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Abstract: In this study, we delve into a question as to whether and how collective impact can
persist. The literature shows that internal conflict is a critical challenge for achieving collective
impact. In particular, where a company seeks a collective impact, internal conflict intensifies in
backbone organizations. The case of H-OnDream, a company-initiated program intended to nurture
and support nascent social ventures in South Korea, which has seen significant social impact over
its 10 years of work, shows that companies can take the initiative to develop collective impact by
employing the three strategies of gazing, abstracting, and spacing. These findings bear on a significant
challenge in collective impact, i.e., how to produce a collective impact and demonstrating the ways
collective impact can be achieved over the long run.
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1. Introduction

The concept of collective impact has drawn attention from various disciplines seeking to understand
social innovation [1]. The seminal work of Kania and Kramer [2] provides a clear definition and rich
illustrations of the idea, and many scholars and practitioners have sought to promote it [3–6]. There has
been a great deal of supporting evidence of collective impact in various contexts, but critiques of the
thesis have also been made [7]. Stachowiak and Gase [7] emphasize that implementing a collective
impact is not as straightforward as formulating it. In other words, the thesis of collective impact
assumes that proper partners exist who can share the goals of the collaborative work and give their
full commitment to it, but it does not closely examine how engaging actors can have a collective
impact that persists [7]. Collective impact has largely been understood as a static outcome or a goal,
but as Stachowiak and Gase [7] suggest, it can perhaps best be understood as a process and, they
note, the conditions for collective impacts are inter-related. This suggests that we need to expand our
knowledge on collective impact by acknowledging that collective impact is indeed socially constructed
through ongoing interactions among various actors. This social construction aspect of collective impact
could be empirically investigated. That is, we can be asked: how can collective impact, once formed,
be developed and evolved over time? By elaborating our understanding of collective impact to view it
as a process, we tackle the questions of its implementation [8].

In this study, adopting the given conceptualization of collective impact, we develop a new
perspective to assess robustness in collective impacts. A robust collective impact is one that is not
strongly influenced by other internal, external, or relational factors, leading to long-lasting results.
The nature of a social economy, in which actors pursue social impact through achieving economic values,
leads its actors to discern the difference between economic and social values, and they accordingly
show divergent social praxis between organizations [9,10]. Even though organizations seek shared
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goals and may work together, the resulting collective impact may be localized depending on which
value is prioritized. Thus, if collective impact is sought by corporations, which are conventionally
considered to be motivated by the pursuit of economic value, the achievement of collective impact in
the face of this can be a challenge. This challenge can restrict collective action from being mobilized
across boundaries, as corporations should form coalitions with actors who are oriented to social
values, such as nonprofits, the local community, or other actors in civil society. Furthermore, even if
cross-boundary partnerships are formed, they may not persist because they have different and often
contradictory views on how to achieve social impact, and conflict may result [11].

In this study, we investigate how collective impact can be achieved and sustained under the
leadership of corporations. H-OnDream is a corporation-driven program that has appeared in South
Korea and supports nascent social enterprises as they develop their business ideas, financially and
otherwise. Since its inception in 2011, H-OnDream has supported more than 220 social enterprises
and created more than 1600 jobs through them. Additionally, the social enterprises, on average,
could increase their revenues by more than 330% because of H-OnDream. As a result, H-OnDream
gained a reputation as a model intervention. Because corporations may not deeply engage in social
innovation or other work for social impact, the case of H-OnDream can exhibit potential obstacles to
collective impact that can appear where a corporation takes the initiative and establishes a backbone,
illustrating how collective impact can be more effectively implemented.

This paper consists of five parts. Section 2 presents theoretical background regarding collective
impact. In particular, corporation-driven collective impact and robust collective impact are specified.
In Section 3, the methods used for our study are explained in detail. In Section 4, our findings from
the H-OnDream case are presented. Then, in the last part, we elaborate how we can understand the
findings, and we provide theoretical and practical implications on robust collective impact as well as
suggestions for future studies.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Corporation-Driven Collective Impact

Based on the concept of collective impact, the collective impact framework has been
comprehensively understood as cross-sector and interdisciplinary collaborative work aimed at
developing common understanding and addressing multifaceted social problems involving various
stakeholders like government, businesses, civil groups and community leaders [1,2]. Collective impact
requires five conditions: a common agenda, shared measurements, mutually reinforcing activities,
continuous communication, and backbone support [8]. Here, the role of the backbone organization
is vital [8]. The managerial challenges that exist to the achievement of collective impact must be
reconciled through a backbone organization [12,13].

