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Abstract of the Dissertation 

Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions that Shape Social Change:  

A Case Study of an Antitrafficking Social Entrepreneurial Effort 

 

Social entrepreneurship often occurs in complex contexts, characterized by 

multiple stakeholders and the need for collaboration to innovate solutions. However, 

most research has focused on individual, ñheroicò social entrepreneurs. Little is known 

about how diverse actors interact with social structures via emergent processes resulting 

in social change. 

This was a case study of Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT), a social 

entrepreneurial nongovernmental organization established to educate, equip, empower, 

and mobilize the trucking industry to combat sex trafficking. The study examined three 

ñgame-changingò actions perceived to have created structural change. The purpose was to 

understand the social change process as shaped by stakeholder actionsðand governed by 

knowledgeable actorsðand their dynamic interaction with social structures. This study 

used structuration (Giddens, 1984) and strong structuration (Stones, 2005) theories to 

produce a rich understanding of the multilevel dynamics of social change within the 

context of key actions.  

TAT reframed the problem to create and grow a new antiïsex trafficking structure. 

It used its lack of embeddedness in the trucking and law enforcement structures to its 

advantage, yet was both subtly adapting to them and using soft power tactics and social 

capital techniques to gain legitimacy, resources, and influence to change them. The case 

revealed that ñgame-changingò actions can originate under a variety of circumstances, yet 

interactions of individual structures were key for both fueling the actions and fostering 
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external structural change. TATôs mutually empowering interactions with stakeholders 

helped it secure champions, who cocreated and diffused innovative antiïsex trafficking 

practices. Yet, TAT also used ñstructureò to codify these as ñnew normsò and scale 

innovations. Ultimately, TAT has become the central node for the antiïsex trafficking 

movement across trucking and law enforcement and a model for other antitrafficking 

partnerships between nongovernmental organizations and industry. 

Thus, the case reveals that (a) even in large-scale change, tapping into and fostering 

change in internal structures can be tantamount for prompting game-changing actions and 

external structural change; (b) TAT champions are fellow innovators; and (c) the real 

heroes are the trucking and law enforcement individuals who are looking for, reporting, 

and investigating potential cases of trafficking. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION  

The understanding of how social systems influence behaviour, and how agency 

can affect social systems, is crucial at a time we are trying to understand the 

difficulties of promoting social change by governments, the market, and private 

initiatives. ðCajaiba-Santana (2014, p. 49) 

Social entrepreneurship is not about a few extraordinary people saving the day for 

everyone else. At its deepest level, it is about revealing possibilities that are 

currently unseen and releasing the capacity within each person to reshape a part of 

the world. ðBornstein (2007, p. xvi) 

Given that the social mission of social entrepreneurial ventures is embedded or 

situated in a wider cultural and institutional context, it is imperative to consider 

the broader range of constraints potentially enabling or constraining the success of 

the venture. Social entrepreneurship researchers should develop a stronger 

understanding of the process of social change based on progress made in the area 

of institutional change (Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002; Poole & Van de 

Ven, 2004) as well as the role of discourse and structuration in field-level change. 

ðDacin, Dacin, & Matear (2010, p. 51) 

This chapter opens with an introduction to the studyôs topic of social 

entrepreneurship, followed directly by the specific problem statement. The context of the 

study, the social issue of sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking structures in the U.S. 

trucking industry, is briefly introduced prior to articulating the study purpose and 

research question. The conceptual framework is illustrated and supported with a 

discussion of the key theories and the rationale for their use in guiding this research. The 

chapter closes with a statement of potential significance, an overview of the research 

methodology, and a discussion of the studyôs limitations and delimitations. 

Introduction to the Studyôs Topic 

While social entrepreneurship has arguably existed for centuries without being 

named as such (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Dees, 2001), the coining of the term is often 
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credited to Bill Drayton, who in 1980 founded Ashoka, the fieldôs pioneer in the United 

States (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Light, 2008, 2009). While there is no unified 

definition across the field (Kraus, Filser, OôDwyer, & Shaw, 2014; Mair & Martí, 2006; 

Trexler, 2009; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006), common across most definitions is that 

social entrepreneurship seeks to create social value by using innovation to address social 

problems (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Cukier, Trenholm, Carl, & Gekas, 

2011; Kraus et al., 2014). 

