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We follow Schneider and Wagemann (2012) as well as Ragin (2008) and present our methodological steps (de Block & Vis 2018) below.

Step 1: Data Collection
Data was collected in four stages. The initial sample of SEs was drawn from the pool of applicants to the Schwab Foundation’s Social Entrepreneurship Award (between 2005 and 2012). Success in securing an award was not a precondition of completing the survey. In the first stage (t = 1), 2 245 SEs were invited to complete a survey that investigated the type and extent of their involvement in collaborations. 473 SEs answered the majority of survey questions (response rate: 21,1%); 263 SEs fully completed the survey (response rate: 11,7%). Organisations from our sample that did not match with our definition of social enterprise were excluded, e.g., charitable organisations. The final sample of 199 SEs (response rate 8.9 %), reported on 260 key partners. 

Response Rate
Response rates to surveys are notoriously poor. Depending on how conservative one calculates the response rate, the response rate of 21,1% is outstanding for an online survey. The more conservative response rate of 8.9% is acceptable and not untypical for surveys in our field, e.g., Poppo and Zenger 2002 (6%); Perez-Nordtvedt et al. 2008 (6.6%); Saparito et al. 2004 (13%); Mellewigt et al. 2017 (14.2%).

In stage two, (12 months later, t = 2) we approached the respective 260 key partners and posed to them the same questions concerning cross-sector social collaboration. Due to missing or incorrect partners’ contact details, the sample comprised 232 key partner organizations. Responses were received from 121 of those key partners (response rate 52.6 %); 32 of the 121 responses were corporations and were thus included in our analysis. 

Response Bias
For robustness checks, we compared the responses and information from the SEs whose partners did respond with the answers and information from the SEs whose partners did not respond and therewith empirically tested with independent t-tests for a potential response bias. The t-tests did not provide any empirical evidence of a significant response bias. 

In stage three (12 months after stage two and 24 months after stage one, t = 3) we again contacted both the SE and the corporate partner to gather information about the dynamics of their relationship. By gathering data from both partners after the relationships had lasted for at least 24 months, our analysis explains the pathways to lasting cross-sector social collaborations. This information was gathered directly in interviews with the original respondents. 


Step 2: Case Descriptions
Following Munoz and Dimov (2015), the survey data were complemented with qualitative data from interviews and secondary information about each of the participants, e.g., organizational publications and articles from Factiva database and participant websites. Semi-structured interviews gathered information from both partners in the cross-sector social collaborations, e.g., the senior employees responsible for managing the relationships. 

For the actual method, we followed Crilly et al. (2012): The interviews were recorded and transcribed. When recording was not possible, detailed notes were taken during the interviews and written up immediately after. Data were analysed independently by the first two authors as follows. The transcripts were scrutinized and coded. Statements which referred to explicit aims of the CSSP at founding were coded ‘expected outcomes’. Outcomes that had materialized but had not been planned for were coded ‘unexpected outcomes’. The transcripts and documents were searched for explanations for how expected outcomes had been created or why they had not materialized, and how unexpected outcomes emerged and were explained by the informants. The conditions of the different explanations were coded. The authors then discussed their independent analyses and agreed the conditions and outcomes for the CSSPs. (Interview schedule in Figure S1)

Figure S1 Interview Guide 
	1. Interview with Cross Sector Social Collaboration Partners
2. 
1. Please tell me about how the partners in the collaboration work together. For example, what is essential for the collaboration to be sustained?
2. If there have been challenges during the collaboration, how have they been overcome? (For example, achieving alignment between partners’ organizational structures and processes).
3. Expected outcomes: The aim of the collaboration was to (insert details of expected outcomes), please tell me about how this aim was achieved.
4. Unexpected outcomes: Please tell me about any other outcomes from the collaboration, especially outcomes that you did not anticipate.
5. How has the collaboration evolved since it was set up in (insert date)?



Guided by Patton (2014) for advice on analysing qualitative data and since our aim was to analyse relationships over time, we followed Langley (1999) and created a narrative of each case that portrays the major insights on the developments over time as well as the underlying mechanisms connecting the conditions and lasting CSSPs. We concentrated on the dynamics of and entanglement between structure and action within the respective relationships.


Step 3: Data Calibration
To calibrate the measures we followed the standards of good calibration practice (Ragin 2008; Schneider and Wagemann 2012). 

Table S1. Measurement and Calibration of Conditions
	
Variable and item
	Calibration procedure

	Outcome (Satisfaction)
	

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statement: 
We are satisfied with the results of this cooperation. (5-point Likert)
	We allocated a value of 1 for dyads with a sum of 10, 0.83 for dyads with a sum of 9, 0.66 for dyads with a sum of 8, 0.49 for dyads with a sum of 7, 0.33 for dyads with a sum of 6. Values of 5 and lower were allocated 0. 

