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“The value of a social network is defined not only by who's on it, but by who's excluded”  
 

- Paul Saffo, October 18th 2007 
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Sammanfattning 
 
Denna studie ämnar finna signifikansen av värdeskapande nätverk, för aktörer som 
organiserar sig för att ta socialt ansvar. Studien tar sig an nätverksproblematiken genom att, 
utifrån tre empiriska fall, undersöka: (1) hur de organiserande aktörerna nätverkar, (2) för vem 
aktörerna organiserar sina aktiviteter, (3) när nätverkandet genererar värde och (4) vad 
resultaten av deras nätverkande är. 
 
Studien består av både primär och sekundärdata. Primärdatan utgör studiens empiriska 
material och består av samtalsintervjuer som förts med aktörer från tre nätverk, vilka har valts 
ut med hjälp av snöbollsmetoden. Primärdatan har sedan analyserats med hjälp av 
implementationsmässig policyanalys från ett bottom-up perspektiv. Denna forskningsmetodik 
har vidare kombinerats med en väl beprövad metodologisk analysram, vilken har använts både 
för att strukturera det forskningsmässiga upplägget av studien, men också för att utforma 
intervjufrågorna. Sekundärdatan, i sin tur, stödjer primärdatan med befintliga teorier inom 
nätverkande, socialt ansvar, organisation och organisering.  
 
Utifrån de tre empiriska fallen påvisar studien att socialt ansvarstagande aktörer organiserar 
sig i nätverk för att möta gemensamt definerade behov. Studien visar också att nätverkandet i 
de tre empiriska fallen gestaltas av resursutbyten mellan aktörer inom nätverken. Baserat på 
de tre empiriska fallen drar studien sedan slutsatsen att nätverken genererar värde till 
deltagarna så länge som det finns ett behov, eller en efterfrågan av dess aktiviteter. Huruvida, 
då nätverken inte längre genererar extra värde till deltagarna, finns det heller inget behov eller 
efterfrågan av dess aktiviteter. Detta i sin tur skulle innebära att de studerade nätverken inte 
längre skulle vara organiserade. 
  
Genom att exemplifiera utifrån de tre empiriska fallen bidrar studien med ökad kunskap om 
hur dessa socialt ansvarstagande aktörer nätverkar, för vem de organiserar sina aktiviteter, när 
de genererar värde genom att nätverka, samt vilka resultaten av deras nätverkande är. De tre 
studerade nätverken möjliggör på så vis för att närma hur socialt ansvarstagande aktörer 
genererar mervärde genom att organisera sig i nätverk. 
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Abstract 
 
This study aims finding the significance of value-creating networking, for actors organizing 
themselves to take social responsibility, by examining three empirical cases. The study takes 
on the networkproblematic by investigating: (1) how the organizing actors network, (2) for 
whom they organize their activities, (3) when they generate value by networking, and (4) what 
the results of their networking are. 
 
The study comprises both primary with secondary data. The primary data accounts for the 
empirical material of this study and consists of interviews held with organizing actors from 
three networks. These actors then, have been selected by using the snowball method. The 
primary data has then been analyzed by using bottom-up implementation research policy 
analysis. This research method has then been combined with a well-proven methodological 
scheme that has been used to arrange the structure of the study, as well as designing the 
interview questions. The secondary data, in turn, supports the primary data with existing 
theories on networking, social responsibility, organization, and organizing.  
 
The three empirical cases indicate that socially responsible actors organize themselves by 
networking to address mutually defined needs. The study also shows that the networking, in 
the three empirical cases, takes place through the exchange of resources among actors within 
the networks. Based on the three empirical cases, the study draws the conclusion that the 
networks generate value to their participants, as long as there is a need, or demand, of their 
activities. However, when the networks no longer generate additional value to their 
participants, there will be no demand, or need for their activities. This in turn would imply 
that the examined networks would no longer be organized.  
 
By using the three empirical cases to exemplify, the study contributes with increased 
knowledge of how these socially responsible actors network, for whom they organize their 
activities, when they generate value by networking, and what the results of their networking 
are. The three examined networks thus enables for approaching how socially responsible 
actors generate additional value by organising themselves in networks.  
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Introduction 
u 
This chapter introduces the reader to the motives for conducting this study on the significance 
of networking for actors organizing socially responsible actions. The study is intended to 
highlight the reasons behind, the problems for, and the purpose of, the quest of value-creating 
networking. 

Background 
 
Globalization has expanded the market of products and services for individuals and 
organizations within all levels of society, to the cost of increased competition. Networks have 
consequently become increasingly important for building strong relationships that can 
generate additional value to end products or services. Value is perceived differently depending 
on the beholder, since the beholder’s perception has been shaped by various factors such as 
culture, religion, tradition, family, friends, personality, and education. Value is thus something 
that is shaped by our own experiences. However, value, when generally accepted by many, 
becomes universalized.  
 
Value-creation has also been a frequently occurring term within the context of social 
responsibility. As networking, socially responsible actions are believed to add additional value 
to an organization’s operations, activities, and brand image. The conception of networking 
and social responsibility seemingly both rest on a common denominator; value-creation. It is 
of interest to investigate whether a correlation exists between networking, socially responsible 
actions, and value-creation. In order to do so, this study will investigate the significance of 
value-creating networking for actors organizing their resources to take social responsibility. 
 
Even though socially responsible actions and networking are believed to add an extra value to 
organizational operations, there is no single way of measuring this value-creation. The reason 
is that researchers are not sure what they ought to be measuring. It is therefore highly relevant 
to investigate how actors working with social responsibility perceive the value-creation 
generated by networking. It is thus assumed that organizations network when they work with 
issues related to social responsibility and that networking therefore becomes an important, but 
unwritten code of conduct. 
 

Problem 
 
Much literature and research has been published on networking and the value that it generates 
within various fields such as communication, logistics, management, and marketing. Much 
has also been written within the field of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), explaining 
how it ought to be directed to stimulate value-creation in the company. Recently, it was 
decided that the conception of CSR was to be expanded to incorporate other areas and aspects 
of social responsibility than business. The reason can simply be referred to the fact that social 
responsibility does not only concern businesses, but also organizations and other types of 
social constructions. The conception of CSR is then to be included within the conception of 
Social Responsibility (SR) with the development of a new international standard, the 
ISO26000, as other organizations than businesses, also can be socially responsible.  
 
Private and public organizations both emphasize the importance of their networking, when 
working with social responsibility. The conception of networking, which used to be a natural 
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and integrated part in human interaction, has lately been placed in the spotlight of extra 
ordinance. Yet, no research has been published on networking as a phenomenon in the field of 
social responsibility. This study therefore brings a new perspective on the conception of social 
responsibility, as it merges the notions of value-creating networking and social responsibility. 
Three networks (two sister networks called the Network Mission Health and the Network 
Health and Democracy, and a single network called the Network Future Earth) have been 
chosen due to their relevance for this subject. These networks have been examined more 
closely to find the value(s) of networking when dealing with socially responsible issues. The 
findings will then be weighted against existing theory for the purpose of evaluating the 
significance of the value generated by networking within the context of socially responsible 
actions.  
 

Purpose 
 
This study investigates the significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing 
their work to deal with socially responsible issues. The purpose of the study has been to find 
how these actors network when working with socially responsible issues, and how their 
networking brings additional value to their operations. In order to fulfil this purpose, the study 
has examined three socially responsible networks. 
 
This study seeks to discover the theoretical background to existing practices, that is, to find 
the significance networking when working with social responsibility. 
 

Demarcation 
 
This study has been delimited to investigate three networks where value-creation is believed 
to occur. These three networks have been strategically selected due to their: (1) relation to the 
field of social responsibility, (2) choice of organizing their operations in networks, and (3) 
long history and experience in carrying out their operations through networking. 
 
The coordinators within the respective networks (the Network Mission Health, the Network 
Health and Democracy, and the Network Future Earth) have been interviewed in order to 
approach the significance of networking for actors organizing themselves to take social 
responsibility. The number of interviews needed to conduct this study was not been set 
beforehand. The reason for doing so was to minimize the chances of missing out relevant 
information. This study used the snowball method of interviewing to find relevant information 
until the significance of performing another interview was exhausted. 
 
The term snowball method in this specific context indicates a situation where the interviewee 
refers to another actor relevant for the networking activities. It might therefore be the case that 
all relevant information will be retrieved after the first interviews with the coordinating actors. 
Yet, it might also be the case that several interviews with various actors need to be conducted 
in order to bring credibility to this study.  
 

Research Questions 
 
It is generally accepted that networking generates additional value. As previously mentioned, 
there are numerous articles and books written on the importance of value-creating networking 
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within various distributions such as communication, logistics, marketing and management. 
Even though companies and organizations emphasize the significance of networking when 
dealing with socially responsible issues, there has not been written anything about value-
creating networking within the domain of SR. The study therefore seeks to establish if the 
perceived value of networking correspond to the actual value generated in practice, and 
exactly how important networking is for actors working with social responsibility.  
 
When investigating the importance of networking for actors organizing their socially 
responsible actions, a priori assumption was that private and public organizations network 
when they deal with socially responsible issues. This assumption, allowed for strategically 
selecting three networks that take social responsibility. The assumption also allowed for 
investigating the significance of networking for actors organizing socially responsible actions, 
by answering four stated research questions of: (1) how organizing actors network, (2) for 
whom or what the actors organize their activities, (3) when value is generated by networking, 
and (4) what the results of networking are.  
 
The research questions have been designed according to a methodological scheme (see fig. 2 
on p. 29) elaborated by Hjern and Karlsson in seminar at 7.5 ECTS master course (06-05-
2010). The model’s purpose is to assist the researcher in conducting implementation research 
from a bottom-up perspective. The methodological scheme has been used for designing the 
research structure and the interview questions in a systematic manner, which allows for 
finding organizing patterns.  
 

Disposition 
 

The second chapter, Disposition, outlines the structure of this study. The purpose of this 
chapter is to give the reader an overview of how the significance of value-creating networking 
for socially responsible actors will be investigated. This study is composed of eight chapters, 
which can be divided into two parts. The first part of the study accounts for chapter one to 
four. These first four chapters aim to introduce the reader to the subject, outline the general 
structure of this study, explaining the methods used for carrying out the research, as well as 
accounting for relevant theories related to the phenomenon of actors networking to organize 
their socially responsible actions. Chapter five to eight then account for the second part of this 
study by presenting, analysing, concluding, and discussing the most important findings of this 
study. The significance and contribution of these findings are then weighted against existing 
theory. 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
The first chapter of this study, Introduction, aims at introducing the reader to this study of the 
significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing themselves to take social 
responsibility. An overview of this study is given by highlighting background, problem, 
purpose, demarcation, and research questions. In other words, the chapter outlines the 
reasoning behind approaching the phenomenon of value-crating networking by targeting 
socially responsible actors. 
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Chapter 2: Disposition 
 
The second chapter of this study, Disposition, accounts for the outline of this study. The 
chapter gives the reader an overview of the type of information that each chapter contains. 
The purpose of the chapter is to assist the reader to follow the reasoning in this study. 

 

Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 
 
The third chapter of this study, Theoretical Framework, accounts for the secondary data used 
to pursue this study. The chapter brings about the three most fundamental concepts for this 
study. That is, theories related to organizing, social responsibility, and networking. These 
theories are then used to assist the empirical data for the purpose of finding the significance of 
value-creating networking for actors organizing themselves to take socially responsible 
actions.  

 

Chapter 4: Methodology 
 
The fourth chapter of this study, Methodology, explains the choice of methods for gathering, 
approaching, and analysing the empirical data that has been collected to answer the research 
questions. The chapter also accounts for the reasoning behind approaching the significance of 
value-creating networking for actors organizing themselves to take social responsibility. This 
chapter is therefore crucial for understanding how the study has attempted to find, the 
significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing socially responsible actions. 

 

Chapter 5: Empirical Findings 
 
The fifth chapter of this study, Empirical Findings, outlines the primary data obtained by 
interviewing actors with coordinating responsibilities, within the studied networks. The 
empirical findings consequently highlight the most important aspects of their networking 
activities. 

 

Chapter 6: Analysis 
 
The sixth chapter of this study, Analysis, emphasizes the most important factors for actors 
organizing their activities to take social responsibility by networking. By weighting the 
empirical findings against the theoretical framework, the chapter enables for pinpointing the 
most important factors of value-creation obtained by networking in a socially responsible 
context, in three empirical cases.  
 
 
Chapter 7: Conclusions 
 
The seventh chapter of this study, Conclusions, emphasizes the most important findings, 
which were obtained through the interviews and compares their outcome with the theories 
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outlines in the third chapter. The aim with this chapter is to present the results in a clear and 
systematic manner, so that the reader easily can grasp the outcome of this study. 

 

Chapter 8: Discussion  
 
The eighth chapter of this study, Discussion, reflects upon the outcome of this study and its 
contribution to the research field of value-creating networking. The chapter also gives 
insightful tips about how this research further could be developed.  
 

Theoretical Framework 
 
This chapter explains the theories behind important concepts of networking, organization, and 
social responsibility. The chapter aims at giving the reader sufficient understanding of these 
concepts and how they are connected before outlining the empirical findings of this research 
in chapter four. 

Organization versus Organizing 
 
The conception of organizing is helpful when analyzing how individuals make use of 
available information and knowledge, through social interaction. According to Luhmann 
(1995, as referred to in Karlsson 2009), individuals come together to organize themselves by 
coordinating their activities when they are not capable of managing important challenges 
individually. Thus, individuals come together by organizing themselves as an attempt to 
reach a certain outcome and social order. 
  
