Uniquely, when compared to the other companies in this study, C4 has developed and 

successfully exercises political influence. Able to practice it on a global scale, the potentials for 

C4s continuing, positive social and environmental impacts on the world are seemingly 

endless.49 

 

3.3 Validity 
 

The reflections in the findings are analyzed through the analytical framework of this study and 

supported by statements from previous researchers. Secondary sources have mainly included 

academic literature all of which being subjects of the audit to ensure relevance and legitimacy. 

Some news articles and personal experience (videos) have been used as well, and the readers 

                                                      

47 Interview C1 and C2, 2019.  
48 Interview, C3, 2019.  
49 Interview, C4, 2019.  



 

19 

 

should, therefore, take the unaccountability of personal opinions into account when determining 

the validity of this study. 

 

3.4 Delimitations and Limitations 

  
The generalization ability is as mentioned above not grand since the study only includes 

answers from three NGOs and four companies in Sweden. One detail to consider regarding the 

chosen method is whether the collected material is enough to generalize concerning 

partnerships in Sweden. Due to the modest number of interviews and the biased selection of 

interviewees, this study is not comprehensive enough to make such claims, but in saying that, 

the findings complement already existing research on the topic, and encourages further research 

on these kinds of partnerships. This study is delimited to Sweden and the partnerships 

investigated are ones who openly communicate their ambitions towards environmental efforts, 

that is, private companies and environmental NGOs that to some extent already have an 

environmental focus. The selection of the companies is delimited to be entailed in the official 

partners of the three NGOs, which means that all companies presented in the study are engaged 

in a partnership with one or more of the three selected NGOs. Aspects such as the partnerships 

actual influence of the global environment and climate change in detail will not be included in 

this study for the sake of keeping the scope concentrated.  

 

One limitation to consider regarding the data produced also entails the structure of the 

interviews and the interviewer’s personal bias towards environmental work. Though I have 

made a conscious effort to maintain neutrality throughout this study, personal influence can 

never be completely eliminated and should be highlighted. Furthermore, all companies 

contacted did not answer the request and could have generated four companies sharing a high 

interest in the topic, which consequently may increase the risk of similar opinions. However, 

the four companies are all engaged in partnerships with one or more of the three NGOs and are 

therefore relevant participants, although the branches and sizes of the companies differ.  
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3.5 Ethical Considerations 

  
All participating institutions have been anonymized. This decision was made in order to have 

the option of using sensitive information that could benefit this study as well as the protection 

of the participants. From the interviewee profiling and due to the specifics of the company, the 

identity of C4 may to some be obvious despite not being defined in-text. With this in mind, the 

interviewee has approved the interview profile used in this study. The other participants are not 

as easy to recognize. Since the research is based on semi-structural interviews; ethical 

considerations were controlled by some of the principles of research ethics; 

 

• The researcher did inform all the participants of the purpose of this study 

 

• All personal information has been given maximum possible confidentiality and personal 

data is kept safe 

 

• All participants are anonymous in the study 

 

• The researcher and the participants of this study are aware of the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR)50 

4 Discussion: The possibilities of cross-sector relations  

 

The following chapter intends to answer the research questions and challenge potential 

presumptions surrounding the partnerships between environmental NGOs and private 

companies in Sweden. As Freeman states it, true to the concept of CSR, there is more to the 

relationship than business. In this study, the concept of CSR is used in order to investigate and 

explain the preconditions of the partnerships as well as to investigate the standard of the term. 

The partnership between environmental NGOs and private companies is analyzed through the 

lenses of statements from Edward Freemans Stakeholder Approach. The first section of this 

chapter describes and analyses the structure around the partnerships between the environmental 

                                                      

50 CODEX, 2019.  
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NGOs and the private companies that participated in this study, and aims to answer the two first 

research questions; 

1) To what extent are partnerships between private companies and environmental 

NGOs identified as CSR in Sweden and is the term convincing when describing 

this kind of environmental engagement? 

 

2) Which are the most important stakeholders for private companies and 

environmental NGOs in Sweden, and how do the actors describe the partnership 

they have with each other?  

 

The second section of this chapter focuses on the outcomes of the partnerships, the abilities 

beyond financing/image-making and debate both current and future challenges that partnerships 

may face. The section examines the last research question: 

 

3) What impact do the partnerships between environmental NGOs and private 

companies in Sweden have in terms of highlighting and counteracting 

environmental issues? 

 

Both sections are divided into headlined themes under which the interview findings are 

analyzed using analytical frameworks. 

 

4.1 Structure of the partnerships  

4.1.1 Private companies’ opinions about CSR and its usage 
 

Corporate social responsibility or CSR is the current term that most companies use when 

describing their sustainability work and partnerships with environmental NGOs. Some bigger 

companies, such as C4, use the term sustainability instead of CSR when describing their 

environmental work, as they regard the term CSR as outdated and not conveying the right image 

of their efforts. While this may be better, it is still a word with a very broad meaning. One 

reflection of this dilemma is the issue of terminology and how words and concepts are defined 

and interpreted differently depending on the research field or business branch etc. The term 



 

22 

 

CSR is criticized for its lack of a common definition which makes institutions shape the concept 

in their own way.51 IC4 is negative to the term and states: 

 

I am very open and honest, we never use the term CSR, it is hugely old, one of my goals in 

life is to eliminate that term. We never use the term it sounds like something that is nice to 

do instead as a part of your businesses, we talk about sustainability instead.52  

 

IC4 explains that if companies fail to determine CSR as a sustainability business term, it results 

in CSR-groups that fail to engage in actual sustainability work inside business walls and the 

loss of actual intent and purpose of CSR. IC4s end the discussion with the sentence: 

 

We never use it and hopefully, you will join the team that wants to eliminate that term CSR. 