Social entrepreneurship often occurs in complex contexts, characterized by 

conflicting needs and competing values (as seen in, e.g., Haskell, Hayashi Haskell, & 

Kwong, 2009). As Haskell et al. (2009) wrote, ñSocial entrepreneurship initiatives will 

inevitably be positioned at the fault lines of society, addressing the underlying causes of 

those divisionsò (p. 542). Indeed, it could be argued that the social problems that social 

entrepreneurship seeks to address are adaptive and result from ñconflicting values among 

stakeholders, or internal contradictions between the values they stand for and the realities 

they faceò (Heifetz, Kania, & Kramer, 2004, p. 25). Yet, ironically, because such 

adaptive social problems are difficult to define, let alone solve, often multiple 

stakeholders must engage in emergent processes of collaboration, innovation, and 

learning to discover solutions. Ultimately, there is no authority that can require any one 

individual or group to participate in or accept social solutions (Heifetz et al., 2004).  

The first few decades of the emerging field of social entrepreneurship have been 

largely characterized by emphasis on the identification, funding, and celebration of 

individual social entrepreneurs by thought leaders such as Ashoka, the Skoll Foundation, 

and the Schwab Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship (Dacin, Dacin, & Tracey, 2011). 
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While heroes continue to be heralded, increasingly the field of practice is shifting to 

acknowledge the collective and inherently social nature of social entrepreneurship and 

pioneer new waves of thinking. Themes of stakeholder collaboration, collective impact, 

partnerships and alliances, and ecosystems echo across the broader ñsocial changeò 

practice discourse (e.g., Budinich, 2012; Dees, 2010; Kania & Kramer, 2013; Martin & 

Osberg, 2007). As published on its website, Ashoka itself went so far as to envision an 

ñóeveryone a changemakerô world.ò Some of these themes were poignantly illustrated in 

the speech Sally Osberg, president and CEO of the Skoll Foundation, gave at the 2014 

Skoll Awards (transcribed from video on http://skollworldforum.org, emphasis mine): 

Too often. . . . We see social entrepreneurs as singular in the scope of their 

ambitions and the relentlessness of their drive. We see the why and the wherefore, 

but miss the how, their emphasis on the plural, not the singular. . . . But the social 

in social entrepreneurship is critical to understanding why it succeeds, not just for 

society, but with society. . . . They [social entrepreneurs] take aim at the perverse 

systems that spawn poverty, oppression, corruption, and environmental 

destruction. And in learning more, they discover within the system itself the secret 

to its transformation. The secret social entrepreneurs come to know is that we sit 

on a vast, untapped reservoir of leadership. The pent-up power of the neglected 

and marginalized, the oppressed and victimized, to transform the life theyôve 

known to the life they deserve. Getting to what should be means that everyone 

who has a stake in the solution must be engaged. This is key. Social entrepreneurs 

know true impact and lasting change will come only from working in this 

essentially social way, by moving collectively in the direction of a better world 

and staying at it until our imaginative leaps of social fiction become everyday life. 

(2:14-4:09) 

The fieldôs previously pervasive fascination with the individual social 

entrepreneur has until recently been mirrored in the academic literature, which has 

focused heavily on the individual, even mythical or heroic, traits or qualities of social 

entrepreneurs (Dacin et al., 2011; Goldstein, Hazy, & Silberstang, 2009b; Haugh, 2012). 

(Examples of some recent exceptions include Tobias, Mair, and Barbosa-Leikerôs [2013] 

research of coffee farmers in Rwanda as ñordinary entrepreneursò; Torriôs [2009] study 
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of a community-based enterprise; Datta and Gaileyôs [2012] study of an Indian womenôs 

cooperative as a collective effort; and Bhatt and Altinayôs [2013] study on social 

innovation within social economic ventures in India, where they found the importance of 

collective action.)  