As can be understood, the action of organizing can take place in social interactions both 
within and outside organizations. The reason is simply that it is the individuals within the 
organizations, rather than the organizations as social structures, that organize themselves by 
interacting with others. The relevance of the exchange that takes place during these social 
interactions can have different value to the participants, even when they might have the same 
intentions of participating (Hodgson 2006; Hjern & Hull 1984; Luhmann 1995:74f as 
referred to in Karlsson 2009). Unlike the concept of organizing, organizations are regulated 
by instructions on what they are for and which activities that are to be used to accomplish 
these. 
 
The difference between organizing and organization is, according to Luhmann (1995, as 
referred to in Karlsson 2009), that organizations are established to enforce order, while 
organizing is an action that can emerge independently of external enforcement (Knorr-Cetina 
et al. 2001, in Karlsson 2009). Organizing actions can thus give rise to the establishment of 
organizations, with regulations aiming at enforcing order, but does not necessarily have to. 
 
Having explained the concept of organizing and organization, and how they differ from one 
another, the study now turns to look deeper into the two conceptions. 
 
Organizations are composed by factors such as their name, brand, managerial structure, board, 
employees, and inventories (Hamrefors, 2009). Even though organizations are not visible to 
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the eye, organizations can be held accounted as juridical persons. As a juridical person, an 
organization can enter agreements. Thus implying than an organization has both rights and 
obligations. According to Hamrefors (2009), organizations are so deeply rooted in our 
consciousness that they have become institutionalized. According to Hamrefors (2009), 
organizations are social constructions that will exist as long as people consider them to exist. 
Gabriel, Fineman, and Sims (2010) liken organizations to rivers: 
 

“Like a river, an organization may appear static and calm if viewed on a map or from 
a helicopter. But this says little about those who are actually on or in the moving river, 
whether swimming, drowning or safely ensconced in boats.”  

 
- (Gabriel et al., 2010, p. 1).  

 
Hence, there is something more to organizations than meets the eye. As organizations are 
social constructions based on human interaction, organizational activities and operations are 
organized by the actors within the organization. Not by the organization itself. Gabriel et al. 
(2010, p. 9) differentiate between organization and organizing by defining the phenomenon of 
organizing as “a social, meaning-making process where order and disorder is in constant 
tension with one another, and where unpredictability is shaped and ‘managed”. In other 
words, to organize is to shape and manage unpredictability arising from constant tensions 
between order and disorder.  
 
Hamrefors (2009) finds four fundamental characteristics for an organization in a social 
structure system. These are organizations as: (1) operational units, (2) hierarchical structures, 
(3) trust-building actors, and (4) networking actors. It is the fourth characteristic, networking 
actors, which will be examined in this study. However, this study does not focus on 
organizations as networking actors, but rather on individuals networking within and across 
organizational boundaries. 
 
According to Hamrefors (2009), organizations have always cooperated by networking. 
Additionally, networking is a naturally inherited part in human interaction. Yet, the 
significance of networking has increased dramatically during the past years. As can be 
understood from reviewing literature treating the phenomenon of networking, networks have 
had the aim to create additional value from the beginning. For a long time it was believed that 
organizations could be separated from their contexts and used to break down organizational 
functions in different categories.  
 
On the contrary, Hamrefors (2009) means that, organizations have gone through a dramatic 
change during the past 20 years. This change is believed to have been caused by two factors: 
(1) the emergence of information and communication technology (ICT), and (2) the 
significance of knowledge as a production function. The ICT has brought people closer to 
each other, by enabling networks to connect online, as well by streamlining information flows 
through the use of search engines. Actors that understand how to “co-think” with a resource 
can therefore have enormous use of that in its own relationship building (Hamrefors, 2009, p. 
36). 
 
The second factor, knowledge, is somewhat related to ICT as the Internet has enabled for 
easily finding alternative solutions to existing problems. ICT has therefore come to play an 
important role as an innovative force in the networks, giving rise to a situation where fewer 
organizations can create value by themselves and therefore have to take part of the knowledge 
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exchange in the networks. This in turn leads to the emergence of a new type of production 
organization; value-networks (Hamrefors, 2009). 
 

Social Responsibility 
 
Social Responsibility (SR), or more commonly known as Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) in the private sector, is a concept that has come to stay. Studies on social responsibility 
practiced by businesses first appeared within the framework of ethics in the early 20th century. 
According to the Institute of Medicine of the National Academies (Harrison & Coussens, 
2007), the idea of CSR appeared in relation to the growth of business corporations. As the 
corporations grew in size, they consequently increased their significance in and impact on 
society.  
 
Because CSR concerns both companies and public organizations, the International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) expanded the CSR concept and included it in the 
notion of Social Responsibility (SIS, 2010). NGOs have naturally taken social responsibility 
and it has therefore not been necessary to label the action. However, with the increasing social 
pressure on companies to take their share of responsibility, ISO has decided to incorporate the 
notion of CSR in SR. The concept of SR will be established as an international standard this 
very year (2010) under the name ISO26000. The international standardization of social 
responsibility is carried out by the Brazilian standardization organization Associação 
Brasileira de Normas Técnicas (ABNT), and the Swedish Standards Institute (SIS). As this 
study investigates the significance of networking for socially responsible actors a more 
detailed presentation of SR will be provided below.  
 

Early History 
 
There is a never-ending debate on when the conceptualization of CSR first emerged. Some 
claim that it happened in the 18th century, due to companies acting in socially responsible 
manners by building houses and schools for their employees and their children (den Hond, de 
Bakker, & Neergaard, 2007). Others claim that it emerged in the 1920s with the development 
of “business welfare capitalism”, where hundreds of firms established social support systems 
for their employees. These social support systems could entail various benefits such as 
pensions, adult education, healthcare, and profit sharing plans (Childs, Martin, & Stitt-
Gohdes, 2010). Apart from these two claims, there are also those who attribute the true 
beginning of CSR to the role of the businesses in the 1950s (Banerjee, 2007). 
 
Whether we choose to trace the roots of CSR back to the 18th century, or to the 1950s, we can 
agree that globalization has taken the notion of CSR to another level. Globalization has 
increased the movement of capital, goods, ideas, and people dramatically. The movement of 
these factors, in turn, strengthened corporate activity and hence the significance of 
corporations in society. Media and the outbreak of the recent (2008) financial crisis are factors 
that also have contributed to the spread of CSR, through affecting consumer and shareholder 
behaviour (Borglund, 2009). Media has increased the pressure on companies to take their 
share of social responsibility by criticizing them in public. The financial crisis, on the other 
hand, is according to De Geer (2009) a direct result from the society’s distrust in the market 
and consequently in the companies. 
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Trust is important for companies, since their license to operate is dependent upon the 
stakeholders’ approval of their activities. The license to operate is not regulated by laws, but 
by the total sum of expectations on the company, in terms of (1) productivity, (2) return to 
capital owners and creditors, (3) job creation, (4) product-quality, and (5) economic and social 
effects of the business (De Geer, 2009). These expectations change over time and it is in the 
interest of the companies to live up to these expectations because they generate credibility and 
strengthen their Goodwill by doing so.  
 

The Notion of Corporate Social Responsibility 
 
According to Harrison and Coussens (2007), CSR is an ever-evolving concept, whose scope 
differs by company, industry, location, time, money, and knowledge. The concept of CSR first 
appeared as a part of business ethics, but later developed to its own branch. The notion of 
CSR refers to actions taken by companies to contribute to the welfare of society (Vachani, 
2006). The idea that businesses should be held socially accountable has been widely criticised 
by the business community and economists, who claim that profit-maximization should be the 
only legitimate goal for businesses.  
 
According to Borglund (2009), the conception of CSR barely existed in Sweden until the 
beginning of 2008. In Swedish Business Press, the number of articles written about CSR 
dramatically increased between the years 2008-2009 from a number of 25 to 120 published 
articles. Based on this fact Borglund (2009) draws the conclusion that Swedish journalists first 
discovered the concept of CSR in 2008. At the same time, the number of articles published in 
the Financial Times (FT) increased from just a few in the 1990s to a hundred during 2005. 
 
According to Borglund (2009), CSR emerged as a response to irresponsible business, with the 
two main driving forces being resistance to globalization and investors. The anti-globalization 
movements reached its peak around the millennium shift (2000). The violent demonstrations 
in Seattle 1999, the G-8 meeting in Genoa 2001, and the EU Summit in Gothenburg (Sweden) 
2001, criticized companies for allowing exploitation of companies in poor countries. By 
moving the production overseas, the companies did not only lower their costs of production, 
but also decreases the salaries of the workers in the West (as production was moved to low-
income countries). As a result, workers in the west suffered losses, while top managers got 
rewarded for the structural changes that generated higher profits for the businesses. Listed 
companies therefore became symbols for poverty and global injustice. As agents for 
globalization, companies had to face the critique by showing the advantages of globalization. 
 
NGOs played an important role in pushing companies to increase their share of responsibility 
towards society, by holding them accountable for their mistakes. Companies have been forced 
to address their mistakes to not lose their credibility as responsible actors. Many of the 
concerns that the NGOs raised later became accepted by the politicians, and by the 
enterprises. Accordingly, numerous initiatives and acts where established for companies to 
demonstrate their socially responsible actions. 
 
The UN came to create an initiative called the Global Compact, where companies could 
become members to show that they were taking their share of social responsibility. Another 
example is the EUs Green Book, which became the foundation for the EU view on CSR. A 
third example of an initiative motivating companies to promote their socially responsible 
actions is the American Sarbane-Oxley Act (SOX). The law forces listed companies to certify 
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that their interim reports and other financial information are not misleading. In short, CSR has 
become a key for distinguishing ‘good’ companies from ‘bad’. 
 
Apart from the anti-globalization movements, the emergence of socially responsible investors 
has also played a big role in the development of CSR. Even though the phenomenon of ethical 
investments is not a new concept, its breakthrough came in recent years. According to 
Borglund (2009), the concept developed during the 1960s and 1970s in the USA, mainly by 
the Methodist church, but also by universities, and other public investors using their 
investments to exercise pressure on companies operating in South Africa during Apartheid in 
the 1980s (Borglund, 2009). 
 
During the 1990s, the market for ethical investments expanded and left room for ethical stock 
indexes such as the Dow Jones Sustainability Index, the British FTSE4Good, and the French 
index Ethibel; examples of influential ethical indexes attractive for ethical investors. 
According to Borglund (2009), the development of responsible investments has made it hard 
for listed companies not to address issues related to CSR. The majority of the listed 
companies therefore choose to work with CSR, since the generated profit is greater than the 
short-term gains made by ignoring CSR issues. Summing up, not only did CSR increase the 
awareness of addressing social issues, but it has also become an important factor for 
increasing the financial value, of companies. 
 
One last factor in the development of the CSR trend worth mentioning is media. According to 
Borglund (2009) media has been an important factor for pushing companies to take their share 
of social responsibility. Companies are driven by profit, which they generate by selling a 
product or a service to customers. There are many companies competing for the same 
customers, causing companies to be extremely dependent on their brand image. This image is 
highly sensitive to company values and actions. A failure to live up to the expectation of the 
customer of maintaining a certain image, will therefore lead a company to its downfall. 
Companies prefer to address issues related to CSR to avoid being criticized in media, since it 
is harmful to their business. 
 

Organizing Social Responsibility 
 
According to Vachani (2006), CSR activities are likely to include the exchange of resources 
between actors within NGOs and corporations. Coca-Cola and PepsiCo cooperate with the 
Carbon Trust, established by the U.K. government to help the community to move forward to 
a low-carbon economy (Coca-Cola, 2009; PepsiCo, 2008). Chiquita collaborates with the 
Rainforest Alliance (RFA) in modifying their banana field to protect the plants and specious 
living there, and using fewer pesticides (Chiquita, 2010). Nestlé and Marabou also cooperate 
with the RFA to certify their Nestlé Nespresso coffee and Marabou Premium chocolate 
respectively (Rainforest Alliance, 2009). 
 
It is this exchange that has motivated the author of this study to investigate networking and its 
significance for actors working with social responsibility. That is, actors organizing 
themselves with others within and across organizational boundaries to perform socially 
responsible actions. Networks are established for the purpose of enabling the exchange of 
resources such as knowledge, ideas, contacts, and experiences with other actors. These 
networks are then said to generate additional value. This thesis consequently focuses on 
finding what value that is generated by networking, and where this value is added. In order to 
approach this problematic, this study examines three networks that address socially 
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responsible issues. By examining these networks, this study attempts to find the significance 
of value-creating networking for actors organizing themselves to take socially responsible 
actions.  
 

Networking 

Relationship Building  
 
The phenomenon of networking has always been a natural part of human interaction. 
However, the idea of networking had its breakthrough with the emergence of the Information 
and Communication Technology (ICT), and the increased significance of knowledge as a 
production function (Hamrefors, 2009). Because of these two developments, attention moved 
from networking as a means for relationship building to networking as a means for value-
creation. What differentiates the ‘new’ notion of networking from the ‘old’ is the exchange of 
knowledge. The ICT technology expanded and facilitated the sharing of knowledge, such as 
information and expertise, on a global scale (Hamrefors, 2009). The ICT moved individuals 
closer to one another, and thus opened up new possibilities for development based on value 
creation.  
 
Consequently, organizations are facing a hard time generating additional value on their own. 
Organizations, or rather individuals within the organizations, therefore pursue part of their 
relationship building in various networks, to generate additional value to their respective 
organization.  
 

Assumed Value-Creation 
 
The value that is created is believed to be increased knowledge or information about a 
specific topic, issue, or situation. According to Karlsson (2009), individuals open themselves 
when they exchange information, and close themselves when they go home and reflect upon 
the information, ideas, and thoughts exchanged. The same information has different 
importance and value to the actors. Researchers have therefore found that individuals, even 
though they share information, knowledge, resources, and experiences with others use it in 
different way depending on their own knowledge, experiences, and situations. 
 