Our colleagues in Denmark use it sometimes and I think STOP, in business schools’ 

professors, still talks about the term, STOP it is not a good term. We talk about 

sustainability, that it at least a better starting point.
53

 
 

Interestingly and unlike C4, the two smaller companies C1 and C2 have more of a financing 

type relationship with their NGO-partners at the moment, and both interviewees use the term 

CSR when talking about the environmental projects they support. IC1 even hold the title CSR-

manager, and the company creates a CSR-budget every year where both environmental projects 

and social project are covered. Beside this, the company actively works with internal 

environmental changes in their business, both within their production and in organization 

processes.54 C1 is not misusing the term since there is no right definition for it, but one may 

question the consequences for partnerships when the concept is understood differently 

depending on the partner. It seems as though smaller companies develop in line with Swedish 

society since they work a lot with their environmental impacts. However, it also seems as 

though their development is hindered because of an old concept that does not justify and allow 

space for their engagement. While they try to keep up with social development, the old 

perceptions of CSR and what the concept entails, causes them to not be able to break these 

conceptually defined boundaries 

 

IC2 mentions the concept of being a “good citizen”, illustrating the idea of doing good locally 

in the region that you are active in. IC2 compares CSR with the concept of being a good citizen 

                                                      

51M Hopkins, 2011.  
52Interview, C4, 2019. 
53Interview, C4, 2019. 
54Interview, C1, 2019.   
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and concluded that CSR can be seen as the company version of being a good citizen. This 

thought regarding CSR is interesting and coherent with Henry Elibert and Robert Parket’s 

definition of CSR from 1974, as some kind of “good neighbourliness”55 This observation was 

made 45 years ago, and just the sheer amount of time that has passed gives solid reason to 

assume that the conceptual development lags behind the social development of societies and 

companies within it.  

 

C2 identifies their partnership, or rather the projects supported through the environmental NGO 

as one part of their CSR work and today. IC2 considers CSR a “hygiene” factor, something 

companies must do and take responsibility for, or else they would not be able to do business. 

Hygiene factors involve everything that contributes to increased degrees of satisfaction and 

motivation within company policies, management, working conditions, wages, and 

administration.  

 

While the company shows awareness of the social development in Sweden and is trying to catch 

up with it, their conceptual understanding of CSR may be hampering their progress. C2 works 

just as C1 actively with internal changes to benefit the environment. C2 have for example 

multiple certifying’s and ecolabeling’s that demonstrate their internal environmental efforts.  

 

IC2 claims that the term CSR could need an update, but that it works for the moment.56 Here, 

IC2 is talking more from a market perspective, that the term is equally useful as a hygiene factor 

when wanting to stay competitive. This could as Freeman mentions, be a supply and demand 

situation, with companies seeing the market benefits of doing something good. This 

engagement becomes a win-win situation, as the company gains legitimacy and credibility 

while doing something good for the environment.57  

 

Family owned C3 does not use the term CSR and claim that they started with this kind of 

engagement long before the concept was introduced in Sweden. Could this be something 

positive, the fact that the company did not introduce the term into their business at all? C3 may 

as a result not be tied down by conceptual boundaries and have free range to shape their 

environmental engagement as they see fit. C3 are together with their NGO-partner doing 

                                                      

55Elibert & Parket, 1974, p. 7.   
56Interview, C2, 2019.  
57E Freeman, 2010, p. 8–11. 
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advocacy work and spread messages connected to environmental issues on their products. 

Beyond that, C3 has participated in panel debates discussing the environmental responsibility 

of companies. This is impressive due to the size of their company and the fact of competitors 

in the beverage industry being much bigger. Freeman state that companies need to use the 

current knowledge and respond quickly to the stakeholder challenge, which means to reorient 

the thinking and the marginal processes externally, in order to be responsive to stakeholders. 

This is essential for a win-win situation and a meaningful environmental change.58 The products 

of C3 are all produced in Sweden and most of the components are from here as well. This is 

very important for C3 who are engaged in projects supporting ecological farming that foster 

biodiversity and ecosystems,59 and confirms Freeman´s statement about companies intending 

to make values rather than profit.60 

 

“The win” in this case may be the attention directed to the company’s environmental activities, 

which while funding the environmental NGOs projects, is a good marketing opportunity, 

assuming their customers are pro-environment.61It is interesting that C3 has managed to 

transcend the concept of CSR and in comparison with CI and C2 have more of an active 

partnership with their NGO-partner, despite the rather small size of the company.  

 

4.1.2 Environmental NGOs opinions about CSR and its usage 

  

INGO2 was as well as IC4, hesitant to CSR when answered the question on what their NGO 

thought about the term and its relevance when describing the environmental engagement of 

companies: 

 

This term was used a lot before, but it is an old term and my opinion is that the term is on 

the way out. Although, I think that the companies that are still talking about CSR are the 

ones with a narrower engagement that just want to be financing a project and not get 

actively involved within it. I try to explain to companies that CSR is not charity, it is a 

responsibility. But I think that the term is about to leave it not so common anymore.62 

 

                                                      

58E Freeman, 2010, p. 8–11. 
59Interview, C3, 2019.  
60E Freeman, 2014. 
61Interview, C3, 2019.  
62Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
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It seems that INGO2 has a preconceived opinion of companies using the term CSR, that those 

companies have less engagement in environmental questions. This preconception does not align 

with the cases of C1 and C2 however, as both companies are keen to be more involved. The 

companies have developed socially, but CSR keeps them stuck within certain preconceived 

boundaries. For example, IC2 was excited when talking about an idea of organizing a day-event 

on their property in order to raise the awareness of the environmental issues connected to water, 

as one question that C2 wants to raise regards microplastics in the Baltic Sea. The interviewee 

was disappointed by the nonexciting communication from their NGO-partner so far since they 

have not answered their requests. In saying that, IC2 still has hope in their NGO-partner: 

 

We want to do more, we can be the driving part of this kind of environmental projects as 

well, the NGO does not need to be here at the event, we just need some communication 

and they can contribute with their knowledge on the topic we want to raise on this day.63  
 

Clearly, and in opposition to the preconception of INGO2, C2 and C1 are engaged and have the 

ambition to be more involved and active in their partnerships, beyond financing.  