Most backbone organizations are in the public sector or are nonprofits, as these types of organization
have long experience with social issues, legitimizing their initiative are throughout society [1,14].
The roles that for-profit corporations play in collective impact, therefore, are partial or simple, i.e., mostly
concentrated on funding [15]. That means that corporations usually do not take the initiative to produce
collective impact. While, from a conceptual point of view, collective impact can feature corporations in
the lead among backbone organizations, from a practical point of view, corporations might not seek the
role of a backbone organization because they are pursuing their own goals, which may not perfectly
match to the concept of collective impact.

However, this does not mean that corporation cannot take initiative in this area. For corporations,
collective impact can be a source for their CSR activities [16,17]. Prompted by the social expectations
that their stakeholders may have, corporations often do actively engage in social issues [18,19].
In response, corporations allocate resources to charitable actions or give philanthropic contributions,
explicitly or implicitly [16]. However, this direct action is not considered legitimate or authentic within
corporations, because it is not a core activity for the corporation’s value chain and is also considered
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to be a social cost that could come into conflict with shareholder wealth [20]. Thus, cross-sector
partnerships may be a positive alternative for CSR actions [17]. However, such partnerships are not a
cure-all. Because different actors seek different interests, the participation of an organization tends to
secure its own self-interest [21]. This implies that social partnerships are a matter of persistence, not
formation [12]. For inter-organizational relationships to persist, relevant uncertainty, such as resource
dependence [22–24], agency issues [25,26], or transaction costs [27,28], should be effectively countered.
As a result of this collective impact driven by corporations can produce unexpected outcomes relative
to nonprofits unless these contingencies are reconciled [29,30].

2.2. Robust Collective Impact

Robust collective impact refers to the collective impact that persists, coping with the uncertainty
that arises from cross-boundary partnerships. In robust collective impact, backbone organizations,
taking on the leadership for the impact, effectively mobilize resources from diverse participants,
reconciling any conflict among them and reducing social costs rooted in the relationships entailed.
This role that backbone organizations can play is rooted in multivocality, or “the fact that single actions
can be interpreted coherently from multiple perspectives simultaneously, the fact that single actions
can be moves in many games at once, and the fact that public and private motivations cannot be
parsed” [31] (p. 1263). This allows backbone organizations to “maintain engagement across conflicting
positions” [32] (p. 372). The presence of diverse participants who have various interests and agendas
requires a more explicit focus on the role of backbone organizations in coping with uncertainty and
complexity in their social structures.

Padgett and Ansell [33] coined the term of robust action to assess this type of multivocality;
specifically, it refers to “noncommittal actions that keep future lines of action open in strategic contexts
where opponents are trying to narrow them” [33] (p. 24). When participants’ contributions to
collective impact cannot be easily predicted, or potential conflict among participants can be predicted,
the presence of a backbone organization tends to preserve flexibility [34]. That is, robust action requires
that “discretionary options across unforeseeable futures in the face of hostile attempts by others to
narrow those options” [31] (p. 1263) be maintained. In response to these factors, robust collective
impact seeks to balance flexibility and robustness to achieve multivocality.

Related to this, Banyai and Fleming [3] focused on collective impact capacity building by
illuminating that how collaborative networks can be developed and leadership of the backbone
organizations can be strengthened. Given that collective impact comes up with participation of diverse
partners, stakeholders, and community members, backbone organizations are required to build up their
capacity to integrate diverse perspectives and interests from diverse participants. This implies that
ways to build up collective impact capacity can make collective impact last long, which is understood
as robust collective impact.

3. Methodology

To specify the ways in which backbone organizations can achieve a robust collective impact, we
employ a qualitative approach, focusing empirically on the case of H-OnDream, the initiative of a
corporation that generated a robust collective impact. H-OnDream was a one-year CSR program of
the Hyundai Motor Company (HMC), developed through cross-boundary partnerships, to purse the
goal of nurturing social enterprises. Seeking young people who have interesting ideas and are strong
minded, H-OnDream partnered with a range of ecosystem incumbents (such as nonprofits, funders,
investors, incubators, accelerators, and other organizations engaged in social innovation) to create
an environment where social enterprises could be supported both financially and in other ways to
actualize their social mission. Figure 1 shows which ecosystem incumbents are involved in the creation
of H-OnDream. Specifically, for H-OnDream, there were three sectors of engagement. In the public
sector, hoping to address the social issues regarding employment, the Korea government initially
participated in designing H-OnDream. In particular, the Ministry of Employment, the Labor and Korea
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Social Enterprise Promotion Agency, and local governments constituted a political environment where
social enterprises were supported and nurtured. In the private sector, HMC, HMC subsidiaries, and
their affiliated businesses (e.g., suppliers) were directly and indirectly associated with H-OnDream.
These for-profit organizations played roles for establishing business environments for social enterprises.
In the civil sector, professional organizations pursuing social economy, such as nonprofits, activists,
and impact investors, were engaged in the operation of H-OnDream by guiding and assisting social
enterprises. Additionally, business gurus were partnered to join the H-OnDream program. Last, nascent
or potential social entrepreneurs were the member of ecosystem as the target entities H-OnDream
attempted to support.
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Figure 1. The ecosystem structure around H-OnDream. This figure presents how H-OnDream
consists of various sectors, various organizations in and across sectors, and the backbone organization
for H-OnDream.