Reflecting the call for a shift in focus, Dey and Steyaert (2010) suggested ña 

minor understanding and non-heroic practice of social entrepreneurship guided by the 

idea of ómessianism without a messiahôò (p. 85). Dacin et al. (2011) summarized how the 

focus on social entrepreneurs as ñheroesò is problematic. Synthesizing insights from 

several others, they identified potential biases (a) ñagainst learning from failureò; (b) 

towards analysis on the individual level; and (c) of personal motives (p. 1205). They 

wrote, ñA focus on heroic individuals leading social change does little to help us fully 

grasp the processes that underlie the dynamics of social entrepreneurshipò (p. 1207). 

Dacin et al. (2011) also contended that there is a need for ñcounterbalancing 

purely individual-level analyses that have a tendency to idealize social entrepreneurs and 

social entrepreneurship with other perspectives that take context and social dynamics 

[emphasis added] into accountò (p. 1206). It could be inferred that this suggests a focus 

on interactive dynamics between multiple parties and social structures themselves. (A 

social structure is simply a pattern of accepted social practices based on formal and tacit 

rules and cultural norms [Giddens, 1984; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Schwandt, 2007; Stones, 

2005]. The term can be used interchangeably with the actual social issue, such as human 

trafficking.) Furthermore, Hjorth (2010) argued for a process approach to social 

entrepreneurship studies and the inclusion of ñquestions of how individuals and 

collectives are made distinct . . . and how forms of interactionðrelationsðare regulatedò 
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(p. 314, emphasis in original). Furthermore, Mair and Martí (2006) suggested that ña 

fundamental unit of analysisò is ñthe interaction between the social entrepreneur and the 

context [structure]ò (p. 40).  

Echoing this need to examine interactions, Schwandt and Szabla (2013) 

highlighted that little is known about the interaction dynamics between the micro and 

meso levels in concepts like social entrepreneurship, which are situated in complex 

adaptive systems. Schwandt, Holliday, and Pandit (2009) argued for the importance of 

ongoing interactions among social ñcommunitiesò that leverage emergence to overcome 

social problems (p. 196). They proposed that interactions can manifest constructive or 

destructive patterns; can restructure their adaptive tensions/problems (altering values, 

norms, and networks); and must result in the emergence of mechanisms that have some 

level of congruent norms and values across levels to be sustainable.  

Whether these calls reflect practice or whether practice has led the call is unclear. 

What is clear, however, is that increasingly thought leaders from both practice and 

academia have called for a refined focus of social change/entrepreneurship, that 

¶ Emphasizes the active engagement and ownership of the marginalized that the 

social change itself seeks to benefit (see, e.g., Pervez, Maritz, & de Waal, 2013, 

regarding bottom of the pyramid, and Peredo & Chrisman, 2006, and Torri, 2009, 

regarding community-based enterprise); 

¶ Recognizes the need for multiple parties across sectors to collaborate (see 

Hanleybrown, Kania, & Kramer, 2012; Kania & Kramer, 2011, 2013, for 

collective impact; see Montgomery, Dacin, & Dacin, 2012, for collective social 
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entrepreneurship; see Budinich, 2012, for full economic citizenship through 

hybrid value chains); and ultimately 

¶ Works to build systemic change by creating ecosystems that will sustain 

transformation (see Martin & Osberg, 2007, on ecosystems and Alvord, Brown, & 

Letts, 2004, on social system change and sustainable transformation). 

So, while we know that social entrepreneurs are important and make a difference, 

we also know that they alone cannot change social structures. We know that social 

entrepreneurship is social for a reasonðthat it seeks to create social value and is a 

complex, dynamic process that includes diverse social actors with conflicting values to 

arrive at emergent solutions. Yet, we do not know much about how these actors interact 

with each other or the very social structures they are trying to change. Further, we know 

that social entrepreneurship requires structural changes such as shifts in power, norms, 

and meanings, yet we do not fully appreciate how those very structures both enable and 

constrain the actorsô perception of available choices.  

Problem Statement 

The problem is that while both the academic and practice discourse acknowledge 

the need for an emphasis on collaboration, emergence, and the social side of change in 

social entrepreneurship, little is known about how diverse actors interact with social 

structures through emergent processes resulting in social change. The focus on the 

individual versus the collective has overprivileged the agency of the social entrepreneur 

and underprivileged the power of the collective, undermining the role that an average 

citizen or beneficiary could play in social change. It has likewise downplayed the roles 

multiple actors play in contributing to emergent solutions and multiple entities play in 
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providing resources or legitimacy. We are left wondering how meanings, power, and 

norms (at micro, or individual; meso, or organizational; and macro, or societal levels) 

influence social action and change. (Levels of analysis defined the same as discussed and 

explored by Seitanidi, 2008). 