 

INGO2 continues to talk about the origin of the term CSR, that it came from the United States 

of America to Sweden and suddenly caused every company to use the term. Neither the term 

nor its purpose is negative, but INGO2 feels as though the term fails to describe the modern 

environmental engagement that is happening within businesses today. INGO2 continues to say 

that the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) developed by the UN as well as the Paris 

Agreement have taken over and rendered the term CSR less significant. 64 This could be 

speculated a legitimate reason for why the concept CSR is rejected by globally engaged C4, 

who align more with international trends and obligations. 

 

Since the environmental challenges have turned into more of an acute question, activities and 

efforts have when dealing with the issue developed rapidly, while the term of CSR has not. 

Previous research on the concept CSR and its future have been speculated and predicted by 

both Archie B Carroll in 1999 and Michael Hopkins in 2011. Carroll claimed at the time, that 

the concept of CSR had a bright future because of its core and captures the most important 

concerns of the public regarding business and society relationships. However, he also states that 

                                                      

63Interview, C2, 2019.  
64Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
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new definitions may develop and that new levels of responsibilities will face businesses.65 The 

last statement goes well with the findings of this study, that global responsibility for businesses 

has expanded, but that a new definition of CSR is lacking.  

 

Hopkins, on the other hand, has a more critical attitude towards the concept. Staying true to his 

six reasons for why CSR is not functional, he predicted the concept to remain but be less used 

due to the company’s implementation of sustainability in their daily and everyday routines.66 

This is exactly what is happening today with concepts being swapped out for being outdated 

and not following societal development.  

 

INGO3 has divided perceptions about the concept and explains that there are several definitions 

of it and speculates whether CSR is beneficial as is when being one leg of the company. INGO3 

agrees with the other NGOs on that the most important thing is that companies act internally 

and that the environmental work becomes integrated into the businesses. INGO3 continues to 

give permission to companies using the term if they want to, even though the concept lacks a 

common understanding. However, INGO3 also affirms that the concept is misleading if 

understood as pure charity.67 The issue is thus spotted but left untouched.  

 

4.1.3 Summarising research question nr 1 
 

To what extent are partnerships between private companies and environmental NGOs identified 

as CSR in Sweden and is the term convincing when describing this kind of environmental 

engagement? 

 

Generally, it seems as though the term CSR has a negative ring to it and companies using the 

term inherently portraying a lesser impression than what they may be entitled to from their 

actual efforts. Likely, this is due to the CSR as a term being outdated and unable to capture the 

environmental engagement of most actors today. Despite an abundance of ambition and 

intention, this definitional misalignment may risk communication between companies and 

NGOs using the term to be impaired.             

                                                      

65A Carroll, 1999, p. 292. 
66 M Hopkins, 2011.   
67Interview, NGO3, 2019.  



 

27 

 

 

This seems to affect smaller companies the most, as their ambitions to be more than a financer 

cannot always be met by NGOs who lack resources to meet all requests and therefore prioritize 

bigger companies that could do the major changes. Furthermore, and in contrast to C4, the 

smaller companies using the term CSR and are not dissatisfied with it. Does the size of the 

company impact their view on altruism? Or is it just lack the knowledge and possible lack of 

communication with their NGO-partner? C1 and C2 show the great will to make bigger changes 

and have ideas on how they can contribute with more than financing despite being smaller 

actors. If considering the sizes of the companies, their motivation to be involved and engaged 

seems to be equally as strong within all four of the companies regardless of their size. Since 

IC4 reject the use of the term it can evidently also impact bigger companies such as C4s view 

on other companies using it. To conclude, the term CSR needs to be reinvented to entail the 

abundant engagement it is meant to represent, in order to invite all actors on to the same scene. 

 

4.1.4  Private companies’ views concerning the importance of Stakeholders 
 

Using the Stakeholder Approach as an interview theme I hope to see how the interviewees 

perceived each other in terms of being more or less important to each other. The importance of 

stakeholders in today’s sustainability work and how roles have changed over the years have 

been described by Freeman as the change in the importance of internal stakeholders, which 

includes the owners, employees, customers, and suppliers, to the more modern view of 

cooperation when taking external stakeholders into account.68  

 

All four private companies were shown in figure A (see page 13) during the interview and asked 

to rate their stakeholders according to their importance. IC1 working in the outdoor industry 

answered that the consumers and competitors were their most important stakeholders. Without 

the customers, their company would not survive, and competitors are important in the sense of 

motivating new designs and functions of products to stay ahead of the game.69 IC2 working in 

the hotel and conference industry is of the same opinion when it comes to stakeholders and their 

importance but also includes the owners and the employees.70 

                                                      

68E Freeman, 2010, p. 46.   
69Interview, C1, 2019.  
70Interview; C2, 2019.  
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C3 work very close to their NGO-partners and show again, how they go their own way and 

circumvents the traditional stakeholder picture. IC3 explains that their company uses to talk 

about three different kinds of “friendships” rather than partnerships, including one 

environmental NGO, one humanitarian NGO and an organization working with ecolabeling. 

Since C3 have more of an active partnership with their NGO-partners, which permeate their 

everyday work it is not surprising that they identify their partnerships as friendships instead. 

Interviewee C3 did also mentioned customers as one of the most important stakeholders in their 

case families.71  

 

The bigger furniture company C4 however, had a lot to fill in when talking about stakeholders 

and picked out the five most important ones to their company. The first stakeholder is the 

critically minded internal co-workers and employees since they are the greatest supporters and 

challenges of the company. They look critically at the company’s work and give the greatest 

inspiration, contributing to the company’s progress and innovation. The second stakeholder 

mentioned are the customers, without whose faith in and support of the brand, the company 

could not do business. The third stakeholder is the NGOs in which environmentalist and social 

interest groups belong, as they are an incredibly important challenger for the company. The 

interviewee state that NGOs are crucial for the development work of the company as well as 

for their knowledge base. These three stakeholders are closely connected and therefore the most 

important ones for C4. All the other stakeholders presented in figure A, one of which is the 

government, also impact the company in one way or another. IC4 was very straightforward and 

honest when answering and stated that the government usually lag behind the other three 

stakeholders regarding environmental issues and that their company now always make 

decisions independently rather than to wait for legislation behind their decisions.72 This is a 

very interesting point as C4 due to ineffective governmental policymaking, have to bypass 

potential legislation in order to exercise their environmental engagement fully. 