According to Allee (2003) the value of knowledge, as other intangibles, does not have a 
common unit of exchange. The reason is that the individuals sharing knowledge between one 
another have different use of, and interpret, the exchanged knowledge in different ways. As 
knowledge does not have any tangible value, it cannot be measured.  
 
It is consequently hard to track how knowledge generated by networking creates additional 
value to actors, organizations, and other associations of individuals. If knowledge could be 
assigned a monetary value, it could easily be traded on the market. The effects or benefits of 
networking could consequently be measured or weighted against the costs of organizational 
operations. Many researchers have consequently tried to assign knowledge a monetary value 
in order to measure its profits. Allee (2003) however argues that these researchers have 
missed the point with intangible goods, by trying to manipulate them to become tangible.  
 
Even though networks are characterized by people coming together to solve current problems, 
networks should not be “perceived as a universal solution to all societal problems” 
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(Sandström, 2008, p. 184). The reason is that networks can be as ineffective as any other type 
of structure. Successful collaboration should be valued in relation to what is regarded as a 
successful outcome. Sandström (2008) writes that “only networks that are a result of, and 
answer to, real and experienced needs” have the “potential to grow successfully” (p. 181). 
The suggested networking structure for enabling efficiency is subsequently a “tightly 
connected and centrally coordinated structure” with a coordinating actor that can organize 
the networking activities (Sandström, 2008, p. 173). 
 
Value networks can be analysed by looking at the value exchanges between actors, groups, 
organizations, business webs and networks (Allee, 2009). Allee (2009) emphasizes that 
“although classic network analysis provides powerful insights into patterns of human 
relationships and communication flows, it falls short in describing overall organizational 
performance” (p. 2). The link between network patterns and value-creation, in terms of 
generated economic benefits, has consequently not been well demonstrated. The reason, 
according to Allee (2009, is that researchers do not know what exactly should be measured. 
 
There is, consequently, not enough knowledge about which factors contribute to value-
creation. However, the author of this study mean that by making it clear what activities and 
results that are carried out by networking, more definite ways of measuring value-creation 
can be approached in the sense of: (1) how organizing actors network, (2) for whom or what 
the actors organize their activities, (3) when value is generated by networking, and (4) what 
the results of networking are. 
 
This study therefore examines a group, which is believed to be highly dependent on 
networking, namely socially responsible actors. This study seeks to find the factors that affect 
the value-creation generated by networking. To enable for finding these factors, this study 
examines actors that organize their work to take social responsibility by networking. The 
reason why this study targets socially responsible actors to investigate the value-creation 
generated by networking is that such actors, in one way or another, engage in operations to 
improve certain conditions for other actors than themselves. It is therefore assumed that these 
actors have a natural tendency to network when addressing certain issues.   
 

Network Analysis 
 
There are two main ways to analyse networks, either by using Social Network Analysis 
(SNA), or Value Network Analysis (VNA).  The former model attempts to find patterns in 
interactions, by investigating how individuals are tied in the larger web of social interactions. 
Most researchers using this method of analysis believe that the networking structure and 
strength of ties effect networking performance and survival (ISNA, 2008). The latter method 
for analysing networks, VNA, studies networks as webs of relationships by analysing (1) the 
patterns of exchange, (2) the impact of value transactions, exchanges and flows, and (3) the 
dynamics of creating a leveraging value (Allee, 2010).  
 
Both theories can add valuable insights to this study and will hereafter be presented more 
closely. In short, the difference between SNA and VNA is that the former model focuses on 
the networking patters, while the latter model focuses on the dynamic exchanges between two 
or more individuals. Common for both models is that value-creation is assumed to occur in a 
network. When a network no longer adds any extra value, it will cease to exist.  
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According to Lim (2007) “generally, a value network refers to added value accrued though 
connections” (Lim, 2007, p. 205). The theories of Allee (2010) add that a value network 
constitutes: 
 

“[…] a web of relationships that generates economic value and other benefits through 
complex dynamic exchanges between two or more individuals, groups, or organizations. Any 
organization, or group of organizations, engaged in tangible or intangible exchanges can be 
viewed as a value network, whether private industry, government, or public sector.”  

 
- (Allee, 2010, p.1).  

 
The goal of a value network is then to:  
 

“[…] generate economic success or other value (benefits) for its participants. People 
participate in a value network by converting their expertise and knowledge into tangible and 
intangible deliverables that have value for other members of the network. In a successful 
value network every actor or participant contributes and receives value in ways that sustain 
both their own success and the success of the value network as a whole. Where this is not true 
participants withdraw or are expelled, or the whole system becomes unstable and may 
collapse or reconfigure.”  

 
- (Allee, 2010, p.1).  

 
According to Hansen, Podolny, and Pfeffer (2001) some of the first researchers on informal 
social networks, such as Roy (1952) and Seashore (1954) assumed networks to undermine 
performance. Its effects were weighted against “personal costs, challenges, and normative 
requirements involved in building, maintaining, and extracting resources from a personal 
network” (Hansen et al., 2001, p. 22). Recent organizational network research has, on the 
other hand, focused on the positive effects of social networking by highlighting the 
instrumental value of networks, such as gathering resources, gaining promotions, and 
completing tasks.  
 
Networks are then, whether social or value-creating, to be seen as:  
 

“systems of communication channels for protecting and promoting interpersonal 
relationships. Interpersonal relationships are a more complex notion than networks as they 
are the outcomes of a system of mutual benefits. But networks cover a wide terrain. They 
include as tightly woven a unity as a nuclear family and one as extensive as a voluntary 
organization. We are born into certain networks and enter new ones. So, networks are 
themselves connected to one another. Network connections can also be expressed in terms of 
channels, although a decision to establish channels which link networks could be a collective 
one.”  

 
- (Dasgupta, 2005, p. 10). 

 
Yet, by assuming networks to have positive effects, recent research has failed to estimate 
potential drawbacks of social networking. Hansen et al. claim that these social activities may 
be beneficial to the individual, as they receive knowledge by exchanging ideas and 
experiences with other contact. But these activities may steal time from the individual’s work-
time through time-consuming activities such as maintaining relations, and in that way hamper 
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the efficiency at work. Activities to maintain the social relations, provide help, or make others 
in the network to provide needed help. These activities can, according to Hansen et al. (2001) 
create social liabilities rather than social benefits.  
 
The effects of networking should therefore be taken into consideration when measuring 
performance and outcome. The authors argue that “the type of task pursued by the focal actor 
will determine whether the cost and difficulties of cultivating and using certain network 
configurations will outweigh the knowledge benefits derived from the same network 
attributes” (Hansen et al., 2001, p. 22). 
 
Hansen et al. make an important distinction in social networking theory between exploratory 
and explicatory tasks. Exploratory tasks refer to ideas and missions that have never been 
undertaken before, in the sense that there is no pre-existing information how to deal with a 
specific problem. Exploitative tasks, on the other hand, enjoy the benefit of an existing 
competence base. The authors argue that networks need not to be shaped according to goals 
and needs, but also to competences.  
 
According to Lim (2007) the 21st century has taken organizations to the era of ‘knowledge’. 
An era where knowledge has come to dominate an increasingly number of sectors, such as the 
economy, management, networks, works, markets, commodities, assets, and stock flows. 
Even though knowledge is a natural heritage moving development forward, it has become a 
label distinguishing extraordinary organizations from ordinary. The ever increasing exchange 
and sharing of knowledge and information, is a direct result of the emergence of the ICT. Lim 
(2007) therefore means that knowledge therefore has become “a key-driver of value creation” 
in today’s society (Lim, 2007, p. 178). There seems to be a link between exchanging 
knowledge and value-creation.  
 

Knowledge 
 
Communication becomes essential for enabling the exchange of knowledge to take place in 
social systems. According to Karlsson (2009), individuals in social systems seek to create a 
common identity by reflecting themselves in others. Expressions and differences are then 
captured for the purpose of sense-making. Individuals interacting in social systems, such as 
networks, open themselves up to new ideas and inputs. Having exchanged ideas, the 
individuals close themselves for reflection, in order to evaluate the information obtained 
through the exchange, and later integrate it in the identity of the network. In this way the 
system, or the network, can survive and develop to interact with other networks.  
 
By communicating, the networks maximise their chances of accessing and making use of 
available information. In this manner, the networks can secure their continued survival. 
According to Karlsson (2009) the exchange of communication constitutes the link between 
systems, and it is the significance of the exchange of knowledge that creates a difference in 
value. As a result, the exchange does not have to create the same value or significance for the 
actors participating in the networks. 
 
Sandström (2008), as well as Hansen et al. (2001) refers to Burt (1990 and 1992 respectively) 
in the search of the ideal structure of a high performing network. Hansen et al. (2001) 
highlights the importance of matching networking structure according to activities it 
undertakes (explorative or exploitative). They claim that a network that is not matched 
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properly according to the activities it undertakes will be more costly than beneficial. Yet, 
Hansen et al. leave out one important factor; well-being. Even though a network may be 
costly in the sense that it occupies workers time that should be spent on working, the authors 
did not consider the positive effects that the exchange of knowledge, ideas, and experiences, 
given by the social interactions can affect the actors’ well-being (Dasgupta, p. 9).  
 
Well-being, in turn, affects performance. Well-being is therefore believed to be positively 
connected to networking. Yet, even though a network may have positive social value for its 
members, it might have negative effects for society (Dasgupta, 2005). For example Dasgupta 
(2005), Hansen et al. (2001), and Sandström (2008) all agree that network structure do affect 
organizing capacities and performance. However, there is no single way of measuring the 
value of a network. According to Dasgupta (2005), researchers have been unable to find the 
relative value of networking. Not because data is missing, but because researchers are unsure 
of what they should be measuring (Dasgupta, 2005). The reason is that the many components 
of social capital many times are intangible. 
 
However, it can be concluded that a network with strong ties is not necessarily better than a 
network with weaker ties. According to Dasgupta (2005) the degree of tie-strength depends on 
the activities the network is involved in. In fact, strong ties, according to Hansen et al. enables 
extended brainstorming by limiting diverse inputs. The authors thus suggest that there is a 
trade-off between diverse and expert knowledge. In other words, exploitative tasks may 
benefit more from a network with weaker ties to get as many ideas as possible, while a 
network with strong personal ties better could handle exploratory tasks. 
 

Outcome 
 
The outcome of networking is positive for the participants, since they would not participate in 
the networks if they did not benefit from doing so. Yet, the outcome of networking does not 
have to be positive for non-participants. The mafia makes up for such an example, proving 
both sides of the story. If agreeing that actors organizing themselves in mafia networks are 
better off than they would have been by not participating (thus neglecting the fact that some 
might be participating due to social pressure or fear of being killed), then one could say that 
these participating actors benefits from doing so in terms of security, power and wealth. For 
non-participants, the outcome of the mafia networking activities can in few cases be 
beneficial, according to Hamrefors (2009) when there for example is no alternative 
functioning security system available. However, the mafia networks are rarely beneficial for 
non-participants as their rights most commonly are limited to generate power, wealth and 
security for the network participants. 
  
This simple example has attempted to verbally illustrate that a network generates positive or 
negative value depending on the needs it chooses to address. Networks can consequently be 
said to generate negative value at times, when the only option to satisfy the needs of the 
participants is by limiting the freedom or rights of the non-participants.  
 
Existing networking theories entail much information and knowledge about which networking 
structures are beneficial, and which are not. However, existing networking theories fail to 
explain how the exchanges generate benefits to the participants. That is why this study will 
look deeper into the networking problematic, by examining three networks where actors come 
together to organize socially responsible actions, in order to find (1) how these organizing 
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actors network, (2) for whom or what the organize their activities, (3) when then generate 
value by networking, and (4) what the results of networking are.  
 
As social responsibility has become a very popular topic, and since no study has been 
conducted on the significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing themselves 
to take social responsibility, it is highly relevant to place this area of research in the spotlight. 
 

Methodology 
 

This chapter explains how this study approaches the purpose of investigating how actors 
organize themselves and their resources, by networking, to take social responsibility. As 
previously stated, the reason for investigating how these actors network is, to find the 
significance of networking. This chapter further outlines the research approach, strategy, and 
method used to carry out this study. The chapter also states weaknesses in theory and explains 
the problems that follow the choice of method. 

Research Approach 
 
This is an empirical study that aims to examine the significance of value-creating networking 
in an environment that is believed to be highly correlated with networking, namely social 
responsibility. An important assumption for this thesis is consequently that actors, organizing 
their work to take social responsibility, naturally collaborate with other actors outside their 
own organization. The phenomenon of social responsibility thus allows for investigating how 
actors within organizations network with other actors across organizations, and how 
additional value is generated by networking. 
 

Research Strategy 
 
Four research questions were designed one for the purpose of finding what value that is 
generated when socially responsible actors network. In order to approach these research 
questions, this study was carried out as a qualitative analysis of primary and secondary data. 
The primary data consists of semi-constructed interviews with three strategically selected 
networks: the Future Earth, the Network Health and Democracy, and the Network Mission 
Health. These networks in turn, have allowed for studying the significance of value-creating 
networking more closely. The secondary data is comprised of academic, scientific- and 
newspaper articles, as well as literature and official documents. 
 
The reason for conducting a qualitative study is that it, unlike quantitative studies, allows for 
exemplifying (Svenning, 2003, p. 101). Since this study examines three networks for the 
purpose of finding how networking generates additional value to socially responsible 
operations, it has been designed as a qualitative study. Direct observations will consequently 
be used for the purpose of finding what value that is generated when actors network across 
organizational structures.  
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Research Analysis 
 
Before deciding appropriate research method for collecting data, the researcher should set the 
analytical framework. The analytical framework decides how the research questions are to be 
analysed. This study investigates the phenomenon of value-creating networking, by targeting 
actors organising socially responsible operations. In order to approach the phenomenon of 
value-creating networking, the analysis has been delimited to find: (1) for whom, or what, 
socially responsible actors organize themselves, (2) how the actors network, (3) the 
significance of networking for these actors operations, and (4) the results derived by 
networking. 
 