Introduction to the Context of Sex Trafficking in the U.S. Trucking Industry  

Walker-Rodriguez and Hill (2011) wrote that often people associate sex 

trafficking with foreign contexts, but in reality, it also happens in the United States. It 

affects not only foreign nationals within our borders, but also American men, women, 

and children (Banks & Kyckelhahn, 2011). The sheer size of the potential market and 

relatively obscure nature of human trafficking, and the sex trade industry as a subset, 

make it a seemingly impossible social problem. While the U.S. government is stepping 

up its response, social entrepreneurs are also stepping in with innovative solutions, 

making the issue a local and relevant context for analyzing social change. 

According to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (n.d.), the Protocol 

to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons (also known as the Palermo 

Protocol) has outlined three elements in defining human trafficking: (a) the act of 

recruiting, transporting, keeping, or receiving an individual through (b) the means of 

threat, coercion, deception, or payments for (c) the purpose of sexual, labor, or other 

exploitation. Considered by the National Institute of Justice (n.d.) as largely a ñhidden 

crime,ò human trafficking ñhas only recently gained the attention of law enforcement, 

human rights advocates, and policymakersò (para. 5). Yet, the Bureau of Justice 

Assistance (n.d.) has identified it as one of the most profitable and fastest-growing forms 

of organized crime.  
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In 2000, the United States established federal legislation to combat trafficking by 

passing the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (reauthorized in 2003, 2005, 2008, and 

2013), which outlines mandates for a variety of public agencies in prevention, protection, 

and prosecution (Polaris, n.d.-c). As a result, increasingly, government agencies formed 

task forces to combat the issue. According to the U.S. Department of Justice, between 

January 2008 and June 2010, 2,515 suspected incidents of trafficking were opened by 

task forces funded federally, 82% of which were classified as sex trafficking (Banks & 

Kyckelhahn, 2011). Of the total suspected incidents, 389 were confirmed as human 

trafficking. Of those confirmed as sex trafficking incidents specifically, 83% of the 

victims were citizens of the United States. Despite these low numbers investigated, the 

website of Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) reports that the Department of Justice 

estimates that up to 300,000 American children ñare at risk of entering the sex trade each 

year.ò  

A common venue in the United States for sex trafficking is truck stops (Polaris, 

n.d.-b). According to the Polaris Project, traffickers who target the truck driving industry 

are transient and industrious, often moving locations, employing codes to advertise, 

forcing victims to cross state lines with a trucker, and leveraging the access to truckers to 

steal cargo or making victims steal personal items. The potential market for traffickers in 

the trucking industry alone is huge. According to the American Trucking Associations, 

the trucking industry is the ñlifeblood of the U.S. economy.ò It reports there are more 

than 3 million truck drivers and almost 3 million heavy-duty Class 8 trucks, moving 9.2 

billion tons of freight in the United States each year, representing nearly 70% of the 

countryôs transported freight.  



 

9 

TAT is a 501(c)(3) organization focused on combating sex trafficking in the U.S. 

trucking industry. According to its website, TATôs mission is to ñeducate, equip, 

empower and mobilize members of the trucking and travel plaza industry to combat 

domestic sex trafficking.ò As a social entrepreneurial venture recognized in 2013 by 

Ashoka (n.d.), in two congressional sessions, and by the United Nations (TAT, 2014), 

TAT provides a fertile social entrepreneurial site in which to explore the process of social 

change in the local and timely context of antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. trucking 

industry.  