 

Furthermore, IC4 stated that companies need to be at the forefront of these issues and that all 

stakeholders play into it. Playing on this notion of inclusiveness, IC4 would not use the word 

competitors when describing other companies: 

 

                                                      

71Interview, C3, 2019.  
72Interview, C4, 2019.  
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Competitors? I would say other companies, they are very important, most of the things we 

are doing we cannot do by ourselves, can’t move by themselves so other companies are 

very important.73  

 

This statement goes in accordance with Freeman saying that stakeholders are important when 

wanting to make changes and that no one can make these changes alone. It is interesting that 

IC4 describe their traditional competitors as collaborates in their environmental engagement. 

This shows the importance of purpose and making values before the profit as well as the 

consequences of slow policymaking and element lagging behind. 

 

4.1.5 Environmental NGOs views concerning the importance of Stakeholders 

  

INGO1 declared that the most important stakeholder of their NGO is the promoters of the 

projects they run, in this case, is the persons affected by the projects. The projects would not be 

implemented without the help of the local partner organizations and financial support from 

Swedish donors. The donors include private companies, individuals and institutions like 

SIDA.74  

 

INGO2 reasoned that the managing group or the general secretary might have answered 

differently because of their various connections with the stakeholders, but named other 

companies, supporters (customers), and the state for its political influence and advocacy as their 

three most important stakeholders. 

 

The partnerships with private companies give much more than apparent advantages like 

financing. NGO2 have noticed a new communication path that runs top-down. While they 

influence private companies, these can influence the society and the private sector greatly. 

Through private companies, NGO2 reach the employees of companies and the employees reach 

private persons in a trickle down-effect type of influence chain. The partnership thus becomes 

a new connection that reaches private persons, “consumers”. This new communication path is 

exciting as it could help environmental NGOs in streamlining their work to spread awareness 

of environmental issues on many different levels in our society. The partnership is thus 

symbiotic, as both sides are benefitting from it.  

                                                      

73Interview, C4, 2019. 
74Interview, NGO1, 2019.  
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Furthermore, the interviewee state that when their representants visit their partner-companies, 

hosting seminars or meetings, they have learned a lot. INGO2 notes that information about how 

far different branches have gotten with their sustainability work is essential for their work with 

political influence and advocacy. INGO2 states; 

 

The big companies work a lot with political influence and together with them, together we 

can change, and it is going to be exciting to see what these new investments can create.75 
 

The statement from NGO2 corresponds well to Freemans “new story” about companies, and 

this is in some ways connected to the problem found within the previous section, the outdated 

concept still used in the current story. NGO2 have belief in their company-partners and the old 

story about companies only want to make profits has been replaced by the story of companies 

as driving actors behind big changes. Companies have already been invited to join the journey 

of saving the environment and this could be their new story.76 This supports Roger Crowe's 

argument of business-NGO partnerships being fruitful for influencing politics assuming the 

motive was ethical in the first place.77  

 

C4 who has turned into a large enough international actor to have gained political influence 

exemplifies the extent to which companies can engage with environmental issues beyond 

financing. In having the resources to act themselves, uninhibited by finance or influence, C4 is 

able to demonstrate the incompatibility between classical CSR and company ambition in 

finding ways around underdeveloped roadblocks, for example when facing legal restrictions 

where law and policy-making has not developed along the same lines as them and society.  

 

This new story is also supported by INGO3 who describe how the partnerships are structured 

and that they are willing to help companies with their work: 

 

The starting point is that we find a collaboration where we can make things happen that the 

company may not be able to do completely on its own, they might have been able to run 

things themselves and that is positive. But in most cases, we are needed as a door opener 

for things to get rid of as well, we are in a somewhat unique position and can help with 

that.78 

                                                      

75Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
76E Freeman, 2013.  
77R Cowe, 2004, pp.1–4. 
78Interview, NGO3, 2019.  
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 In 2000, Jim Bendall claimed that environmental NGOs have received a new role as agents of 

civil regulation since they transparently reported environmental issues. Bendall argued that 

NGOs needed support with their new role since they are not used to corporate governance and 

accountability issues.79 This support is not self-administering, and it seems as though the NGOs 

may need something along those lines to create new and more effective structures around the 

partnerships. New structures could make the partnership even more fruitful and influential.  

 

INGO3 state that SIDA, bigger partnerships with companies and media are the three most 

important stakeholders of their NGO overall. The two first ones for financing and media since 

they can influence the legitimacy of the brand. In some partnerships, NGO3 work more as a 

sounding board towards the companies who run their own internal environmental projects. For 

example, NGO3 may exchange knowledge of topics and help their partner-companies with the 

creation of strategies, though the relation varies as all partnerships are individual.80 This is a 

strong concept, that NGOs can work more like a “knowledge bank” and let companies run more 

of the actual projects – both internal and external ones. 

 

4.1.6 Summarising research question nr 2 
 

Which are the most important stakeholders for private companies and environmental NGOs in 

Sweden, and how do the actors describe the partnership they have with each other?  

 

The overall impression is that the three smaller companies disagree about if NGOs should be 

counted in as one of the three most important stakeholders or not. All companies did mention 

customers as one of their most important stakeholders, however, and that the partnerships with 

environmental NGOs hopefully impact their public image positively. This makes the NGOs an 

indirect important stakeholder since the partnership is one part that influences the public image 

of the company. C4 has a more developed stakeholder mapping and they find NGOs one of 

their most important stakeholders since they work as a challenger towards the company as well 

as a knowledge base.  