The method that has been used to analyse the qualitative data is Policy Implementation 
Analysis. Policies are, as commonly known, fundamental principles of a company or 
organization’s actions, which are set by,for example agreements, rules, or strategic 
documents. Implementation research,  is about finding and explaining knowledge derived 
from doing. Implementation research emerged in the USA during the 1950s, and it originates 
in Max Weber’s organizational-theory and Harold Laswell’s introduction to policy analysis. 
Laswell believed that social science should be used to improve policies and governance. 
Social science was to provide facts and knowledge for the purpose of finding better solutions 
to existing problems (Johansson, 2008, p. 30). Policy analysis is thus a methodological 
approach to implementation research. 
 

“Implementation research and policy analysis is a kind of evaluation, an investigation 
of delivery. One core concern that could be claimed as general to all implementation 
researchers is, thus, to reach a better understanding of the relation between policy and 
action.”  

 
- (Johansson, 2008, p. 30). 

 
Organizational analysis has been redefined along with changes in society. As a result, there is 
no specific model for carrying out policy analysis. According to Sabatier (2005) the 1970s-
1980s represented the “golden era” of policy implementation research in the OECD 
countries. This was the time when Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) and Sabatier and 
Mazmanian (1979, 1983) developed ‘top-down’ implementation frameworks. These ‘top-
down’ implementation frameworks, in turn, stimulated ‘bottom-up’ advocates, such as 
Berman (1978), Hanf and Scharpf (1978), Barrett and Fudge (1981), as well as Hjern and Hull 
(1982) (Sabatier, 2005). 
 
Organization studies stem from socio-political writings from early 19th century thinkers, such 
as Saint Simon. Saint Simon attempted to predict and interpret the emerging structural and 
ideological transformations brought by industrial capitalism (Reed, 2005). In the industrial 
society, organizations where brought up as a means for imparting order, structure, and 
regularity to society (Wolin, 2004).  
 
More precisely, organization theory emerged as a response to the disordered repercussions of 
the French revolution, as a search for order (Wolin, 2004). The two forces behind this change, 
according to Wolin (2004) were science and industry. Markham (1952) as quoted by Wolin 
(2004), stated that the “necessary and organic social bond” was rediscovered in the notion of 
industry, which was to deliver safety and bring an end to the revolution (Markham, 1952). 
Organization thus created a power system which enabled men to “exploit nature in a 
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systematic fashion and thereby bring society to an unprecedented plateau of material 
prosperity” (Wolin, 2004, p. 337). A rational arrangement of a new social hierarchy was 
needed to supplement the vision of function and create loyalty. Equality was consequently 
replaced with material welfare and enabled effective production.  
 
Until recently, Weber’s bureaucracy dominated organization studies. Weber’s way of 
systemizing bureaucracy as a form of organization characterized by centralization, hierarchy, 
authority, discipline, rules, career, division of labour, and tenure represented the most 
common organizational design. Yet, along with post-modern organization theory of the early 
1990s, few researchers failed to acknowledge the very fact that bureaucratic organizations had 
become individual entities, consisting of a “blur of ‘chains’, ‘clusters’, ‘networks’, and 
‘strategic alliances’ (Clegg & Hardy, 1999, p. 8). Inter-organizational relations have therefore 
become increasingly interesting for researchers, since the relations between organizations can 
be a more important source of “capacity and capability than internal features such as ‘size’ 
or ‘technology’” (Clegg & Hardy, 1999, p. 8). 
 
As previously mentioned, the empirical data of this study has been analysed through the 
method of policy analysis. According to Hjern (1992, 2001, and 2007) in Karlsson (2009), 
there are three main methods of policy analysis. These are illustrated by Karlsson (2009) as 
presented below. 
 
 

Three Models of Policy Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Policy Analysis. 
Three models of policy analysis as elaborated by Hjern 1992, 2001, and 2007 (illustrated in 
Karlsson 2009, p. 137). 
 
According to Karlsson (2009), these models have been developed through the specialization 
of knowledge and operational activities. The three models, as illustrated in fig. 2, can 
therefore be combined to analyze the type of organizing that is believed to be appropriate for 
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the situation (Karlsson, 2009). According to Karlsson (2009), to study and analyze organizing 
is to examine social interactions that take place when actors organize themselves to cooperate 
and coordinate their activities. 
 
Model number one and two illustrate policies as bundle of ideas, i.e. programs, regulations, or 
documents defined by actors such as a manager within a company or the central, regional- or 
municipal government. Model number three, on the other hand, focuses on organizing rather 
than organization (a distinction of these concepts will be given at a later stage in this section). 
The main difference between the three methods is that model number one and two both 
approach policy analysis from a top-down perspective, while the third and last model, 
approach policy analysis from a bottom-up perspective. 
 

Model Number One – Policy output Analysis 
 
Policy Output Analysis emerged in the 1960s and 1970s. The actors within this model are not 
specified, but are most commonly referred to as systems. Municipalities would for instance be 
referred to as ‘local political systems’. This model is used to analyze the implementation of a 
program, mainly by using quantitative measures on an “aggregate level” (Johansson, 2008, p. 
57). 
 
According to Johansson (2008) “policy output analysis does not depart from an 
organizational perspective, that is the organization or specific actors per se don’t seem to 
have impact any impact on the result of policy-implementation” (Johansson, 2008, p. 57). 
This kind of analysis tends to analyze a specific sector, rather than an organization as a whole. 
Policy output analysis, consequently, focuses mainly on evaluating the benefits of continuing 
with a certain programme or replacing it with another. In short, the idea of this model is to 
enable decision –and policy makers to make suitable decisions. This model can for example 
be applied to assess any of the European Structural Funds Programmes. 
 
This model of policy output analysis has been questioned for its capabilities of “generating 
findings on the effects of the policy” (Johansson, 2008, p. 57). The model has mainly been 
criticized for having pre-defined results. Thus hindering the evaluators to detect and/or 
measure the outcomes for actors other than decision makers or stakeholders (Johansson, 
2008). 
 

Model Number Two - Policy Organization Analysis 
 
According to Johansson (2008) and Karlsson (2009) policy output analysis and policy 
organization analysis has a common denominator; they both consider organization relevant for 
the analysis. Yet, unlike the previous model, organizations can affect the results in processes. 
The reason is that certain groups or public programs can be identified and analyzed. 
Researchers within this field try to study organizations according to hierarchical patterns, by 
assuming one organization to have more power over other organizations. 
 
Like policy output analysis, policy organization analysis developed during the 1960s and 
1970s. The model came to be heavily influenced by contemporary economic models, which 
emphasized the importance of the manager. The conception of the manager was thus 
borrowed and transferred from the business sector to the political field (Hjern, 1999 in 
Johansson 2008).This analytical model is, in contrast to previous model, used to assess to 
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what extent results conform to general quality standards. These kinds of evaluations are most 
commonly carried out, according to Johansson (2008), by external expert-evaluators such as 
the International Organization for Standardization (ISO). 
 
This model has mainly been criticized for being hard to use when supervising and measuring 
how interactions among organizations affects the outcome. Researchers using this model try 
to weight and measure organizations according to a hierarchical pattern. Thus making this 
model unreliable, as actors might network across organizational borders with other actors 
outside the own organization. It might further be the case that actors within the studied 
organizations are linked to networks without being aware of it. 
   
Johansson (2008) points out the major shortcomings of this model as being its limits of the 
evaluators’ capabilities of analyzing the results, by only providing information about the 
manager and not the end user. The model tends to become too standardized and therefore 
limits the role of the evaluator, as it leaves no room for the evaluator to use his or her own 
judgment.  
 

Model Number Three - Policy Organizing Analysis 
 
This model approaches the conception of organizing rather than of organizations. Johansson 
(2008) defines organizations as being associations based on strategies or plans. Organizations 
do therefore not need to be the outcome of an organizing process. Organizing, on the other 
hand, appears when individuals face challenges or problems that need to be addressed in order 
to be solved or to fill certain needs (Hjern, 1999 in Johansson 2008). These individuals are 
therefore very likely to interact in addressing these problems or needs. Policy organizing 
analysis does, unlike the previous two models, not depart from a power centre, such as a state 
or a government. Policy organizing analysis rather investigates the “rationality of established 
power in relation to contemporary problems and challenges” (Hjern, 1999 in Johansson 
2008). Furthermore, policy organizing analysis approaches policy analysis from a bottom-up 
perspective instead of approaching policy analysis from a top-down perspective as the 
previous two models. 
 
The bottom-up advocates mainly criticize the top-down models for being centralized (e.g. the 
framers of the policy decisions are perceived as key-actors) and to consequently neglect other 
important actors. This problem, according to Sabatier (2005) leads the ‘top-down’ 
methodology to fail to: 
 

• Account for strategic initiatives from the private sector, local implementing officials, 
and other policy subsystems. 

• Function in situations where there is no dominant policy (statue) or agency, but rather 
a multitude of governmental directives and actors, as in the social service delivery.  

• Consider counterproductive effects of policies chosen for analysis. 
 
The strength of using Henf, Hjern, and Porter’s (1978) bottom-up approach, according to 
Sabatier (2005) is that the method can be used for identifying any policy network 
(implementation structure), independently of the type of organizing structure. The method 
enables for finding implementation structures, by using a networking technique. Yet, the 
bottom-up, as the top-down approach, has its flaws. According to Sabatier (2005), the bottom-
up approach risks overemphasizing the importance of non-centralized actors, by 
underestimating the centre’s direct influence over goals and strategies. 
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The thesis will avoid the problem of centralization as there is no real ‘top’ or ‘bottom’ in a 
network. The bottom-up method will therefore serve as a perfect model for analysing the 
empirical data generated by interviews with actors in the three networks. The third model will 
further allow for investigating for whom, what, how and why these actors network when 
working with social responsibility. Nevertheless, rather than using this method to analyse 
organizations, this method will be used for analysing actors organizing themselves by 
networking. According to Karlsson (2009) it is the policy-creating implementation structures 
that create value and encourage responsibility.  
 
This thesis analyses value-creating networking from a bottom-up perspective by following the 
individuals responsible for coordinating the networking activities. As the coordinators are 
responsible for establishing contact with other individuals, they create implementation 
structures when tasks are accomplished (Karlsson, 2009). These structures in turn, enable for 
mapping the cooperative interactions in the organizing process backwards i.e. from a bottom-
up perspective. 
 

Research Method 
 
A common problem in qualitative research is that the researcher allow few interviewed people 
to make up for the research (Svenning, 2003). This study overcomes that problem by 
combining the interviews (primary data) with a strong theoretical framework (secondary 
data). To find the most relevant actors in the three empirical cases this study has used the 
snowball method. Even though the empirical findings are based on interviews held with four 
key-actors within the three networks (two chairmen and one coordinator from the Networks 
Mission Health and Health and Democracy, as well as the chairman of the Network Future 
Earth) the study was not limited to only entail these actors in beforehand. The reason why the 
empirical data was based on interviews with these actors is because the relevant information 
needed to complete this study was obtained. There was consequently no additional 
information or knowledge to be generated by conducting another interview.  
 
Moreover, the reason why three actors were interviewed in the case of the two sister networks, 
while just one actor in the network Future Earth is that there three actors in the first case had 
coordinating responsibilities, while there was only one actor in the Future Earth with such 
responsibilities.  
 
However, as the Future Earth organized its socially responsible actors through friend groups, 
the relevance of interviewing these actors was questioned. By interviewing actors from the 
friend groups, and further continuing the interviews with actors within the member 
organizations in Asia and South America, this study could have been further developed. 
However, as the study is supported by a strong theoretical framework, and since it has been 
delimited to investigate the significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing 
themselves to take social responsibility by examining three networks, the snowball method 
was exhausted once the necessary information and knowledge was generated through the four 
interviews. Also it should be remembered that the purpose of this study is not to generalize, 
but rather to exemplify by using relevant information. 
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Validity and Credibility 
 
According to Maxwell (2005) the two biggest threats to the validity of qualitative research 
studies is researcher bias and reactivity (the researcher’s effect on the actors studied). The 
problem of researcher bias is related to the researcher’s preconceptions, which affects the 
conclusions of the study. The second problem of reactivity refers to the researcher’s influence 
over its interviewees. By referring to Becker (1970), Maxwell (2005) comes to the conclusion 
that it is not in the researchers concern trying to minimize its influence, but rather 
understanding how s/he influences the information accounted for in the study. 
 
To overcome these two problems, this study has used a well-proven scientific methodological 
scheme elaborated by Hjern and Karlsson (06-05-2010) for constructing semi structured 
interview questions. The purpose of using semi structured interview questions is to have an 
agenda for designing the interviews in a way that allows objectivity. In this manner, the study 
has limited the researchers influence of what is being said during the interviews, by the same 
time as it has facilitated finding relevant information and knowledge. The interviewees have 
thus been able to express their opinions freely at each interview question. Additionally, the 
information generated from the interviews has been reconnected with the interviewees. The 
reason for doing so is to enable the interviewees to have a final opinion about the material in 
order to strengthen the validity, reliability, and objectivity of this study. 
 

Methodological Scheme for Constructing and Organizing Interviews 
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participants? 
 
 
 
 
 

With whom? 