We collected data from multiple sources because collective impact, by definition, requires
collaboration from multiple partners, so if data were collected from a single source, a measurement bias
could result. The primary data were drawn from documents supplied by the backbone organization,
the H-OnDream Office, but we also collected participant observation data by involving in the
H-OnDream program, such as mentoring and attending board meetings and presentations in
international fora between 2018 and 2020. The information obtained in this way also served as
a tool to specify the collective impact.

We conducted in-depth interviews using the data thus collected as a guide. The interviews
for this study were conducted in a three-stage process. First, we interviewed the main decision
makers for H-OnDream, who include a vice president and a director of the department of Society and
Culture at HMC. These two figures took the initiatives for H-OnDream from the beginning. As they
planned, designed, and organized the whole parts of the program, we asked them why they had
decided to take the initiatives for H-OnDream and how the H-Ondream could have been created.
To clarify their answers, we conducted both formal and informal interviews for both interviewees.
We requested each for a formal interview at first and then we had informal conversations through
emails and phone-calls. During these informal conversations, we asked them the questions raised
while we described the initial stage of H-OnDream. In particular, the informal conversations were
intensively made when we attended international fora with them. Then, certain collaborators for
H-OnDream, including incubating organizations, accelerators, and private investors, were interviewed.
There were two incubating organizations involved in H-OnDream. We interviewed one director of an
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incubating organization and two former associate directors from the organization. Of the two associate
directors, one was actively involved in designing the H-OnDream program and the other took charge
in implementing it. Then, we interviewed two accelerators and a private investor. They joined the
H-OnDream program in 2017, which was the year that accelerating activities, as a sub-program, were
organized under the H-OnDream program. In these groups, we sought to know how and why each of
them decided to collaborate with the H-OnDream Office and what activities each of them carried out
during the program.

The entire interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed and compared with the official
documents on H-OnDream. Because these three groups played the role of service providers, we needed
to validate whether the beneficiaries had same perception on H-OnDream. In the last stage of our
interview, we randomly sampled social entrepreneurs who had obtained the support of H-OnDream
to investigate what they were able to accomplish with H-OnDream and how helpful the organization
was. To sample social enterprises, we used the whole list of the 224 social enterprises which had
joined the H-OnDream program. With the list, we requested randomly chosen social enterprises for
a formal interview and interviewed once they accepted it. In total, seven social enterprises were
interviewed (See Appendix A Table A1). We asked what brought them to H-OnDream and how it
worked. These interviews were also audio-recorded and transcribed.

Using these data sources, we established how the collective impact of H-OnDream is constructed
over time. For this, we used a process-based approach. That is, in this study, we do not attempt to
explicate how collective impacts can be identified with H-OnDream. Instead, we focused on how the
H-OnDream program constructed its collective impact over time. Thus, five conditions for collective
impact were initially considered to demonstrate how collective impacts could be developed, but we
focused on how the five conditions had been achieved. Our analysis traced how the cohorts of the
backbone organizations interacted with each other to pursue common goals.

4. Case of H-OnDream

4.1. Overview of H-OnDream

H-OnDream was established to help support the ecosystem of social enterprises as part of an
effort to address unemployment in Korea. Previously, focusing on the unemployment among senior
citizens, HMC had enabled social enterprises to develop and implement CSR programs to help senior
citizens commute. However, while this did help alleviate unemployment, the activities required a large
investment of resources, reducing funds available to pursue other social goals. Hoping to increase the
spectrum of social impacts, HMC partnered with SDS, a nonprofit organization that pursues social
innovation. This partnership was necessary for two reasons. First, HMC realized that it had limited
experiences in effective social impact. Further, HMC could not marshal more than limited resources,
a CSR could not be a core activity under the logic of HMC’s main value chain. Thereupon, HMC
removed itself from the implementation of its own CSR programs. Second, SDS, which is renowned
its design and implementation of programs supporting social movements by mobilizing resources
from a range of sources, had proposed a project to support and nurture nascent social entrepreneurs.
HMC hoped that this project could expand their potential social impact to new fields and accepted the
proposal. This is how H-OnDream came out.