 

                                                      

79J Bendall, 2000, p.238.  
80Interview, NGO2, 2019. 
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The NGOs, on the other hand, mention private companies as important stakeholders for the 

financing, but beyond that, there is much more to count in. The relationship created around the 

partnership seems to be equally important for both sides, as the knowledge exchange and mutual 

ambitions are significant factors for actual environmental engagement. 

 

Private companies have the resources and ambitions to reach beyond the current levels of 

engagement and a partnership with an environmental NGO could do great direct, international 

and political change by opening doors for the company. In the end, the partnerships are 

interdependent, and it seems like both parts are more dependent on each other then they make 

known. If one reads between the lines, the partnerships open doors for possibilities beyond the 

obvious ones, and perhaps even beyond the (to the parts involved) known ones if the description 

given by the interviewees are to go by.   

 

4.2 Outcomes of the partnerships  

4.2.1 The real environmental engagement of private companies 
 

The outcome of the partnerships if looking at the structure could be called environmental 

engagement which in this-this study is identified as the ambitions and willingness within the 

partnerships. The partnership invites both parts into a relationship that have benefits beyond 

profit and image-making. IC1 claims that similar environmental visions are essential and that 

the projects they support should have clear connections to the organization of their company. 

IC1 also states that the aim of their environmental engagement is to financially support projects 

that permeate the vision of their company, aka “purpose beyond profit”. For example, in the 

case of C1, this includes the preservation of biodiversity since the outdoor industry image has 

a strong connection to nature.81  

 

The corporate vision of C4 is that as many people as possible should have their life improved 

and the vision has over the years expanded from a micro(home) level into a macro 

(international) level of responsibility. Nowadays the vision includes all people in the places the 

company touches.82 The company has over the years developed new strategies and works 

constantly on new structures to help fulfill their visions. IC4 notes that NGOs are doing the 

                                                      

81Interview, C1, 2019,  
82Interview, C4, 2019.  
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same thing by changing their scopes in order to be more available partners to private companies, 

and broaden the possibilities of the partnerships: 

 

The same development of structures in companies have happened as well with NGOs over 

the years, so they really have changed their scopes and have become more professional and 

understanding of how they can work with companies and all that. The same can be said 

with the UN structure as well. They are probably a bit behind the NGOs and business, but 

you know they are coming along to that as well. It is like everything, we must learn from 

others, we can help each other to develop.83 

 

C3 demonstrates that their goal is to spread the word of their NGO-partners. One of the 

messages printed on the products of the company is, for example, one of the environmental 

issues caused by not choosing ecological products. Their upcoming campaign is aimed to foster 

biodiversity and is currently under construction. The environmental engagement of C3 does 

affect their business and sometimes they neglect the communication around their own products. 

Nevertheless, C3 is not concerned and it seems that they do as suggested by Freeman, making 

values rather than profit. IC3 explains the feeling of being on the way to work as positive and 

rewarding, and that the feeling of hope affects the performance at work to the better, in a macro 

to micro kind of win-win situation.84 C3 states that their efforts are dictated by the wants of their 

costumes:  

 

We have lots of environmental certifications that do cost us money and could sometimes 

make our products a bit more expensive than others in our branch, and if the consumers do 

not understand the reasons behind that, then we got problems.85 
 

Again, with this conscious risk-taking, C3 has stepped outside the norm and show that they do 

really care about making values before profit.86 C1 and C2 have more of a financial relationship 

to their NGO-partners, but both companies have done huge internal changes over the years to 

make their companies more environmentally friendly.87 The internal changes range from 

reducing the company’s carbon dioxide emissions by flying less, to make their assortment of 

products all ecological. IC1 explains two different processes in their sustainability work. The 

first one is the internal change of the company and the second one is the global external 

responsibility of the company.88 This process could essentially be announced as CSR because 

                                                      

83Interview, C4, 2019.  
84Interview, C3, 2019.  
85Interview, C3, 2019.  
86E Freeman 2014. 
87Interview, C1, 2019.  
88Interview, C2, 2019.  
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they use the term as something that happens within the business and not as something that 

happens beside it. CSR as a term is as mentioned before an obscure one, however, and the 

preconceived feelings surrounding it makes the concept both complex and to some extent 

perhaps even worthless.  

 

One of the challenges found in today’s partnerships is the lack of communication, at least within 

the partnerships with smaller companies. IC2 claims in a similar fashion to the feeling voiced 

by IC1 that they: 

 

Want to do more, but we need to talk with the NGOs about it. The problem is that they are 

under pressure which impacts their time and resources. The risk with that is if other 

companies do a jump off, because of getting no feedback. But we do not give up. If they 

cannot come to us, we will come to them. What can we do more without burdening the 

NGO?89 
 

Interviewee C2 also mention the ambition to help other companies outside of Sweden with their 

environmental engagement, since companies in Sweden have both knowledges on the topic as 

well as financing possibilities. Interviewee C2 ends the sentence with “Without all others, the 

change would not happen.” 90 

 

4.2.2 The real environmental engagement of environmental NGOs 
 

Despite the financing, all NGOs agree that the internal changes, like reducing carbon dioxide 

emissions by changing ways of transport, (take the train instead of flying) or reduce paper usage 

at the office, etc. are vital for companies wanting to establish a long-term partnership. This is 

according to all three NGOs a requirement if the company want to be an active part of the 

partnership, have they the ambition for it that is. The environmental NGOs sees a bright future 

for the partnerships and have ambitions to invite more controversial industries into the 

discussion about possible partnerships, for example, the steel industry and the textile industry, 

who traditionally are seen as quite dirty. One of the other future industries is the financial branch 

were the NGOs hope to have a great influence on how they should invest their capital.91 All 

                                                      