  
Figure 3. Methodological Scheme.  
Not published. Elaborated by Hjern and Karlsson (06-05-2010) during seminar in 7.5 ECTS 
credits master course Politics and Visions II at Jönköping International Business School 
(JIBS) in Jönköping, Sweden. 
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Moreover, having used the snowball method for accompanying the methodological scheme, 
this study’s reliability and credibility has been strengthened as well as its accuracy and 
objectivity. The number of interviews was not set beforehand and therefore allowed for 
having an accurate and objective view of the information and knowledge communicated 
during the interviews. 
 
Finally, by realizing the importance of evaluating and reconnecting the information 
communicated in the empirical data with the actors subject to this study, the findings from the 
empirical data has been unified to link the validity, credibility, accuracy, and objectivity of 
this research together. 
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Empirical Findings 
 
This chapter introduces the three networks subject to this research. It also outlines the major 
findings from the interviews held with coordinating actors within these networks. This chapter 
has been structured by highlighting the most significant aspects of the information that was 
communicated during the interviews. These aspects correspond to eight key points 
interconnected to the interview questions. The research questions correspond to the 
methodological scheme outlined in the section treating research method, as they were 
designed according to the methodological scheme elaborated by Hjern and Karlsson (2010). 

About the Networks Future Earth, Health and Democracy and Mission Health 
 
The Future Earth is a Swedish Non-Governmental/ Non-Profit Organization (NGO/ NPO) that 
carries out most of its work through its international network. The network is dependent a 
strong and functional relationship with its member organizations. The Future Earth was 
established in 1988, and has actively supported initiatives for social justice and ecologically 
sustainable development (Framtidsjorden 1, 2007). 
 
The Network Health and Democracy and the Network Mission Health are two sister networks, 
established in the beginning of the 1990s. The Network Health and Democracy consists of 
Swedish elected county representatives, whereas the Network Mission Health comprises 
officials within the Swedish health- and sick care. The difference between the two sister 
networks and the network Future Earth is that the two former comprise of public actors, while 
the latter consists of voluntary actors. The two networks address citizens’ needs for healthcare 
by carrying out missions and follow-ups on their results. The missions are directed to citizens’ 
needs for sick-and health care services, in order to increase the level of democratic 
governance of the Swedish health- and sick care system (Nätverken 1, 2009). The idea of 
having two sister networks is to separate the role of officials from that of politicians to 
enhance the level of democratic governance of the health- and sick care. The role of the 
elected representatives is to stipulate visions and objectives, which the officials turn into 
practice. 
 

Early History of the Network Future Earth 
 
The network Future Earth was established by enthusiasts that shared a common value-ground 
of ecological sustainability. These enthusiasts met other enthusiasts in developing countries 
(primary in Brazil). This meeting initiated an exchange of resources that developed into a 
network with a common platform. Characteristically for the Future Earth is that it has 
emerged from a southern perspective, implying that the network has placed the need of the 
exposed groups in poor countries where they operate in the centre of attention. Rather than 
imposing a western perspective of what is the best for the exposed group in the poor countries, 
the Future Earth provides these groups with what they need. The needs of these groups, in 
turn, vary from involving anything from donating seeds to plant new trees, to provide 
education in ecological sustainability.  
 
According to Robertson-Pearce (23-06-2010), the network Future Earth is unique because it is 
completely governed by the needs of their member organizations in Asia and South America. 
Robertson-Pearce (23-06-2010) emphasizes that the Future Earth should not be mistaken for 
an organization, as it is a network. Its main role, as a network, is to: provide information, 
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enabling exchange of knowledge, and organize the friend groups so that they in turn can 
provide financial and intellectual resources where best needed. Apart from the directives 
given to, and ambitions of, the Future Earth, the network tries to direct their resources towards 
exposed women and children.  
 

Values 
 
The Future Earth operates according to three fundamental values consisting of ecology, self-
reliance, and cooperation. The core of these three values rests on the notion of ecology. 
Realizing the importance of encouraging people to take their responsibility towards nature, the 
Future Earth decided to promote initiatives that educate people to become socially and 
ecologically aware of their impact on the environment (Framtidsjorden 2, 2007). 
 
Self-reliance refers to the ability of relying on one’s own resources. The Future Earth believes 
that small-scale farmers, rural working families, inhabitants in poor city areas, and indigenous 
people are the groups most vulnerable to economic, political and military decisions. As 
women and children constitute the groups with least influence over the economic and political 
reality they are facing, the Future Earth operates to strengthen their self-reliance. By doing so, 
the Future Earth aspires to increase the awareness of these groups, as well as making them 
realize their power to influence (Framtidsjorden 3, 2007). According to the Future Earth (4, 
2007), self-reliance cannot exist without cooperation. Cooperation facilitates life and 
development by strengthening efforts and solidarity among individuals. 
 

Operations 
 
The Future Earth operates by funding projects that, in a social and ecological manner 
improves the living conditions of people in poverty. This aid stimulates these exposed groups 
to take responsibility of their own situation and the environment, in a social and ecological 
manner (Framtidsjorden 5, 2007). The Future Earth’s main office is located in Stockholm, 
Sweden, but only operates in Asia and South America. The Future Earth is a network 
consisting of organizing actors in Sweden, the so-called friend groups, as well as organizing 
actors in Asia or South America called member organizations. The Future Earth operates in 
Asia and South America, but generates its financial resources in Sweden.  
 

 
Networking Scheme of the Future Earth 

 

 
Figure 2. Networking Scheme of the Future Earth. 
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Illustration of the Future Earth’s networking, as drafted by Chairman Christina Robertson-
Pearce, 23-06-2010 in Stockholm. 
 
The member organizations are constituted by eleven organizations in Asia, 19 organizations in 
South America, and 16 organizations in Sweden. The member organizations in Sweden are 
counted as, what the Future Earth likes to call, friend groups. Friend groups are different from 
member organizations. The role of the friend groups is to provide information about the 
members in Asia and South America, as well as collect money to support the member 
organizations. The role of the member organizations in Asia and South America is then to 
develop local pilot projects that address the specific social and ecological issues. 
 
The friend groups of the Future Earth operate by collecting money, which they donate to their 
member organizations abroad. Friend groups collect money by for example organizing 
bazaars, open lectures, seminars, and informational tours across the country. The money is 
then distributed to the member organizations to fund projects that are significant for the 
village of operations. Additionally, the Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (SIDA) has a policy which increases the money collected by NGOs tenfold. This 
implies that if the Future Earth collects 3.000 SEK by hosing a bazaar, the SIDA will multiply 
that amount by ten, giving the Future Earth 30.000 SEK. This amount is then handed over to a 
member organization that operates in the destination country.  
 
However, due to a budgetary deficit of 20 million SEK, the Swedish government forces the 
SIDA to cut its spendings. The SIDA has for a long time had problems with its internal 
organization, which has embedded for these economic deficits. Meantime, the SIDA keeps 
living above its means by demanding increased financial support from the Swedish state to 
cover their deficits (DN, 2010). As the government increases its control over the SIDAs 
operations, NGOs are forced to improve their auditing standards in order to continue receiving 
funding from the SIDA.  
 
The Swedish government has reformed its aid policies over the past three years. This year 
(2010), the Swedish government aims at increasing the efficiency of its spending on aid 
through extended transparency and innovation. By doing so, Sweden hopes to overcome the 
two biggest obstacles for effective aid: corruption, unclear information about the results of aid 
(Utrikesdepartementet, 2009). Yet, with increased transparency follows increased competition 
among organizations looking for funding from the SIDA. As many NGOs are dependent on 
this funding to carry out their projects, they run a greater risk of having to shut down their 
operations. 
 

Early History of the Network Health and Democracy and the Network Mission 
Health 
 
Initially, the two sister networks was established in the form of a single network, only 
involving officials within the health- and sick care. As time passed by, the importance of 
involving the elected county representatives was discovered. The network therefore started 
contacting politicians interested in governing by addressing citizens’ needs. The concept was 
simple; the politicians were to give visions and objectives, while the officials implemented 
these visions in practice (Bylund, 23-06-2010). 
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The two networks, which initially went under the name ‘the commissioning network’, were 
associated with buying and selling. The network consequently lost its core purpose of 
addressing citizens’ needs for health- and sick care. To nor be associated with buying and 
selling and to return to its main purpose of addressing citizen health- and sick care needs, as 
well as separating the roles of officials from that of politicians, the commissioning network 
established two sister networks under the names the Network Mission Health and the Network 
Health and Democracy. To sum up, the networks Mission Health and Health and Democracy 
were set up to facilitate for governing Swedish health- and sick care democratically, by 
addressing the needs of the population (Robertson-Pearce, 23-06-2010). 
 

Values 
 
The two networks share a common platform that enables them to develop conditions for 
democratic governance of the health- and sick care system (Nätverken 1, 2006). The networks 
operate according to the three fundamental values of needs, missions, and follow-ups.  
 
The first value, needs, is the two sister networks core value. The value of needs corresponds to 
the networks’ aspiration to develop the conditions for democratic governance of the health- 
and sick care by addressing the people’s needs. In order to do so, the networks have targeted 
two groups considered to have the greatest influence on health- and sick care; officials and 
elected representatives (Nätverken 2, 2009).  
 
The second value, missions, is related to the networks efforts to assist the officials in 
organizing themselves to achieve their missions, by helping them strengthen their professional 
roles and responsibilities. The third and final value, follow-ups, is about following up the 
missions undertaken by the officials, for the purpose of assessing whether the elected 
representatives have managed to interpret and communicate the needs of the people to the 
officials or not (Nätverken 2, 2009).  
 

Operations 
 
The networks organize their work for the elected county representatives and officials that 
want to develop, increase the level of democratic governance of their health- and sick care 
services in their respective county, or region (Bylund, 23-06-2010).  Some counties have 
decided to merge by establishing regions, mainly because of time -and financial constraints, 
but also because some diseases are too difficult for some counties to manage on their own 
(Sörensson, 12-07-2010). 
 
The two sister networks compose a development forum that enables elected representatives 
and officials to exchange their knowledge and competences with one another. The role of the 
networks is to complement, rather than to replace, existing initiatives for development within 
respective county or region. Apart from the activities held within respective network, the two 
networks come together four times per year to address relevant issues for the member 
counties, or regions. The networking activities are financed by every member county, which is 
represented by an official or elected representative that participates in the networking 
activities. The fee each member county has to pay varies according to the number of 
inhabitants within respective county. 
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Networking Scheme of the Network Mission Health and the Network Health and 
Democracy  

 
Figure 2. Networking Schemes of the two Sister Networks. 
Illustration of the Networking Schemes of the Networks Future Earth and Health and 
Democracy, as illustrated in Nätverken 2 (2009, p. 3). 
 
The work committee is a preparatory organ that initiates and deals with issues central to the 
two networks. The role of the committee is to enforce decisions taken by the owners (the 
representatives from respective member county and region). The stakeholders in the two 
networks are constituted by the member counties and regions. The counties and regions are 
then represented by the officials and politically elected representatives from the two networks.  
 
Each network has its own chairman. Eva Stjernström has been chairman for the Network 
Mission Health since 2008. When Stjernström is not working with the Network Mission 
Health, she is full-time employed by the county of Värmland (see fig. 1 in appendix) as a 
division manager. Through her job, Stjernström is also part of the Head Management Group, 
as well as the County Council of the Group Managing Director.  
 
Anna-Lena Sörensson is active as a politically elected representative of the county of 
Östergötland (see fig. 1 in appendix) and has been chairman for the Network of Health and 
Democracy since 2002. The chairman of the Network Health and Democracy works closely 
together with the network’s coordinator, Anne Bylund. The role of the coordinator is to link 
the two networks with each other by organizing activities. The coordinator is also responsible 
for managing the two networks’ finances. Bylund has been coordinator since 2005, and she is 
the only person that holds a full-time position in the networks (Nätverken 2, 2009). 
 
Apart from the cooperating internally, the networks cooperate externally with: (1) the Swedish 
Association of Local Authorities and Regions, (2) the Swedish Health Organization for 
Statistical Information, (3) the National Board of Health and Welfare, (4) the Swedish Council 
on Health Technology Assessment, (5) the Swedish County Procurement Network, (6) the 
National Centre for Priority Setting in Health Care and (7) the Swedish National Institute of 
public Health.  
 
The two sister networks focus on assessing existing needs so that the most exposed groups can 
benefit. The sister networks operate by finding goals that shows the results of the number of 
surgeries being carried out more successfully or people becoming healthier.  
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“Additional value is generated when a new solution is born”. 
 

- Sörensson (13-07-2010). 
 
The sister networks therefore try to find new ways of setting goals that can be followed-up, so 
that potential solutions are implemented. In that way, the solutions can bring additional value 
to the health- and sick care services. 
 
The sister networks try to strengthen the role of the politicians in the health- and sick care, by 
showing that their role is not to be technical experts, but to be experts on what the people 
need. The networks also try to help Swedish counties and regions to improve at analysing the 
needs of the people and monitoring the results of the health- and sick care. According to 
Bylund (23-06-2010), the Swedish counties and regions try to measure everything. She thus 
means that they measure too much and therefore need to become better at asking themselves 
“what questions they are trying to find the answers to”. 
 
To sum up, the two sister networks were established to enhance the exchange between 
officials and elected representatives of counties and regions. The network for elected 
representatives formulates missions by focusing on the needs of the population. The needs of 
the most exposed groups in society are targeted to increase the standard of the health- and sick 
care, making its services equally attainable to everyone. The officials then address these needs 
by supplying their resources and later evaluating the outcome of the priorities that were made.  
 

Networking in a Socially Responsible Context 

Needs 
 

The Future Earth organizes its work, mainly for small-scale farmers, including exposed 
women and children. The Future Earth engages in everything that, in one way or another, can 
be directed towards ecological sustainability. For example, if the Future Earth discovers 
children living on the streets as being a severe problem in a certain village, they might address 
this issue by helping a member organization to establish an educational program in ecology. 
By educating the children in ecology, they can be kept away from the streets, as well as learn 
how to read and deepen their knowledge of ecology. In this way, the Future Earth plants a 
seed of prosperity, as it equips coming generations for dealing with environmental issues. 
 