	Congruence in governance structures
	

	Does your organization have a board of directors? (Binary)
	Full membership (1) was determined by the adoption of the same governance structure by each partner (either presence or absence of a board of directors). If the partners’ governance structures were not the same, they were allocated non-membership (0).

	Congruence in administrative processes
	

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
· There are a lot of rules and regulations
in our cooperation. (5-point Likert)
· Our work involves a great deal of paperwork and administration. (5-point Likert)
· Our work is highly regulated by
bureaucratic procedures. (5-point Likert)
	The delta between the partners’ answers for each measure was calculated. For each measure full-membership (1) was awarded to a delta of 0, a delta of 1 was accorded a calibrated value of 0.66, a delta of 2 was calibrated into 0.33, and all values higher than 2 were calibrated full non-membership (0). The values for each dyad were then averaged to produce the final value. 

	Congruence in accountability processes
	

	Are your financial statements audited by third parties? (Binary) 
Are your social impact statements audited by third parties? (Binary) 
	Full-membership (1) was determined when congruent accountability processes were in place (either presence or absence of audited financial and social impact accounts). If the partners’ accountability processes were not congruent, they were allocated a non-membership (0). 

	Congruence in resource exchange modes
	

	To distinguish between the receipt of expected and unexpected resources we first generated a list of expected resources and benefits from the literature review and asked both partners to indicate, for each, whether they expected to gain them from the collaboration (1) or not (0). Later in the survey we asked the respondents to report the resources and benefits received from the collaboration. (5-point Likert scale for each resource):
	The distinction between expected and unexpected resources gained from the collaboration was operationalized by pairing the resources that each partner had initially expected or not expected to receive from the collaboration with the actual resources that they reported having received. For each category (expected and unexpected resources) we averaged all values indicating the extent to which partners received each resource and then combined the average of both partners into one measure for each category. This step resulted in a value scale ranging from 2 to 10. Following previous research (Kenny et al. 2006; Tambling et al. 2011), for both conditions (receipt of expected and unexpected resources) we allocated full membership (1) to scores equal to 10, full non-membership (0) to scores equal or lower to 3.5. The cross-over point was set at 6.75. 


	· Knowledge/learning
	

	· (Specialized) competencies
	· 

	· Financials
	· 

	· Material resources, i.e., machines, office space, equipment, technologies
	· 

	· Immaterial resources, i.e., reputation
· Other resources or benefits
	· 




Step 4: fsQCA Analyses 
Necessity and sufficiency analyses of outcome and non-occurrence of the outcome were conducted. In addition to the analyses of the outcome that are presented and explained in the main paper, we provide information regarding the negation of the outcome.

Negation of the Outcome 
We tested for necessary conditions and sufficient conditions for the non-occurence of the outcome. No single necessary condition or logical Or-combination between two conditions passes the criteria of empirical relevance. 

When we specified the negation of satisfaction as our outcome, no logically possible combination between our conditions passed a minimum consistency threshold of 0.7. The highest consistency achieved was 0.605. We interpret this as evidence that our conditions only work for explaining satisfaction. This form of asymmetry is characteristic and often encountered in applied QCA. Consequently, we make sure to only interpret our results as explaining the presence of satisfaction (and not the lack of satisfaction). To explain the negation of satisfaction requires a different theoretical framework and associated conditions.


Step 5: Review of Results
Guided by the set-theoretic multi method research literature (Schneider and Rohlfing 2013) we reviewed our results.
 
Identification of Typical and Deviant Cases 
We followed the set-theoretic multi method research literature (Ragin 2008; Fiss 2011; Schneider and Wagemann 2012). First, we linked the cases to the respective formulas and created the following table.

Table S2: Solution Terms and Cases
	Expected
	Unexpected

	1
	2
	3
	4

	2, 4, 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 24, 28
	2, 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 20, 24, 25, 28  
	1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 12, 17, 18, 26 
	2, 3, 5, 6, 17, 25, 26, 30



We then identified potential deviant cases. There are no deviant cases consistency due to the high consistency of our sufficient terms. Four cases cannot be explained by our analysis (deviant cases coverage).

Logical Remainders
We present the intermediate solution. The directional expectations are such that we expect the presence of each condition to be conducive to the outcome – satisfaction. Of the 17 logical remainders 3 qualify as easy counterfactuals. Please see also the truth table in the Appendix of the paper.

Robustness Tests – Sensitivity Analyses at Different Cut Points and Recalibration
[bookmark: _GoBack]Two sensitivity tests were conducted: the frequency cut was raised to two cases per truth table row; and the row consistency altered in the range from 0.928 and 0.96. The results remain substantively unaltered. These are relatively narrow sensitivity ranges.
In addition, to investigate the robustness of our calibration procedure, we recalibrated our outcome variable. The impact of that recalibration on the solution term was minimal. Thus, our results were shown to be robust after having undertaken this recalibration of the outcome variable.
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