89Interview, C2, 2019.  
90Interview, C2, 2019.  
91Interviews, NGO1, NGO2, NGO3, 2019. 
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three NGOs have some kinds of policies concerning the partnerships and quite often they do 

deny companies wanting to engage in a partnership.92   

 

We are open depending on what the company works with and we have an auditing firm 

that can help us do a review of the company if necessary. Even if the branch is not standing 

as blacklisted in our policies it could be something else that is doubtful about the company, 

but even though the branch is controversial, we are open if they are willing to do some 

changes in their businesses.93 
 

This opens the door for further partnerships with several branches which is generous, even 

though the conceptual norm could make said door narrower. For the future, INGO2 hope that 

companies wanting to be more engaged in the environmental and suitability work have a clearer 

plan of what they want to do so that the NGO can help them develop in the direction they want.94 

From this one can note that the company side of the partnerships is not the only ones missing 

communication from their partners. A new conceptual standard could be beneficial here as well, 

in order to give both parts of the partnership a clearer picture of their responsibilities in the 

Swedish society of today.  

 

INGO1 explains that they want to be the partner to help companies do something well outside 

of their own businesses and organizations. Even through NGO1 run global projects outside of 

Sweden, one of their goals is to influence the companies to make better choices. INGO1 states:  

 

We want to be the partner that could help companies to do something external their own 

business, but we want to see that they do active work internally with these questions, that 

is one of our requirements. We promote to expand the partnerships to be more than just 

financing and are positive to involve the companies in more activities around the projects. 

We try to spread information that could help the companies to work more actively with 

environmental questions, both internal and external ones.95 
 

This is another good suggestion for how a partnership could be structured with the NGOs 

working as “knowledge bank” and supporting companies who run their own environmental 

projects. NGO3 does not consider it a partnership if no other activities around the financing of 

the project are included. They work together with their company-partners in steering groups 

with personnel from both sides of the partnership, designed to drive projects forward. While 

dynamic and effective, this more dedicated type of partnerships requires a higher initial 

                                                      

92Interview, NGO1, 2019. 
93Interview, NGO1, 2019.  
94Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
95Interview, NGO1, 2019.  
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financial sum.96 This could as mention before, limit the possibilities for smaller companies 

having the will but not the financial facilities. As a reflection on the smaller companies’ 

dissatisfaction, NGO2 states: 

 

I think that this is common in non-profit sectors, that sometimes you do not spend so much 

time on the after work, giving feedback. This is important for us as well internally and must 

be improved.97 
 

Everyone seems to be aware of the inadequate recourses within the environmental NGOs and 

its consequences for the effectiveness of the partnerships. CSR was a good way of describing 

the former engagement of companies as well as the partnerships, but today, it seems that the 

partnership is more of a relationship with two actors battling the environmental issue together.  

 

Historically companies only sponsored NGOs but nowadays the relation has become more of a 

transformative partnership were the companies work more with internal changes. For this 

reason, NGO3 targets bigger companies who can make major changes and generate big results 

when transforming their organizations. The interviewee of NGO3 argues that their ambition to 

cooperate with bigger global companies in long-term projects are more useful than the support 

they can get from working together with smaller companies in Sweden. The same NGO claims 

that the goal with the partnerships is for two actors to make major changes for the environment 

together that no one can do alone.98 This want for major changes limits smaller companies that 

want to get involved. Furthermore, NGO2 have noticed a change within companies and 

concerning the marketing and communication surrounding the partnership, INGO2 said: 

 

The bigger companies do not care too much about the communication around the 

partnership, they do just want to do something good. It is hard sometimes though, because 

in the traditional sponsoring branch that is the thing, everyone what to be seen the whole 

time, but we work in another way and I see a change, companies do not care about of being 

seen, they just want to contribute.99  
 

This statement is directly connected to a statement of Freeman in where he explains that 

entrepreneurs do not start a business to create money, they start a business because they have 

passion for something, and to produce values rather than to make a profit.100 

                                                      

96Interview, NGO3, 2019.  
97Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
98Interview, NGO3, 2019.  
99Interview, NGO2, 2019.   
100E Freeman, 2014. 
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NGO2 works with major projects and campaigns connected to Swedish company advocacy 

work and political influence. This does not always have to be a partnership according to INGO2. 

However, the goals with all relationships are to investigate and influence their organizations in 

order to make them more sustainable and friendly to our environment. NGO2 believes the 

impacts of the environment engagement would be interesting to measure:  

 

We are going to work more on this, it is hard to measure the impacts of the partnership in 

itself, but we will try to find some guidelines with the partnership. This could be measuring 

the partnership impact on the employees of the company as well as their internal activities 

and changes. Today we talk about it in words but not so much in figures, I would like to 

change this and be able to measure the real engagement using Key Performance Indicators 

(KPIs). I hope that we can be able to do this in the future.101 
 

Clearly, there is plenty of ambition and expectations for future outcomes of the partnerships 

which are encouraging to see but given the current situation and lack of a clear concept and 

structure for the partnerships, this may be a bit idealistic.  

 

INGO3 have as well as INGO2 concerns about how to measure the impacts of the partnerships; 

 

It's difficult, we would need a standardized way to measure it which we do not have. We 

must start from what we do, and one of the ambitions is that the partnership should get 

indirect effects outside the company's own business. It is difficult to catch up on what that 

is of course.102 

 

Having gotten a lot of congratulations from people for their success in attracting an increasing 

number of companies who wish to partner up with them, INGO2 mentions a seemingly 

contradictory notion they´ve found themselves in lately. This was the interview comment on 

that situation; 

 

A lot of people say, but it goes well for you! At the same time, we think that it would be 

best if we did not need to exist. This is very complex; it is good to talk about the 

environmental issues but we all must start doing something as well.103 
 

Internally, communication between the environmental NGOs seems to be a good solution since 

all the NGOs participated in this study have different focus areas of the environmental issues.   