The Future Earth describes itself as a network governed by needs. Needs that are expressed by 
the people living in villages where the Future Earth collaborates with established member 
organizations. Communication is therefore a key for successful exchange of knowledge within 
the network. By remaining open and addressing the needs of the exposed groups, the Future 
Earth organize its resources where best needed.  
 
Like the Future Earth, the Network Mission Health and the Network Health and Democracy 
govern their operations according to needs. Yet, even though the three networks all focus on 
needs, they target different groups. The Networks Mission and Health and Democracy target 
officials and politically elected representatives that seek to govern, the health- and sick care, 
according to the needs of the population. The Future Earth, on the other hand, prefers to 
address the needs of exposed women and children are engaged in small-scale farming.  
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Target Groups 
 
Robertson-Pearce (23-06-2010) emphasizes the importance of linking the Future Earth’s 
projects with ecology, and most preferably with exposed children and women. Nevertheless, if 
the network finds that there are groups in worse conditions, it turns to prioritize them instead. 
In order for a member organization to receive funds from the Future Earth, it has to fulfil the 
conditions of ecological sustainability and social justice.  
 
The two sister networks have chosen to prioritize officials and politically elected county 
representatives, as these have the power to change the health- and sick care (Bylund, 23-06-
2010). The two sister networks together create a platform, where the elected representatives 
and the officials can meet to exchange ideas and experiences. The networks operate to 
implement a ‘demand perspective’ in the managerial process of addressing needs, missions, 
and follow-ups.  
 
According to Bylund (23-06-2010) the networks focus on how the needs of the most 
vulnerable groups in society, such as children, youths and the elderly, can be reflected in the 
missions that are formulated. Depending on the elected representatives’ visions, the officials 
address citizen needs, which later are evaluated to follow-up the results. For example, the 
elected representatives in the county of Värmland (see fig. 1 in appendix) might decide to 
prioritize exposed children. To target exposed children, the two sister networks could for 
example arrange thematic seminars together with organizations, such as the National Board of 
Health and Welfare and the Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR). The 
county of Värmland would, in this example, have to collaborate with the local municipality, as 
the municipalities are responsible for many of the problem areas addressed when targeting 
exposed children (Stjernström, 12-07-2010). 
 
When the two sister networks were established, it was realized that the two most important 
groups for improving the health- and sick care was the elected county representatives and 
officials. As previously mentioned, the reason for targeting these groups is that they have they 
have the power to change, since they hold the positions where the decisions are being made. 
Yet, after the Elderly Reform passed in Swedish legalisation in 1992, the municipalities got 
increased responsibility in areas previously managed by the counties. The two sister networks 
have therefore raised the question of whether the municipal officials should be incorporated in 
the network or not. Even though municipal officials are welcome to participate during the 
networking conferences, there are no plans of involving the municipalities in the network at 
this point.  
 

Priorities 
 
The Future Earth’s priorities are partially given through directives from the Swedish 
government. The Foreign Ministry is given directives from the Swedish government, 
concerning which groups should be more prioritized than others. For example, the Swedish 
government could give the Foreign Ministry directives to prioritize illiterate children. The 
Foreign Ministry then reports to the SIDA that organized actions towards illiterate children 
should be given priority when distributing funding to NGOs. The Future Earth, like other 
organizations or networks, tries to direct their operations towards illiterate children by e.g. 
helping a member organization in Brazil to establish an educational program in ecology. In 
that way the Future Earth would both target the demand from the Swedish government and the 
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needs of the exposed people, by the same time as it address its own values, beliefs and 
criteria’s for providing its support. 
 
The networks, on the other hand, target the health- and sick care sector. This sector is 
complicated to manage, since every county or region manages its health- and sick care 
services differently. That is why the networks try to shift the attention from measuring 
quantities to improving quality by addressing the needs of the population. Bylund (13-07-
2010) points out that there is currently no other network or organization that focuses on 
governing the health- and sick care from a demand perspective. Most organizations or 
networks in the same field are governed according to the previous year’s budget, rather than 
the need of the population. 
  
According to Sörensson (13-07-2010), it was natural to prioritize the health- and sick care, as 
the sector is difficult to govern democratically. Sörensson (12-07-2010) believes that it was a 
wise decision to incorporate the politicians in the network, since they are elected to represent 
the people, and therefore are needed to develop the steering process so that right decisions and 
priorities are being made. If the politicians would be left out of the discussion, the health- and 
sick care would easily prioritize the wrong groups. The stronger groups would enjoy greater 
benefits because the weaker groups would have difficulties to speak up for themselves.  
 

“A democratic health- and sick care is about feeling safe, because a secure population 
will seek less care”. 

 
- Bylund (13-07-2010). 

 
Bylund (13-07-2010) emphasizes the importance of separating the role of the officials from 
that of the elected representatives. It is believed that by merging the two networks, the 
importance of the elected representatives would decrease. Hence, there would be no 
democratic governance of the health- and sick care anymore (Bylund, 13-07-2010). 
 

Addressing Needs 
 
The Future Earth has chosen to focus on women and children because it is the first groups that 
the representatives meet when visiting a poor village. The representatives usually meet 
children, either walking their way to school, or just drifting around on the streets. The 
representatives also meet women, staying at home, preparing the dinner for their husbands and 
children. However, since the families are poor, there is not much food to prepare, leaving 
women and children with nothing to do during the days. The Future Earth therefore found it 
suitable to stimulate these two groups to realize their own value. By providing with ecologic 
agricultural education and support of resources, the Future Earth provides these groups with 
the possibility of taking responsibility. When taking responsibility, these groups are enabled to 
feel and realize their own value.  
 
The two networks Mission Health, and Health and Democracy were established to help 
officials and elected representatives to manage the health- and sick care according to the 
populations’ needs. Apart from these two sister networks, there is no other organization or 
network that focuses on addressing the needs of the population. There is consequently a big 
demand for the two sister networks’ services, since the participants appreciates the possibility 
of exchanging experiences with groups that have faced, or are facing, similar situations.  
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The health- and sick care services, according to Stjernström (12-07-2010), are generally 
governed by demand. This is a big problem, since there are groups in the society that have 
problems with expressing their needs, such as the elder or psychologically ill people. These 
groups then run the risk of not having their needs met. The sick- and health care therefore 
becomes more beneficial those who can express their needs. As a result, the health- and sick 
care contradicts itself, because it should prioritize the people with the greatest needs and not 
the ones that are better at expressing them. 
 
Stjernström (12-07-2010) describes the networks contributions as being a form of lobbying, 
which is performed by collecting knowledge and experiences to influence the governance of 
the health- and sick care.  
 

Value-Creation 
 
Exposed women and children living in extreme poverty learn that they have the power to 
change. The Future Earths help to plant a seed of possibilities, by providing these groups with 
resources and hope. The Future Earth mobilizes its resources so that these groups can for 
example learn how to read or learn English. The Future Earth tries to open up their eyes and 
give them hope. The representatives from each friend group gain knowledge and experiences 
by supporting the member organizations. The representatives also reach self-fulfilment when 
experiencing that their efforts make a difference for exposed groups living in extreme poverty. 
 
According to Bylund (23-06-2010), the two sister networks enables the elected representatives 
and the officials, to exchange their knowledge and experiences with each other. In this way, 
the members help themselves and each other to understand and develop their role in the 
health- and sick care. As the networks are politically neutral, the elected representatives can 
develop their way of governing together with others.  
 
The sister networks work together, as a single network, by addressing issues that have not 
been managed by other organizations or associations in a systematic manner before. Bylund 
(23-06-2010) points out the importance of not excluding actors that do not participate in the 
networks by emphasizing that other actors may contribute with extra value and knowledge to 
the network. Bylund (23-06-2010) mentions the highest municipal management as an 
example. The municipal authorities are not targeted by the two networks, but are important 
actors when it comes to reach certain groups of the population. As mentioned earlier, the 
municipalities got increased responsibility over various fields within the health- and sick care 
sector after the Elderly Reform Act in 1992. The officials and elected representatives therefore 
have to work closely together with the municipal authorities when dealing with certain issues 
related to, for example, psychological well-being, the young, and the elderly.  
 
Stjernström (12-07-2010) adds that the participants get more knowledge by sharing 
experiences with each other. For example, if the county of Värmland get to know that the 
county of Kronoberg (see fig. 1 in appendix) is undertaking similar missions, the counties can 
contact one another and help each other out. According to Stjernström (12-07-2010), the 
networks contribute with additional value-creation by enabling the exchange of resources, 
such as knowledge, contacts, experiences, inspiration, motivation, and stimulation. The 
additional value, generated from this exchange of resources, is visible through the officials’ 
and elected representatives’ improved performance. 
 



  43 

Resources  
 

The two most important resources for the Future Earth are “financial resources and people on 
field” (Robertson-Pearce, 23-06-2010). When it comes to having people on the field, the 
internship placements that are offered by the network are an important asset for supporting the 
prioritized groups in Asia and South America. Unfortunately the SIDA has stopped 
sponsoring these activities. The Future Earth can therefore no longer afford to send their 
trainees overseas. The Future Earth generates its financial resources by: (1) applying for 
financial assistance from the Forum Syd, which in turn receives its financial resources from 
the SIDA; (2) hosting informational events about their operations and issues related to 
ecology and poverty, and (3) having the friend groups hosting activities such as bazars or 
lotteries. 
 
For the two Networks Mission Health and Health and Democracy, the structure of the 
meetings is important. As value is believed to be generated by exchanging resources, such as 
knowledge, experiences, contacts, ideas, and inspiration, the networks try to organize the 
meetings in a way that enables the participants get to know one other. According to 
Stjernström and Sörensson (2010), the two networks’ coordinator, Anne Bylund, is the most 
valuable resource of the network. Bylund is responsible for pulling the networks together, as 
well as organizing the networking activities, meetings, and seminars. The exchange of 
resources among the participants is also of great value for the two sister networks.  
 
Knowledge and experiences are shared through the thematic seminars and network 
conferences, by letting the members talk about their successes or failures. A thematic seminar 
can easily turn into bragging when the actors meet in the network. The chairman and the 
president do, however, steer the meetings so that it does not proceed. Sörensson (13-07-2010) 
usually steer the conversations to focus on mistakes to overcome this problem. By focusing on 
mistakes, rather than successes, she says, the participants learn to improve themselves and to 
avoid repeating the same mistakes in the future. 
 

Response 
 
The responses that the Future Earth has received have been positive. Robertson-Pearce (23-
06-2010) believes the network’s priorities and methods of carrying out its operations have 
never been questioned because their sole aim has been improving the living conditions of 
exposed groups in poor countries. The Network Mission Health and the Network of Health 
and Democracy, on the other hand, experienced a shaky start. In the beginning of the 1990s, 
many counties and regions introduced the ‘commissioning and executing’ model, to 
streamline the health- and sick care. It was believed that by streamlining the management of 
needs, the health- and sick care would become more effective, and thus, improve its economy.  
Initially, most counties and regions in Sweden governed the health- and sick care from a top-
down perspective. Implying that politicians decided about how the resources should be 
distributed, by giving directive to the official within the health- and sick care service sector. 
The problem was that the health- and sick care became inefficient, since it was governed 
according to last year’s budget, rather than of the need of the people. Resources where 
therefore misallocated to either being short in some areas, or in excess in others. 
 
When it was decided that the health- and sick care service sector was to be governed 
according to the commissioning and executing model, most officials faced difficulties in 
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defining their responsibilities and roles. In short, officials did not have comprehensive 
knowledge of how to carry out missions according to this new model. There was a need for 
knowledge on how to carry out assignments according to this method. As a result, a network 
called the Commissioning Network was established to assist the officials in their new 
assignments.   
 
With time it became evident that the politicians needed to be involved in the new way of 
governing the health- and sick care. The network thus expanded to entail two sister networks, 
dealing with officials and elected representatives respectively. As the network was expanded 
from comprising a single network to comprise to sister networks, it changed name from the 
Commissioning Network to the Network Health and Democracy and the Network Mission 
Health. 
 

Results 
 
There are three ways to follow up how the member organizations of the network Future Earth 
use the money given them as agreed; (1) Skype, (2) annual reports, and (3) visits.  
 
Robertson-Pearce (23-06-2010) highlights Skype as being the most important medium of 
communication for the network. Skype allows the actors to communicate across time-zones, 
borders, and cultures. By being enabled to communicate on a regular basis, the friend groups 
and member organizations have managed to establish friendship, based on mutual trust. The 
second most important medium of communication is the annual reports, in which the member 
organizations demonstrate how they have spent the received money. The third and final 
method for ensuring correct spending is visiting the member organization in the destination 
country. These visits are carried out about every second year. Through these, the 
representative is able to comprehend how the village is progressing. 
 
A plausible indicator in this context is the number of people wearing shoes in comparison to 
previous years. By comparing the number of people wearing shoes, the representative of the 
friend group sent out by the Future Earth can assess if the village is progressing or not. The 
role of the representative is to observe all the changes that cannot be communicated in 
numbers and figures, and therefore are not visible in the reports. The purpose of the ‘field 
trips’ is to follow up the work that is done, in order to examine if the Future Earth strategies 
are durable or need to be redefined. The idea behind these three methods of follow-up is not to 
control the member organizations, by using the ‘carrot and a stick’ policy. The Future Earth 
does not look into details, but whether the final results are visible in the short-term or the 
long-term.  
 