Upon implementing H-OnDream, a concern expressed by HMC was how financial resources
could be attained. Because the program for supporting and nurturing nascent social entrepreneurs was
not directly aligned to the main business of HMC, there was no strong consensus in favor of launching
the program. HMC turned its attention to external institutions to locate resources, contacting for
instance CMF, a private foundation for culture and the arts, which had developed a close relationship
with HMC, to propose a partnership in the program. The foundation accepted the offer, participating
as a funder. Then, MCA, a professional organization in culture and the arts, was invited as a backbone
organization in H-OnDream. SDS played a main role in implementing H-OnDream, its expertise did
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not extend to social enterprises working in culture and the arts, so MCA took the role of supplementing
in this area. Figure 2 presents the backbone structure for H-OnDream.Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 12 
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are structured and what roles the backbone organizations of H-OnDream play respectively.

Because H-OnDream is a product of cross-boundary collaboration, its outcomes constitute a
collective impact. More precisely, the five conditions for collective impact are met by H-OnDream.
H-OnDream is an illuminating illustration of collective impact. First, multiple players have the
common goal of addressing the unemployment by supporting social enterprises. This matches the
first condition of collective impact, having a common agenda. From this goal, a clear rubric could
be developed to evaluate the outcomes of H-OnDream, i.e., the unemployment rate. Each year,
SDS publishes the survival rates of the social enterprises that participate in H-OnDream, and HMC
publishes how the participants are helping meet the Sustainable Development Goals [35]. This can be
understood as an achievement of H-OnDream, but it also shows how the outcomes of H-OnDream
can be shared throughout society. The second condition, shared measurement, is fulfilled in this way.
Third, the backbone organizations all have roles to play in producing the collective impact. HMC takes
charge of all of the planning and organizing, SDS and MCA do the practical implementation of HMC’s
designs, and CMF provides the financial resources. Fourth, continuous communication is considered
essential by these organizations and the participating social enterprises. Last, support is produced by
multiple cohorts of backbone organizations. The four organizations support the dedicated organization
H-OnDream Office; they cohesively interact with each other to ensure proper implementation of
the program.

4.2. Potential Perils of Collective Impact

As diverse parties jointly seek to produce a social impact while taking their own interests into
account within the structure of H-OnDream, unseen strains have developed within the backbone
organizations. The main issue here is how to localize the goals of the cohorts. That is, each organization
that participates in the collective impact has its own understanding of how to create collective impact.
Based on these, the backbone organizations’ behavioral consequences are distinct. For H-OnDream,
there were, broadly speaking, two sets of expectations for its social impact. The first set was
market-oriented: H-OnDream was expected to play an ecosystem role in commercial entrepreneurship.

“We thought that the growth process for social enterprises would be the same as that of commercial
ventures. Social ventures are also concerned with how they can expand their customer base in the
market, and they devise strategies to seek competitive advantages. H-OnDream was intended to help
these enterprises succeed through our acceleration program.” (VP of HMC)
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“We considered H-OnDream as a crucial program because it could give social enterprises additional
opportunities for growth.” (Director of CMF)

The other expectation was that it would resolve social issues. This expectation dictates that the
outcomes of H-OnDream should be measured in terms of new jobs are created, ideally jobs filled with
young people.

“We have warned our collaborators that social ventures should not treat disadvantaged superficially,
and thus their business models should focus on actual benefits. Otherwise, we don’t need to include
them in H-OnDream.” (Director of SDS)

“Originally, H-OnDream was designed to tackle the unemployment among young people. In general,
as firms grow, they can hire more people. We expected that nascent social enterprises that are nurtured
and grown through H-OnDream will hire more people, and as the number of growing social enterprises
increases, unemployment would fall.” (Director of HMC)

These two expectations have the potential for conflict, and resource allocation and joint
collaboration could be endangered. In other words, while the organizations worked together, they
sought their own goals (e.g., [21]). Furthermore, such localized goals could prevent H-OnDream from
improving its collective impact, pursuing social expectations, and retaining their reputation. When a
corporation seeks collective impact, such perils are common because a program can be understood as a
means for the corporation’s own performance (e.g., [16,36]). This suggests that corporation-driven
collective impact will not function as designed unless the backbone organizations have distinct roles
and identities for implementing collective impact (e.g., [36]).

4.3. Strategies for Robust Collective Impact

Despite the potential problems with corporation-driven collective impact, we found that
H-OnDream has met with few problems. It is a stable program in the social economy of Korea,
and the collaborating organizations have developed closer interactions through investment of more
resources to the program. All original organizations are still participating in H-OnDream. This shows
that the collective impact generated by H-OnDream is robust. How can a collaboration among sectors
lead to a robust collective impact?

We found that what HMC did for H-OnDream is related to robust action [31,32]. This robust action
implies that social actors strategically utilize their social network consisting of diversified partners [32].
To deal with the range of interests from different counterparties, HMC sought to understand the
cohorts’ interests more deeply, making itself sufficiently flexible to find ways to meet their needs.
The strategies gazing, abstracting, and spacing are used to produce a robust collective impact.