                                                      

101Interview, NGO2, 2019 
102Interview, NGO3, 2019.  
103Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
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On the question if NGO2 feel that other environmental NGOs in Sweden works for the same 

goal as them, INGO2 answered:  

 
Maybe not with the partnerships… I don’t know, but we work together with the other NGOs 

on the environmental issues, we just do it in different ways. Sometimes we send companies 

forward to other more suitable NGOs. We all work proactively with environmental issues 

and think that we have a good dialogue with other NGOs. Sometimes we feel that other 

NGOs takes our campaigns but on the other hand, we work for the same goals so…104 
 

4.2.3 Summarising research question nr 3 
 

What impacts do the partnerships between environmental NGOs and private companies in 

Sweden have in terms of highlighting and counteract environmental issues?  

 

The partnerships are beneficial in terms of highlighting environmental issues since many of the 

partnerships involves political influence and advocacy. C3 are speeding the messages of their 

NGO-partner on their products, and C4 works globally with environmental issues which creates 

opportunities to impact multilateral institutions and foreign governments.  

 

All companies that participated in this study puts a lot of effort on internal changes which 

hopefully contributes to counteracting environmental issues to some extent. This is one of the 

requirements for companies wants to be in a partnership with environmental NGOs in Sweden. 

The historical funding-type partnerships seem to have developed into deeper relationships 

where both parts help each other to make greater changes together for the environment.  

 
Generally, the model of these types of partnerships depends on who you are and what 

function it can fill, but I feel that it has an important role. We have a great role to play 

together.105 

 

5 Conclusions 

 

This study set out to shed light upon the current form of environmental NGO and private 

company partnerships, and to investigate if the conventional perception of said partnership as 

finance/image oriented is accurate or leaves something to be desired. The overall impression 

                                                      

104Interview, NGO2, 2019.  
105Interview, NGO3, 2019.         
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gained from research conducted is that all participating institutions have clear goals and visions 

for the partnerships they’re engaged in, which all entail elements beyond financing/ image 

exchange. The traditional partnership has developed into a relationship that invites the external 

stakeholder to effect internal stakeholders of companies, beyond financing. Environmental 

NGOs who conventionally have been regarded external stakeholders to private companies, 

currently impact companies on a wider scale and helps the company to make changes that affect 

internal stakeholders of the company (owner, employees, suppliers, and customers). For the 

bigger, longstanding partnerships investigated, the partnership has grown into an exchange of 

knowledge. As the NGOs are invited into the internal spheres of the companies, they gain 

information and experience, they thus increase their knowledge base on a form fitted 

sustainability work in different branches, something that may be of significant importance for 

effective and customized environmental schemes and projects. 

A major dilemma facing all parts involved in this development is the gap between societal 

development and the development of methods and definitions. The SDGs are admirable goals 

to strive for, but to have a chance of reaching said goals before 2030 when looking to the 

transformation of the political and social landscape, environmental NGOs and private 

companies must be equipped with toolsets that enables them to do so. 

Companies stockpile an abundance of ambition that currently outweighs the capacity of 

environmental NGOs, as well as the classical definition for CSR.  To illustrate, C2 have in sync 

with contemporary societal progress brought the idea of environmental cooperation between 

Swedish companies’ and international companies to the table but faces a wall of ignorance 

when wanting to realize this vision. The dilemma is clearly not the lack of motivation from the 

side of the receiving end of the partnership, but a lack of NGO resources to meet and utilize it, 

as well as a lack of a defined sphere for realizing the type of engagement that C2 envisions. In 

particular, this applies to smaller companies like C2, since bigger and more dramatically 

transformative companies are prioritized by NGOs. Combining this missing capacity with the 

lack of a common ground term to define and guide the efforts in terms of responsibility, 

implementation, and expectation, one wonders who will claim responsibility for creating and 

operating a system that works. NGOs? Companies? The government? The EU? 

 

The term CSR is that it is both confusing and stigmatized, causing misperceptions regarding 

the ambitions and potentials of companies with some private companies using the term when 

describing their partnerships with NGOs while others do not. Currently, the term CSR is 
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definition-wise mostly representative of financing and charity-type environmental efforts. It is 

as suggested in this study, highly misleading and sometimes negatively impact the images of 

companies those endeavors go beyond financing. This may result in companies who undertake 

efforts beyond those included in the classical CSR definition feeling unrecognized, and in 

companies who purely engage in classical CSR - i.e. financing, never having a sense of urgency, 

nor feeling the rising expectations of a developing society and threatened environment. 

 

The term CSR is no longer sufficient when describing today's environmental engagement since 

the concept has not developed at the same rate as our society, of which companies are a part of. 

Looking back to the interview with IC4, I can confidently say that I join the team who want to 

eliminate the term, at least in a modern environmental context. The focus must be placed upon 

on the possibilities of the partnerships today, all of which hold much greater potential than the 

concept of CSR can account for. 

 

I recognize that the results of this study are confined to the geographical location where the 

research was conducted and therefore recommend for future researchers to investigate this 

phenomenon internationally. While the Stakeholder Approach is helpful when identifying 

relevant stakeholders within different cross-sector partnerships and to recognize the CSR “S-

gap”, I encourage the development of a brand-new concept covering and defining the 

environmental engagement of partnerships between environmental NGOs and private 

companies.  
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7 Appendix 

Fallowing appendices are the interview guides used for this study. The questions are in Swedish since 

almost all the participants have Swedish as their first language. 

 

7.1 Appendix 1 
 

Interview guide – Environmental NGOs  

NGOn  

1. Hur och när startade er NGO?   

2. Vad är er NGO:s mål och syfte?  

3. Vad får er NGO att fungera? Vilken typ av finansiering och sponsring motar ni?  

4. Vilka är er NGO:s tre viktigaste intressenter? Varför dessa?  

  

Partnerskapen  

5. Hur många företag samarbetar er NGO med i dagsläget? Är era partners hemmahörande i en 

specifik bransch?   

6. Hur startade ert samarbete med företag? Hur länge har dessa pågått? Hur länge planerar ni att 

nuvarande partnerskap ska fortgå?   