However, some changes are visible but cannot be measured in quantities. These results are 
therefore excluded from the annual reports. A good example is the level of democracy. The 
level of democracy is something that can only be experienced on site. It is therefore highly 
important that the Future Earth has representatives within respective friend group that can 
visit the villages and follow up the work.  Even though they spend money where very little 
change is experienced in the short run, the long run effects of an increase in the level of 
democracy might bring much more than temporary increase in employment could. In short, 
the Future Earth tries to avoid generalizing the measures of their operations, as there are some 
things that cannot be measured in quantities.  
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According to Bylund (23-06-2010), Stjernström (12-07-2010), and Sörensson (13-07-2010) it 
is not possible to measure the results of the two sister networks operations. Yet, they all agree 
that the fact that the members continue to participate in the networks indicates that there is a 
need for the networks. Annual reports, provided by each member-county, or region, is also a 
good way to follow up the results of their operations. The networks are believed to generate 
additional value, as long as their services are needed. The health- and sick care does not have 
any specific methods for measuring its results. Until now, the results of health- and sick care 
have been measured by structure and process. However, the two sister networks have 
introduced a new method for this year (2010), aimed at investigating a ‘fictitious decision-
making process. That is, the networks study certain hypothetical processes and measure their 
results. It is then up to every county or region to implement these strategies if they find them 
useful. 
 
In order to illustrate this problematic, Sörensson (13-07-2010) mentions the county of 
Östergötland’s (see fig. 1 in appendix) strengthened efforts to improve young adults’ 
psychological well-being. The county of Östergötland assessed the results of its efforts to 
tackle the issue of young adults’ psychological health, by measuring the number of youths 
visiting the clinics. By looking at the amount of visitors, the results looked satisfactory. The 
total number of visitors had increased, and therefore led one to think that the region was 
fulfilling its goal. Yet, these results reflected a situation far from reality. A closer look on 
another important factor- location- the officials noticed that there were no young adults 
seeking psychological counselling from the city of Skäggetorp in the county of Östergötland 
(see fig. 1 in appendix), where the psychological well-being is known to be the lowest in the 
region.  
 
Consequently, Sörenson (13-07-2010) emphasizes the importance of examining the right 
factors, when measuring results. The two sister networks are therefore needed to assist the 
officials and elected representatives to follow-up the results of their missions correctly, so that 
the most exposed groups get their needs addressed. Additionally, Stjernström (13-07-2010) 
believes that the networks have had an impact on the public debate on health- and sick care. 
For example she highlights that other organizations, such as the SALAR, has started to 
address issues related to the health- and sick care by focusing on the needs of the population.  
 

 Analysis  
 

This section integrates the theory outlined in the theoretical framework, with the empirical 
findings. By doing so, this chapter brings about the most important findings of this study. The 
section is divided into eight categories, which aim at analysing the significance of value-
creating networking, for actors organizing their work to take social responsibility. 

Networking in a Socially Responsible Context 

Needs 
 
The empirical findings show that all three networks have one main common denominator; 
they all organize their socially responsible actions to satisfy needs. These needs in turn, are 
believed to not have been successfully addressed by any other organization or network. The 
networks thus exist because of a demand in organizing knowledge, experiences, and resources 
to satisfy existing needs.  
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For example, the Networks Health and Democracy and Mission Health sometimes have 
meetings together, but they target different groups (i.e. officials and elected representatives). 
Even though these two groups receive the same type of information, the information will have 
different importance for the members of the network, causing the value of the exchanged 
information to vary depending on individual interpretation the information. In other words, 
the individuals will all benefit from the information in different ways according to factors 
related to for example their past experiences, knowledge, culture, religion, and interests.  
 

Target Groups 
 
The Future Earth targets exposed women and children. These groups have been found to be 
the most vulnerable groups in poor societies. The Future Earth thus directs its resources where 
they are most needed. Like the Future Earth, the two networks Health and Democracy and 
Mission Health, prioritize the most exposed groups in society such as children, elder, 
psychological ill, and abusers. In line with socially responsible actions, needs or demands are 
to be fulfilled and resources are directed to solve or satisfy these needs or demands. In that 
way actors take social responsibility. To take social responsibility is to attempt to address 
issues, which more than one individual can benefit from.  
 
As mentioned earlier, the three networks share a common denomination, and that is to target 
groups by addressing needs. The Future Earth focused on the needs of small-scale farming 
women and children. The Network Mission Health and the Network of Health and Democracy 
focused on the populations’ needs of health- and sick care. By judging from the empirical 
findings, the networks exist because of a need to share contacts, experiences, knowledge, 
ideas, and resources with other actors. It is therefore assumed that networking is a key activity 
for actors organizing their work to deal with socially responsible issues. Apart from 
addressing needs, the networks share two other features consisting of values and premises. 
 
All networks are based on a specific value. The Future Earth bases its work on the value of 
ecologic sustainability, while the two sister networks focus on the value of democracy. All 
three networks are driven by three premises, which helps them to address socially responsible 
issues. The Future Earth rests on the premises of ecology, self-reliance, and cooperation, 
while the two sister networks is based on the principles of needs, mission, and follow-ups. 
These premises, in turn, works as frameworks for structuring the networks networking 
activities. The premises can be likened to visions that tie the networking actors together, 
enabling them to organize themselves in relation to each other for the purpose of addressing 
needs.  
 

Priorities 
 
According to Robertson-Pearce (23-06-2010) it is highly important that the Future Earth’s 
projects and operations can be linked with ecological sustainability. For the Network Mission 
Health and the Network Health and Democracy, the value of democracy is the most 
important. The two sister networks seek to ‘democratize’ the health- and sick care by 
reflecting the needs of the people in the steering process. All three networks organize their 
competencies in a socially responsible manner to target exposed groups in society. Both 
networks constitute platforms for the organizing actors, to come together and derive increased 
knowledge about their areas of interests, by exchanging their resources.  



  47 

Common for the networking socially responsible actors is that they not only targeted exposed 
groups, but also groups of actors that could bring about change. By organizing their resources 
in a socially responsible manner, the participants can improve the living conditions of these 
exposed groups.  
 

Addressing Needs 
 
All examined networks govern their activities from the bottom-up. Yet, they all organize their 
activities from the top-down. The reason for that is simply that it is their finances that decide 
the scale of their operations. The Future Earth constitutes a platform that organizes friend 
groups, so that they can direct their assistance to member organizations in South America and 
Asia. The friend groups then work to improve the living conditions for the targeted 
populations, by gathering information and knowledge about their needs. This information and 
knowledge is brought back to the Future Earth that provides the groups with assistance and 
knowledge of how to address these needs. 
 
The two sister networks, on the other hand, organize elected representatives and officials to 
democratize the steering process of health- and sick care. Also in these networks, members 
come together to exchange resources. The exchange implies that additional value is generated 
through the access to more resources. Networks play an important role in expanding the 
periphery of resources that can be traded independently of category. That is, knowledge about 
a certain issue does not have to be traded for knowledge about another issue. Knowledge can 
for example be traded (or communicated) in the exchange for other resources such as, 
contacts, financial assistance, and ideas. Thus, the end product seems to be valid for all three 
networks; to generate additional value through the exchange of resources.  
 
The networks are structured in different manners. The Future Earth is one big network, while 
the networks consist of the Network Mission Health and the Network Health and Democracy. 
The two sister networks are divided into two smaller networks so that the roles of officials and 
elected representatives should not be confused. There is a fear that the officials would run 
over the elected representatives since they are the practical experts. The representatives are 
elected by the people and their main responsibility is therefore to interpret the people’s needs 
and represent the voice of the people in the managerial process. If the politicians have nothing 
to say about the health- and sick care, then there would be no democratic governance of the 
sector. There is thus a fine line between separating roles within the networks for the purpose 
of maintaining what is believed to be democracy. 
 
The Future Earth has a more open approach when it comes to mixing and including different 
groups in the network. It is believed that by excluding groups there is no democracy. The 
Future Earth’s approach towards including people is ‘more people equals more resources’, 
both human and financial. The two sister networks Health and Democracy and Mission 
Health, on the other hand, seek to democratize the steering process of health- and sick care. 
They target groups that have direct effects on the health- and sick care, that is, officials and 
elected country representatives. 
 
The above commentary shows that though networks might have the same intensions of 
increasing the level of democracy within the fields of operations, they can approach this 
differently by targeting different groups. Socially responsible individuals subject to exchange 
within a network take on two roles; of givers and of takers. The three empirical cases have 



  48 

indicated that individuals participate in exchanges, as long as they find them to generate 
value.  
 

Value-Creation 
 
According to the empirical data, value-creation occurs as a result from the exchange of 
resources such as knowledge, experiences, ideas, inspiration, motivation, information, 
finances, and contacts.  
 
By organizing resources the networks manage to reach outcomes that otherwise would not be 
attainable. This way of modelling networking is somewhat similar to the economic theory of 
absolute and comparative advantage.  
 
Economic theory states that even though an individual may have an absolute advantage of 
producing a certain good (i.e. the ability to produce more of one good than any other actor on 
the market), s/he might not have a comparative advantage in producing that good (i.e. the 
ability to produce a certain outcome at a lower opportunity cost than any other actor on the 
market). Economic theory assumes that individuals are rational beings, and that resources are 
scarce, implying that having more of one good means having less of another. In an economy 
where time and value are measured in money, an individual has to take time off from 
undertaking a certain activity to produce more of another activity. 
 
An individual therefore undertakes the activities in which it has a comparative advantage. In 
order to be efficient and generate the highest value possible from a limited amount of time and 
resources, an individual undertake the activity in which it has to give up the less of the second 
activity in comparison to the other producers. This assumption gives rise to a situation where 
individuals benefit from exchanging goods with one another. In that way, both individuals are 
optimizing their time and can benefit from producing more goods together, than they would 
have done if they produced both goods by their own.   
 
As a result, both consumers and producers benefit from this exchange, since there are more 
goods on the market. More goods on the market, causes lowered prices. By judging from the 
three empirical cases, networks seem to function in a similar manner. When individuals 
organize themselves in networks, they enable for exchanging their resources with others. By 
pulling their resources together, the organizing actors have access to a greater total amount of 
resources, than they would otherwise if organizing their resources by their own. 
 
Individuals are believed to generate extra value applicable to their activities by sharing their 
resources, such as knowledge, experiences, ideas, and contacts with others. All three 
networks, which were examined, proved this theory to be valid. Placing value-creation in 
relation to Karlsson (2009), networks enable actors to exchange one resource for another with 
other individuals. The individuals might not, however, be subject to the same resource 
exchanged or receive the same amount of value from the exchange.  
 
For example, the member organizations and friend groups were are linked together through 
the network Future Earth. The future Earth, like the two sister networks, constituted a 
platform, which enabled the exchange of resources to take place in organized forms. The 
member organizations and friend groups exchanged different resources with each other. The 
member organizations commonly offered their knowledge and way of working with 
ecological sustainability, in exchange of financial resources provided by the friend groups. 
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Apart from this exchange between the two main organized groups within the network Future 
Earth, the individuals within respective group gained different value from their organized 
efforts to exchange resources. The reason is simply that individuals are shaped through 
various factors through life, where knowledge and experiences are two of them.  Individuals 
consequently have different individual needs to fulfil.   
 
The three networks are believed to add additional value through their activities (Bylund, 
Robertson-Pearce, Stjernström, and Sörensson, 2010). If the networks would fail to generate 
additional value, there would be no demand for their activities. Hence, it is assumed that 
networks would no longer be organized if they would fail their purpose of satisfying and 
addressing the needs.  
 
If we should believe economic theory, a rational human being does not undertake a certain 
activity when his/her marginal benefit exceeds his/her marginal cost. Thus, if the action of 
networking itself would be estimated to be too expensive in terms of the extra value added, no 
individual would undertake this activity.  
 
However, as the three networks have not been examined during a longer period of time and 
since the number of networks studied are not sufficient for making such a conclusion, it still 
remains to be found whether a network cease to exist when it no longer adds any additional 
value to its participants. Also, individuals are assumed to be rational human beings, thus, they 
might as well not be.  
 

Resources 
 
The empirical data indicates that the examined networks depended on four main factors to 
fulfil their purpose of addressing needs; coordination, power to influence, financial resources, 
and values. 
 
The three empirical cases show the role of a coordinating actor to be significant for organizing 
the networking activities. By having a person capable of coordinating the activities, the 
socially responsible actors are enabled to come together and exchange their resources for the 
purpose of addressing needs. By exchanging resources with one another, the actors reflect 
themselves in others. In this way, the actors got increased knowledge about their situations, at 
the same time as they strengthened their roles as individuals and professionals.  
 
The second factor to influence the coordination of the networks is the power to influence. For 
the two sister networks, power is a more important factor than for the Future Earth. The sister 
networks target elected representatives and officials due to their power to influence the health- 
and sick care system. The Future Earth operates according to the belief that ‘everyone can 
make a difference’, it therefore demands participating actors to be driven and motivated by the 
will to make a difference. 
 
The third factor, financial resources, influences the choice of networking activities as well as 
the extent of the socially responsible networking operations. The Future Earth was found to be 
influenced by this factor to a greater extent than the two sister networks. The reason is that the 
friend groups just collect a fraction of the financial resources needed, which the SIDA then 
increase tenfold to enlarge the weight of the Future Earth’s operations. Since the SIDA 
answers to the Swedish government, it is the Foreign Ministry that communicates the 
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directives given by the government to the SIDA on how the funds should be distributed. The 
two sister networks, on the other hand, do not depend on financial resources form an external 
party, as their activities are founded by their members.  
 
Value is the fourth factor found to affect the organizing of networks. The Future Earth 
operates according to the values of self-reliance, cooperation, and ecology. The two sister 
networks operate through the values of needs, mission, and follow-ups. The difference is that 
the sister networks values are given through a process and the Future Earth values are given 
by a state of mind. The values constitute frameworks, or visions, that enable for socially 
responsible actors coming together in networks, as well as coordinating their resources to 
address a common goal. 
 