4.3.1. Gazing

To allow collective impact to persist over time, additional treatments were sought.
Initially H-OnDream was intended to assist nascent social entrepreneurs develop business models.
SDS focused on how the social enterprises can bring new jobs to the disadvantaged. While this was
helpful for devising new business models that tackle social issues, it could not touch upon firm growth.
To support social enterprises as they grew in terms of their firm size and revenues, HMC launched an
accelerator program. This indicated that the capability of addressing social issues could be combined
with the capabilities for business itself. Because these capabilities are sequentially configured, different
perspectives on H-OnDream could be integrated. That is, the unseen goal conflicts drawn from the
different expectations of H-OnDream could be mitigated by focusing on either one aspect at a time and
then shifting to another.

“We looked back on what we’ve done with H-OnDream. We have quite good numbers on employment
rates, survival rates, etc. But I wondered, are we are doing good, not just doing well? We need to focus
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on social impact. So, we tried to apply the SDGs to what our fellows have done [social enterprises
that have participated in H-OnDream]. And we thought that H-OnDream made the participants
critically tackle growing social issues, such as the re-development of local areas, local inequality, etc.
The Consortium was designed for this reason. We needed to show that H-OnDream really helped with
social issues.” (Director of SDS)

Because the backbone organizations could prioritize different goals, localized goals could be more
efficiently pursued [16,37].

4.3.2. Abstracting

Abstracting is a strategy that focuses on abstract aspects of goals. This means that other things are
put aside and rarely considered. Abstracting indicates a direct connection between an interpretation of
an event and a master frame [38,39]. Master frames may intensify commitments and forge a shared
agenda [38]. Strang and Meyer [39] introduced the concept of theorization, in which people connect
their cognition of an event to a theorized logic. Thus, abstracting can be understood as the product of a
framing processes, which reconstituted the way in which some objects of attention are interpreted as
relating to each other [40].

This means that the relation between the particularistic event and the universalistic structure is
utilized as a rhetorical form. Suddaby and Greenwood [41] observed that theorization, understood
as broad statements of appropriate scale and pace of change and the role of agency, can change
the institutional logic. Earl [42] argued that well-framed arguments that adopt abstraction can lead
to large-scale changes in values, beliefs, and opinions (p. 519). Polletta [43,44] illustrated that the
narratives of black students emphasized abstract injustice, which can motivate participation in collective
action by aligning individual and collective identities. In relation to this strategy, a director of HMC
reflected as follows:

“We just focused on employment issues. We already knew SDS was the expert in this area, so we
didn’t care about what they pursued. We gave all the discretion regarding how to manage H-OnDream
to SDS.” (Director of HMC)

Emphasizing social values in collective impact (i.e., H-OnDream) enables parties to bond closely,
pay less attention to economic incentives, and pursue common goals.

4.3.3. Spacing

Spacing is another strategy used to promote robust collective impact. HMC highlights the
importance of assessment through measurement, but it did not make fine-grained assessments.
The other organizations were not entirely dedicated to assessment either, even though they have traced
and shared all outcomes for H-OnDream, such as employment rates, growth rates, and survival rates
for its participants. This was possible not only due to their close relationships but also to the long-term
contracts for H-OnDream. The backbone organizations of H-OnDream had a five-year contract at the
initial stage. This led to an avoidance of confrontation with organization-wise interests.

“We know the difference between HMC and SDS and we know that would lead to potential conflict.
However, we admitted that the roles SDS plays are crucial for H-OnDream, and we trust the abilities
of the directors and staff. We actually learned a lot from SDS. And finally, we found that H-OnDream
could make a social impact by empowering SDS. Having different perspectives cannot tell whether
SDS’s capacity is worthwhile or not.” (VP of HMC)

“[SDS] is a nonprofit; we know they have a different perspective on how to generate social impacts . . .
Probably . . . In fact, we didn’t even notice that SDS had a different point of view on H-OnDream.
But the original idea came from SDS, which was what we expected. Even though there are some
differences, they might be related to politics. Actually, we have worked together very closely . . . I trust
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the director and so does our VP. As we’ve never worked separately, we are never aware of such political
things.” (Director of HMC)

That is, spacing enabled the backbone organizations avoid direct conflict. After the first contract
for H-OnDream expired, the backbone organizations continued the relationship, and another five-year
contract was signed.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This study provides practical insight and academic implications into collective impact.
Because shared goals are critical for facilitating cross-boundary collaborations [45,46], collective
impact should be treated as a process, and it is important to investigate how diverse goals from diverse
organizations can be integrated over time. One possible implementation method for collective impact is
social partnership [2], which refers to partnerships formed between public and private sectors to pursue
a common goal (especially delivering specific services or benefits for the disadvantages) [2,16,36].
It has been understood that partnerships can effectively mobilize the resources for their common
goals. However, social partnership is not easy to achieve, because it requires coping with different
perspectives, interests, and goals among the partners [2,9,22].