7. Vem har tagit initiativet till partnerskapen? Vad fick er NGO att välja just dessa företag som 

partners?  

8. Vilka är era riktlinjer och mål för den typen av partnerskap?   

9. Vad är er roll i partnerskapen? Hur har miljödebatten påverkat ert val av partnerskap?  

 

Relationen  

10. Hur tror ni att partnerskapen med företag påverkar den allmänna uppfattningen av er NGO? 

Används partnerskapet i er marknadsföring? På vilket sett används det?   

11. Hur har er NGO:s legitimitet och kredibilitet påverkats av partnerskapen?   

12. Har er NGO ändrat något i er organisation för att bli en mer attraktiv partner för företag?  

13. Hur fungerar kommunikationen mellan er NGO och era företagspartners?   

14. Vilken typ av feedback och återkoppling sker? Hur ofta sker detta?   

15. Hur ser maktfördelningen ut i partnerskapet, vem bestämmer över vad?   

16. Hur har miljödebatten påverkat er NGO:s vision? Har den förändrats?   

17. Upplever er NGO att andra NGO:s som arbetar med miljö och klimatfrågor i Sverige jobbar 

för liknande miljö och klimatmål?   
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CSR    

18. Vad tycker ni om CSR? (Corporate Social Responibillity) Är era partnerskap med företag 

identifierade som CSR projekt?   

19. Var det svårt att hitta passande partners bland företag? Har ni någonsin nekat ett företag 

partnerskap? Om ni har det, på vilka grunder?  

  

Utmaningar och möjligheter med partnerskap  

20. Vilka hinder har uppkommit inom partnerskapen? Hur hanterade ni dem?   

21. Hur definierar er NGO sponsring och donationer? Anser ni att de alltid borde vara 

avdragsgillt för företag som vill engagera sig?   

22. Hur ser er NGO på att ni i vissa fall fungerar som en mellanhand mellan företaget och 

projektet? Fördelar och nackdelar med detta?   

23. Är ni nöjda med partnerskapen i dagsläget?  Vilka är partnerskapens framtida utmaningar?   

24. Påverkar partnerskapen andra relationer med intressenter?   

25. Hur har partnerskapen med företag påverkat miljön positivt?   

26. Är partnerskapens påverkan noggrant utvärderad? Hur utvärderas påverkan?   

  

27. Är det något annat gällande partnerskapen som ni vill delge?  

 

7.2  Appendix 2 
 

Interview guide – Private Companies  

 

Företaget  

1. Hur och när startade ert företag?  2.Vad är företagets mål och syfte?   

3. Vilka är företagets tre viktigaste intressenter?   

4. Skulle du kunna rangordna dessa intressenter i ordning av betydelse utifrån ert företags mål? 

Ägare, kundförespråkare (customer advocates), kunder, konkurrenter, media, anställda, sociala 

intressegrupper, miljöaktivister, leverantörer, staten och lokala organisationer/aktörer. Är det 

någon intressent som saknas?  
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5. Har ert företag personal som specifikt jobbar med miljö- och klimatfrågor?  

Hållbarhetschef? Konsulter?   

 

Partnerskapet  

6. Hur startade ert samarbete med NGOn? Hur länge har det pågått? Hur länge planerar ni att 

partnerskapet ska fortgå?   

7. Vad fick ert företag att välja just den NGOn och det projektet?   

8. Vilka är era riktlinjer och mål för den typen av partnerskap?   

9. Vad är er roll i partnerskapet? Finansiering och/eller annan aktivitet?   

10. Hur miljödebatten påverkat ert val av partnerskap? 

  

Relationen  

11. Hur tror ni att partnerskapet påverkar den allmänna uppfattningen av ert företag?  

Används partnerskapet i er marknadsföring? Om det gör det, hur?   

12. Hur har företagets legitimitet och kredibilitet påverkats av partnerskapet?   

13. Har ert företag ändrat något i er organisation för att bli en mer attraktiv partner för  
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NGOs?  

14. Hur fungerar kommunikationen mellan ert företag och NGOn?   

15. Vilken typ av feedback och återkoppling sker? Hur ofta sker det?   

16. Hur ser maktfördelningen ut i partnerskapet, vem bestämmer över vad?   

17. Hur har miljödebatten påverkat ert företags vision? Har det förändrats? 

   

CSR  

18. Vad tycker ni om CSR? (Corporate Social Responibillity) Är ert partnerskap identifierat som 

ett CSR projekt?   

19. Påverkat era aktieägare era val av partnerskap och CSR-projekt? Om, hur mycket och på vilket 

sätt?   

20. Var det svårt att hitta en passande partner (NGO) för ett CSR-projekt? Varför var det svårt? 

Har ert företag någon gång blivit nekande partnerskap?   

21. Upplever ert företag att andra företag jobbar för liknande miljö och klimatmål?   

22. Hur mycket spenderar (tid och resurser) ert företag på CSR-projekt (eller annat samarbete ed 

NGOs) i jämförelse med andra aktiviteter? 

   

Utmaningar och möjligheter med partnerskap  

23. Vilka hinder har uppkommit inom partnerskapet? Hur hanterade ni dem?   

24. Hur definierar ert företag sponsring och donationer? Anser ni att de alltid borde vara 

avdragsgillt?   

25. Hur ser ert företag på att en NGO kan fungera som en mellanhand mellan er och projektet? 

Fördelar och nackdelar med detta?   

26. Är ni nöjda med partnerskapet i dagsläget? Vilka är partnerskapets framtida utmaningar?   

27. På vilket sett påverkar partnerskapet andra relationer med nuvarande och framtida 

intressenter?   

28. Hur har partnerskapet med NGOn påverkat miljön positivt?   

29. Är partnerskapets påverkan noggrant utvärderad? Hur utvärderas påverkan?   

30. Är det något annat gällande partnerskapet som ni vill delge? 