Response 
 
Initially, the two sister networks Mission Health and Health and Democracy were viewed as 
attempting to privatize the health- and sick care service sector. Official organizations within 
the health-and sick care therefore critical to the networks’ intentions. However, when it was 
generally accepted that the sister networks aimed at assisting officials and elected 
representatives to work according to the new model of “commissioning and executing”, the 
networks were more appreciated. The two networks are seen as pioneers in the establishment 
of a dialogue between elected representatives and officials for the purpose of governing the 
health- and sick care from a bottom-up perspective, by addressing the needs of the population. 
 
The network Future Earth on the contrary only received positive feedback. The reason is most 
likely that the Future Earth did not try to change existing processes, but rather to provide their 
assistance to facilitate development. This suggests that socially responsible actions are 
exposed to criticism to a greater extent when aiming at changing or influencing rather than 
assisting. 
 

Results 
 
Value-creation is generated through the exchange of resources, which contributes to 
increasing the participants’ knowledge and awareness of themselves in relation to their 
specific contexts. By understanding themselves and their situations, the individuals can realize 
their roles and better make use of the resources they have through collaboration. The 
individuals are given the opportunity to understand which resources they need to achieve the 
targeted outcomes. The participants are further able to exchange resources with the other 
participants as well as strengthen their social network. The value-creation that takes place is 
given through the exchange of resources, which generates knowledge and strengthens 
participants’ self-awareness in relation to their contexts. This knowledge can be used to 
expand the participants’ (or the organization which the participant represents) periphery of 
possibilities.  
 
Since no researcher can be sure of sure which values to measure, there is currently no single 
method for measuring the value created by networking. Based on the primary data of this 
study, it is suggested that the results of a network should be measured in relation to its 
contributions to fulfilling the needs it attempts to address. Researchers, or evaluators, should 
therefore ask themselves which questions they seek to answer to, before trying to answering 
them.  
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There are several indicators to be used for estimating the value-creation of networking in a 
socially responsible context. These indicators should be adapted according to the type of 
situation and network. The core-indicator demonstrating whether a network contributes with 
additional value-creation was found to be participation. The fact that the examined networks 
could continue with their operations proves that the actors benefit from participating. Thus it 
can be assumed that as long as the networks contribute with additional value-creation, they 
will be needed. 
 
Other indicators for measuring the value-creation generated by networking activities could for 
example be, in the case of the network Future Earth, to estimate the amount of people wearing 
shoes or being able to read in the villages in which it operates. The two sister networks could 
similarly measure the results of their outcome by estimating the ability to eat an apple. The 
ability to eat an apple would then be a good indicator for estimating the condition of dental 
care. 
 

Conclusions 
 
This study has aimed at investigating the significance of networking for actors organizing 
themselves to take social responsibility. By answering four stated research questions of: (1) 
how organizing actors network, (2) for whom or what the actors organize their activities, (3) 
when value is generated by networking, and (4) what the results of networking are, the chapter 
concludes the findings of this study. 

Value-Creation – An Overview 
 
A lot has been written about networking within the fields of social science, business, and IT. 
Each sector has focused on different aspects of networking. Yet, no study focusing on the 
significance of networking for actors organizing themselves to deal with socially responsible 
issues has been published. Moreover, not enough attention has been paid to how networking 
contribute to additional value creation.  
 
Researchers have focused on either finding quantitative estimates for measuring the financial 
benefits of networking, or on accounting for efficient networking structures. The scope of this 
study suggests that before attempting to measure the value generated by networking, 
researchers (or evaluators) need to decide which questions they seek to find the answers to. 
Researchers need to return to the core values of the network subject to investigation, as they 
can provide information about the needs that should be addressed. By keeping the network’s 
core purpose in focus, it will be easier to examine the value of the exchanges that take place 
within the network and to investigate the value-creation generated by networking. 
 
The link between networking patterns and value-creation, in terms of generated economic 
benefits, has not been well demonstrated. This study therefore proposes researchers to merge 
the theories of social network analysis with value network analysis, to facilitate weighting the 
strength of networking ties with the extra value created. 
 
However, as unpredictability has to be taken into consideration, it will not be possible to 
assign value-creation generated by networking a definite value. There are three main reasons: 
(1) one cannot be sure of the potential outcome generated by forgone chances of networking/ 
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not networking in a specific situation, (2) individuals absorb exchanged resources in different 
ways (due to factors such as past experiences, knowledge, and culture) the value of an 
exchange does therefore not have to be the same for individuals subject to the same 
exchange, (3) in cases where an actor networks on behalf of an organization (like in the case 
of the two sister networks) value could be lost if the representative is incapable of 
transferring the value to the organization s/he represents, and (4) individuals participate in 
different networks (many times without being aware of it), which makes it impossible to 
decide which network(s) that contributed to the additional value-creation measured. 
 
As a result, the true value generated by networking cannot be stated in real terms, but rather 
only be estimated.  
 
This study has attempted to look below the surface of networking, by examining in which 
ways it contributes to value creation for actors organizing themselves to take social 
responsibility in three empirical cases. In this manner, the study has aimed at bringing clarity 
to the concept of networking and at helping future researchers to derive important inputs 
allowing them to assess the value of networking. 
 
It is important to remember that everything does not need to be explained in numbers. An 
action, object, situation, or an individual can have a value, or be valuable, even if it is not 
measurable.  
 
Characteristically for actors organizing themselves by networking to take social responsibility 
is that their actions tend to be directed towards issues that have not been properly addressed 
before. Socially responsible actions, whether private or public, need to match the organized 
associations’ core values and beliefs to preserve its credibility. For socially responsible 
networks that base their activities on addressing needs, it can be said that, a network’s life 
cycle is terminated when there is no extra value created by coming together.  
 
How then, does the organising actors network? For whom or what the actors organize their 
activities? When does networking generate value? And what are the results of networking in 
the three empirical cases? 
 
The four sections below will account for the findings of these four research questions as 
accounted for in chapter one.  
 

How? 
 
In the three empirical cases, the most important conclusion to be drawn is that it is not 
organizations that network, but rather actors that organize their activities by networking.. 
These actors, network by exchanging various resources such as knowledge, information, 
experiences, ideas, and contacts other actors within the network. These exchanges generate 
different value to each individual, depending on factors related to the actors’ past knowledge, 
experience, and culture. 
 
Judging from the three empirical cases, it is assumed that individuals generate additional 
value by networking. The reason is simply that networks exist for the purpose of fulfilling 
existing needs or demands, which implies that if there would be no need for the networks, 
they would no longer be organized.  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For Whom or What? 
 
The three empirical cases have shown that networks exist for the purpose of addressing any 
kind of need. The framework for addressing these needs is set by the networks’ core values. 
These values have the same function, as do visions for companies.  
 
Socially responsible actors that organize their resources to bring about change for exposed 
groups by networking are prioritized according to their ability to affect outcomes. That is, 
networks that want to achieve a certain outcome tend to focus on including the groups, which 
have the ability to affect the processes that enables for reaching the expected outcome. 
  
The end product of the examined networks has proven to be the same. That is, to expand the 
periphery of the access to resources for actors organizing themselves to take socially 
responsible actions. 
 

When? 
 
Networks have proven to enable the exchange of resources among individuals. Resources that 
otherwise would not be attainable on the same scale without the networks, are being enabled 
through exchange. The three empirical cases have indicated that exchange takes place as long 
as the actors participating in the exchange benefit from doing so. The benefit from exchanging 
resources may not be equally beneficial to the actors subject to the exchange simultaneously. 
The value of the exchange may barely be noticeable in a short-term perspective when placed 
in relation to a long-term perspective. A network is consequently assumed to exist as long as it 
generates value to its participants. 
 

Outcome: The Three R’s of Value-creating Networking  
 
The three R’s of value-creating networking refer to three factors that where connected with 
value-creation in all three examined networks, and these were: (1) resources, (2) response, 
and (3) results. The first factor, resources, refers to the findings that prove the reason for 
actors coming together by networking was to exchange resources with other actors. In the 
three empirical cases where resources were organized for the purpose of directing socially 
responsible actions, the networking participants gained knowledge about their situations and 
strengthened their roles as individuals and professionals to address needs at the same time. 
 
It was also found that the extent of the examined networks socially responsible actions were 
determined according to their financial resources. The two sister networks were self-
sufficient as the participants’ respective organization financed the networking activities by 
paying a membership fee. The Future Earth’s socially responsible networking activities, on 
the other hand, were influenced by a third party (the Swedish government), thus, limiting the 
role of the network Future Earth to freely choose which groups to prioritize, when directing 
its socially responsible actions to address needs. Yet, this does not entail negative outcomes. 
In the case of the Future Earth, it rather stimulated the creativity and enabled the network to 
find new methods to address certain needs. Even though the two sister networks financed 
their networking activities differently they both managed to operate according to their core 
values. 
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The second factor, response, indicated that organized actions to address socially responsible 
issues are not always are appreciated. The three empirical cases proved that this is most likely 
to happen to networks that aim at changing processes that interfere with other interests.  
 
The third and final factor, results, referred to the fact that researchers have not yet been able to 
define the true value generated by networking. The reason is simply that there is a lack of 
knowledge concerning what ought to be measured. Put in other words, researchers have not 
been able to figure out which questions they aim to find the answers to. Yet, the three 
empirical cases showed that the value of networking can be estimated by looking at various 
indicators, such as participation and by evaluating the outcome/ value of hypothetical case-to 
case scenarios. 
 

Discussion 
 
The discussion is the last and final chapter of this study. The chapter reflects the author’s 
personal opinions on the contributions, limitations, strengths, and weaknesses of this study. 
The discussion also gives further research suggestions. 

Contributions 
 
This study contributes to clarifying how socially responsible actors in three empirical cases 
network, for whom they organize their activities, when they generate value by networking, and 
what their results of networking are. This study aims at delivering a greater understanding of 
value-creating networking and how value-creation is generated for actors organizing 
themselves to take social responsibility.  
 

Research Limitations 

Sources 
 
The limitations to this study are biased information and time constraints. This study has 
attempted to overcome this problem by combining literature with scientific- and newspaper 
articles, as well as information from the web. By doing so, this study has been able to 
approach an objective view of networking, aimed at finding the significance of value-creating 
networking for actors organizing themselves to take social responsibility. When it comes to 
constraints in time, this thesis could have been developed to include more networks to 
strengthen the significance of the results of the empirical findings. However, these limitations 
do not affect the credibility of this thesis or its validity, as theoretical sources have been used 
to support the empirical data.  

Resources 
 
This study used both the method of using a computer, as well as writing by hand, while 
collecting the data. The method of typing by hand was found to be most efficient and 
convenient, as it enabled for reconnecting what had been said during the interviews, with the 
information written down in the document. The interviewees seemed more comfortable during 
the process, as there was no screen that hindered the communication flow. 
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Further Research Suggestions 
 
To study networks can easily turn to a life-time commitment. There are so many aspects of 
networking to be analyzed, and theories to be re-defined, which makes one wonder if 
researchers ever will be able to define the true value generated by networking. However, as 
Allee (2003) expressed, networks are intangible and the value added by networking is not 
meant to be measured in monetary value. If that theory holds, then are researchers hunting the 
impossible?  
 
This study could be further developed to examine a large number of socially responsible 
networking actors for the purpose of generalizing the findings. To do so the study could use 
questionnaires, to facilitate the investigation of whether the conclusions based on the three 
examined networks are valid for socially responsible networking in general. One could also 
examine the significance of the strength of the networking ties and its effects on value-
creation for the actors organizing themselves to take social responsibility.  
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Appendix 
The appendix gives a short summary of the information that was sent out to the participants of 
this study concerning the significance of value-creating networking for actors organizing their 
work to take social responsibility. The appendix also includes one figure, which illustrates the 
country of Sweden and its counties. 

Information to Participants 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
This material aims at giving a short introduction to the research project, as well as how the 
material will be handled, and the questions that will be raised to you during our meeting. 
Moreover, in case you have any concerns, my contact information is attached to this 
document. 
 

About the project 
 
This research project is carried out as a master thesis in political science at Jönköping 
International Business School (JIBS) in Jönköping, Sweden. The thesis attempts at 
investigating what value that is created by networking and its significance for actors, 
organizing their work, for dealing with issues related to social responsibility. 
 

Confidentiality 
 
As the interviewees have expressed their wish of spreading the knowledge about their 
respective network and operations, the interviews will not be treated confidentially. That is, 
the name of the networks’ and actors will be given within the thesis since the information 
generated through the interviews are neither harmful for the interviewee, nor to a third party. 
However, the interviewees will be provided with a copy of the thesis before its publication. 
The interviewee is fully aware of its right to, at any time before the publication of this thesis, 
demand full confidentiality of the information provided in the interviews. 
 
This thesis is carried out in a pure scientific manner. It is therefore not of the researcher’s 
concern to blackmail individuals, organizations, networks, or any other type of social 
arrangement. Hence, the material will be treated in a pure scientific manner, by focusing on 
learning and the spreading of knowledge. 
 

About the Interviews 
 
The interviews will last about 1 to 1.5 hours and the questions will be sent out in beforehand. 
Apart from a notepad, pen, and personal computer no additional instruments, such as 
recorders and protocols will be used during the interviews. 
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Interview Questions 
 

1. Which groups do you organize your work for? 
 

2. Are there any groups that are more important than others? 
 

3. With whom/who did you decide that these groups should be prioritized? 
 

4. What made you prioritize these groups? 
 

5. What response did you receive by prioritizing these groups? 
 

6. Which resources do you need in order to support these prioritized groups? 
 

7. How do you measure the results of your operations? 
 

8. What do you think the members gain by participating in the network? 
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