Acknowledging that collective impact is a process, we contend that such difficulties of social
partnership can be overcome through a social construction process. This study investigated the
strategies that backbone organizations use in pursuing collective social impact over time. In the case
of H-OnDream, we understand that collective impact requires the backbone organizations to cope
with uncertainty from the range of participants. The H-OnDream case attests that collective impact is
not a one-time thing. It cannot be designed in all particulars at the first stage is constructed over time
through ongoing interactions among backbone organizations, their partners, and stakeholders. In this
case, the backbone organizations developed their capacity for collective impact over the long run.

In addition, our findings suggest that the three strategies noted above relate to how the relationships
among backbone organizations can be further developed. This indicates that it is critical to understand
how potential cohorts account for the contexts of social innovation, social impact, and social economy.
For collective impact, more than collaboration is required; an integration of differing understandings
and expectations regarding social entrepreneurship must be pursued. Cohorts can be selected with
respect to their attributes, such as capabilities, expertise, or resources. However, the collective impact
they produce cannot come into being unless the backbone structure clearly shows how the cohorts
configure social and economic values.

In this study, we demonstrated that a corporation-driven collective impact can persist if the
backbone organizations are closely tied to each other and pursue their collective impact in close and
ongoing interactions. To achieve this, the robust strategies of gazing, abstracting, and spacing should be
pursued. Then, the self-interest of each backbone organization can come to an agreement through these
actions, which can help the organizations seek for social value using each organization’s comparative
advantages. Thus, self-interest and localized goals can be balanced among these organizations.

While our findings show valuable implications, we acknowledge that this study has some
limitations for future studies to address. First, the findings will be examined with multiple cases which
represent various contexts. As an in-depth study, this study can shed a light on collective impact,
especially robust collective impact. Yet, it requires external validity to be gained. Future studies are
thus expected to further our findings with different contexts. Second, longitudinal studies can be more
systematically designed to capture how collective impact can persist. In this study, we attempted to
follow the historical development of H-OnDream, but it is largely dependent on interviewees’ retrieved
facts—a retrospective approach. For future studies, various approaches can be considered to prevent
from issues such as potential recall or misclassification biases.
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Appendix A

Table A1. List of interviewed social enterprises.

ID Founding Year Regional Base Main Product/Service Business Description/Beneficiary

SE 1 2015 Jeju Restaurant business Commercializing local foods
SE 2 2012 Gyeonggi Logistics Employing the handicapped

SE 3 2016 Seoul Toothbrush and
Toothpaste Fair trading (Southeast Asia)

SE 4 2015 Gwangju Video Contents A platform business for young artists
SE 5 2017 Incheon Pet foods Manufacturing eco-friendly pet foods
SE 6 2016 Chungcheong Art Education Educating young potential artists
SE 7 2017 Gwangwon Car repairing service A cooperative for local businesses

References

1. Ennis, G.; Tofa, M. Collective impact: A review of the peer-reviewed research. Aust. Soc. Work 2020, 73, 32–47.
[CrossRef]

2. Kania, J.; Kramer, M. Collective impact. Stanf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 2011. Available online: https://ssir.org/articles/
entry/collective_impact (accessed on 22 November 2010).

3. Banyai, C.; Fleming, D. Collective impact capacity building: Finding gold in Southwest Florida.
Community Dev. 2016, 47, 259–273. [CrossRef]

4. Easterling, D. Getting to collective impact: How funders can contribute over the life course of the work.
Found. Rev. 2013, 5, 67–83. [CrossRef]

5. Yawson, R.M.; Peterson, G.; Johnson-Kanda, I. Collective impact: Dialogue at the interface of the colliding
systems of philanthropy. World Rev. Entrep. Manag. Sustain. Dev. 2020, 16, 1–21. [CrossRef]

6. O’Neill, M. Increasing community engagement in collective impact approaches to advance social change.
Community Dev. J. 2020, 1–19. [CrossRef]

7. Stachowiak, S.; Gase, L. Does collective impact really make an impact. Stanf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 2018.
Available online: https://ssir.org/articles/entry/does_collective_impact_really_make_an_impact# (accessed
on 9 August 2018).

8. Kania, J.; Kramer, M. Embracing emergence: How collective impact addresses complexity. Stanf. Soc.
Innov. Rev. 2013. Available online: https://ssir.org/articles/entry/social_progress_through_collective_impact
(accessed on 21 January 2013).

9. Pache, A.C.; Santos, F. Inside the hybrid organization: Selective coupling as a response to competing
institutional logics. Acad. Manag. Ann. 2013, 56, 972–1001. [CrossRef]

10. Jay, J. Navigating paradox as a mechanism of change and innovation in hybrid organizations.
Acad. Manag. Ann. 2013, 56, 137–159. [CrossRef]

11. Lynn, J.; Breckinridge, K.; Denault, A.; Marvin, C. When backbone organizations become the funder: The use
of fiscal intermediaries in the context of collective impact. Found. Rev. 2015, 7, 9. [CrossRef]

12. Turner, S.; Merchant, K.; Kania, J.; Martin, E. Understanding the value of backbone organizations in collective
impact: Part 2. Standf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 2012. Available online: https://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_
the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_impact_2 (accessed on 18 July 2012).

13. DuBow, W.; Hug, S.; Serafini, B.; Litzler, E. Expanding our understanding of backbone organizations in
collective impact initiatives. Community Dev. J. 2018, 49, 256–273. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.1602662
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2015.1135174
http://dx.doi.org/10.9707/1944-5660.1157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2020.105528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1714684
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/does_collective_impact_really_make_an_impact#
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/social_progress_through_collective_impact
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0405
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0772
http://dx.doi.org/10.9707/1944-5660.1268
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_impact_2
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_impact_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2018.1458744


Sustainability 2020, 12, 4763 11 of 12

14. Hanleybrown, F.; Kania, J.; Kramer, M. Channeling change: Making collective impact work. Stanf. Soc.
Innov. Rev. 2012. Available online: https://ssir.org/articles/entry/channeling_change_making_collective_
impact_work (accessed on 26 January 2012).

15. Barata-Cavalcanti, O.; Leung, M.M.; Costa, S.; Mateo, K.F.; Guillermin, M.; Palmedo, P.C.; Huang, T.T.K.
Assessing the collective impact of community health programs funded by food and beverage companies:
A new community-focused methodology. Int. Q. Community Health Educ. 2020, 40, 75–89. [CrossRef]

16. Matten, D.; Moon, J. “Implicit” and “explicit” CSR: A conceptual framework for a comparative understanding
of corporate social responsibility. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2008, 33, 404–424. [CrossRef]

17. Seitanidi, M.M.; Ryan, A. A critical review of forms of corporate community involvement: From philanthropy
to partnerships. Int. J. Nonprofit Volunt. Sect. Mark. 2007, 12, 247–266. [CrossRef]

18. Selznick, P. Leadership in Administration: A Sociological Interpretation; University of California Press:
Berkeley, CA, USA, 1957.

19. Amaeshi, K.; Adegbite, E.; Rajwani, T. Corporate social responsibility in challenging and non-enabling
institutional contexts: Do institutional voids matter? J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 134, 135–153. [CrossRef]

20. Oh, H.; Bae, J.; Kim, S. Can sinful firms benefit from advertising their CSR efforts? Adverse effect of
advertising sinful firms’ CSR engagements on firm performance. J. Bus. Ethics. 2017, 143, 643–663. [CrossRef]

21. Olson, M., Jr. The Logic. of Collective Action; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1963.
22. Park, J.; Hwang, K.; Kim, S.J. Forming a social partnership between a small social enterprise and a large

corporation: A case of the joint platform, H-JUMP. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3612. [CrossRef]
23. Selsky, J.W.; Parker, B. Platforms for cross-sector social partnerships: Prospective sensemaking devices for

social benefit. J. Bus. Ethics 2010, 94, 21–37. [CrossRef]
24. Sakarya, S.; Bodur, M.; Yildirim-Öktem, Ö.; Selekler-Göksen, N. Social alliances: Business and social

enterprise collaboration for social transformation. J. Bus. Res. 2012, 65, 1710–1720. [CrossRef]
25. Parker, D.W.; Dressel, U.; Chevers, D.; Zeppetella, L. Agency theory perspective on public-private-partnerships:

International development project. Int. J. Prod. Perform. Manag. 2018, 67, 239–259. [CrossRef]
26. Urwin, C.A.; Haynes, D.T. A reflexive model for collaboration: Empowering partnerships through focus

groups. Adm. Soc. Work 1998, 22, 23–39. [CrossRef]
27. Barroso-Méndez, M.J.; Galera-Casquet, C.; Seitanidi, M.M.; Valero-Amaro, V. Cross-sector social partnership

success: A process perspective on the role of relational factors. Eur. Manag. J. 2016, 34, 674–685. [CrossRef]
28. Savage, G.T.; Bunn, M.D.; Gray, B.; Xiao, Q.; Wang, S.; Wilson, E.J.; Williams, E.S. Stakeholder collaboration:

Implications for stakeholder theory and practice. J. Bus. Ethics 2010, 96, 21–26. [CrossRef]
29. Grimes, M.G.; Williams, T.A.; Zhao, E.Y. Anchors aweigh: The sources, variety, and challenges of mission

drift. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2019, 44, 819–845. [CrossRef]
30. Smith, W.K.; Gonin, M.; Besharov, M.L. Managing social-business tensions: A review and research agenda

for social enterprise. Bus. Ethics Q. 2013, 23, 407–442. [CrossRef]
31. Padgett, J.F.; Ansell, C.K. Robust action and the rise of the Medici, 1400–1434. Am. J. Sociol. 1993, 98, 1259–1319.

[CrossRef]
32. Ferraro, F.; Etzion, D.; Gehman, J. Tackling grand challenges pragmatically: Robust action revisited.

Organ. Stud. 2015, 36, 363–390. [CrossRef]
33. Padgett, J.F.; Powell, W.W. The problem of emergence. In The Emergence of Organizations and Markets; Princeton

University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 2012; pp. 1–29.
34. Leifer, E.M. Actors as Observers: A Theory of Skill in Social Relationships; Garland: New York, NY, USA, 1991.
35. United Nations. Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sustainable development. General Assem.

70 Sess. 2015. Available online: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
(accessed on 25 September 2015).

36. Seitanidi, M.M.; Crane, A. Implementing CSR through partnerships: Understanding the selection, design,
and institutionalization of nonprofit-business partnerships. J. Bus. Ethics 2009, 85, 413–429. [CrossRef]

37. Smith, W.K.; Besharov, M.L. Bowing before dual gods: How structured flexibility sustains organizational
hybridity. Adm. Sci. Q. 2019, 64, 1–44. [CrossRef]

38. Futrell, R.; Simi, P. Free spaces, collective identity, and the persistence of US white power activism. Soc. Prob.
2004, 51, 16–42. [CrossRef]

39. Strang, D.; Meyer, J.W. Institutional conditions for diffusion. Theory Soc. 1993, 22, 487–511. [CrossRef]

https://ssir.org/articles/entry/channeling_change_making_collective_impact_work
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/channeling_change_making_collective_impact_work
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272684X19862359
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.31193458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2420-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3072-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10103612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0776-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.02.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-09-2016-0191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J147v22n02_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.07.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0939-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0254
http://dx.doi.org/10.5840/beq201323327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/230190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840614563742
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9743-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839217750826
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/sp.2004.51.1.16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00993595


Sustainability 2020, 12, 4763 12 of 12

40. Snow, D.A.; Vliegenhart, R.; Corrigall-Brown, C. Framing the French ‘riots’: A comparative study of frame
variation. Soc. Forces 2007, 86, 385–415. [CrossRef]

41. Suddaby, R.; Greenwood, R. Rhetorical strategies of legitimacy. Adm. Sci. Q. 2005, 50, 35–67. [CrossRef]
42. Earl, J. The cultural consequences of social movements. In The Blackwell Companion to Social Movement;

Snow, D.A., Soule, S.A., Kriesi, H., Eds.; Blackwell Publishing: Oxford, UK, 2004; pp. 508–530.
43. Polletta, F. It was Like a Fever: Storytelling in Protest and Politics; The University of Chicago Press:

Chicago, IL, USA, 2006.
44. Polletta, F. “It was little a fever . . . ”: Narrative and identity in social protest. Soc. Prob. 1998, 45, 137–159.

[CrossRef]
45. Van Alstyne, M.W.; Parker, G.G.; Choudary, S.P. Pipelines, platforms, and the new rules of strategy.

Harv. Bus. Rev. 2016, 94, 54–62. Available online: https://hbr.org/2016/04/pipelines-platforms-and-the-new-
rules-of-strategy (accessed on 30 April 2016).

46. Abbott, M.; Wirtz, S. California Essentials for Childhood Case Study: Collective impact through strategic
opportunities. Int. J. Child Maltreat. 2019, 1, 133–152. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sf/86.2.385
http://dx.doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2005.50.1.35
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3097241
https://hbr.org/2016/04/pipelines-platforms-and-the-new-rules-of-strategy
https://hbr.org/2016/04/pipelines-platforms-and-the-new-rules-of-strategy
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42448-018-0012-0
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background 
	Corporation-Driven Collective Impact 
	Robust Collective Impact 

	Methodology 
	Case of H-OnDream 
	Overview of H-OnDream 
	Potential Perils of Collective Impact 
	Strategies for Robust Collective Impact 
	Gazing 
	Abstracting 
	Spacing 


	Discussion and Conclusions 
	
	References