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this instrumental, qualitative case study was to understand the 

social change process by exploring the dynamic interactions over time between 

stakeholder actions (as governed by knowledgeable actors) and social structures. That is, 

the study sought to understand how both antiïsex trafficking structures and also 

stakeholdersô individual structures (such as their personal characteristics and their roles 

and perceptions with regard to antiïsex trafficking structures) influenced action, and how 

those actions in turn influenced change in social structures. In so doing, it sought to 

reveal more about the significance of collective action and paradoxes of agency and 

embeddedness, producing a greater understanding of how an entrepreneur may be able to 

act as if a social structure were not a constraint (despite its influence), how being 

embedded in a social structure may ironically be required to change it, and yet how 

embeddedness or conformity may threaten values or compromise the innovation (e.g., 

McCarthy, 2012; Witkamp, Royakkers, & Raven, 2011). It further sought to explore how 

meaning, power, and norms shift through these dynamic interactions of social change 
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across micro (individual), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) levels and to 

uncover what, if any, patterns may exist.  

The research question, explored in the context of TATôs work from 2009 to 2014, 

was as follows: How do dynamic interactions between social structures and stakeholder 

actions shape social change in antiïsex trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking 

industry? There were three subquestions:  

1. How does meaning shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

2. How does power shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

3. How do norms shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of social 

change?  

For the purposes of this study, social change is defined as a change in external 

social structure (e.g., antiïsex trafficking efforts). External social structures are the ñrules 

and resourcesò or social patterns of collectives (e.g., signification in the form of meaning, 

domination in the form of power and resources, and legitimation in the form of norms 

and expectations) that provide the conditions for social action (Giddens, 1984, p. 25; 

Schwandt, 2007; Stones, 2005). Internal structures reside within knowledgeable actors, 

referred to here as stakeholders, and comprise conjuncturally-specific knowledge and 

general dispositions (Stones, 2005). The former are operationalized as actorsô roles and 

perceptions with regard to antiïsex trafficking efforts in the U.S. trucking industry 

(Stones, 2005). The latter is operationalized as a diverse range of personal characteristics 

and abilities such as worldviews, cultural and classification schemas, ethical guidelines, 
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principles and patterns of action, habits, etc. (Stones, 2005). Action is operationally 

considered a goal-oriented activity with a planned end, placed in a situation and guided 

by symbols, rules, norms, and values (Parsons, 1951; Rocher, 1974; Schwandt, 2007). 

Actions of focus for the study are considered ñgame-changingò because they are 

perceived to have created structural changes. This is similar to, but different from, 

Avelino, Wittmayer, Haxeltine, Kemp, OôRiordan, Weaver, Loorback, and Rotmans 

(2014) who defined game-changers as ñmacro-developments that are perceived to change 

the (rules, fields and players in the) ógameô of societal interactionò (p. 9). Interactions are 

operationalized as exchanges between stakeholders and between stakeholders and 

structures (in the context of action) of reciprocal expectations of behavior, their norms, 

and sanctions (Chang, 2004; Parsons, 1951; Rocher, 1974). The theoretical underpinnings 

of these terms are explored in the next section, and a complete list of terms is included in 

Appendix A. 

Conceptual Framework 

A review of the literature provides specific insights into how to study social 

entrepreneurship and the dynamic interactions that lead to social change. The conceptual 

framework is depicted in Figure 1.1 and illustrates the use of structuration theory 

(Giddens, 1984), strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), and social action theory 

(Parsons, 1951) as theoretical lenses through which to understand how dynamic 

interactions between stakeholder actions (as enacted by diverse stakeholders) and social 

structure produce social change. This section first addresses how the conceptual 

framework emerged in response to scholarly recommendations and then discusses in 
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further detail each component of the conceptual framework and how the theories work 

together as a means of researching the process of social change. 

 

 

Figure 1.1. Conceptual framework. 

 

 

Scholarly Advocates for Structuration Theory 

Several scholars have advocated for the use of structuration theory to research 

social entrepreneurship or social innovation (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Chell, 2007; Mair & 

Martí, 2006). Mair and Martí recommended using it to explore embedded social 

entrepreneurs and their ongoing interactions with context to explore the emergence of 

social entrepreneurship and the process of social change itself. Similarly, Cajaiba-Santana 

made a case for its use, together with institutional theory, in understanding social 

innovation creation in his attempt to propose ña third and hitherto underrepresented 

perspective where collective (and not only individual) action and the structural context 
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co-evolve interactively in the process of social innovation creationò (p. 43). Underlying 

Cajaiba-Santanaôs perspective was a concern to better understand how individualsô own 

thoughts, values, and behaviors interrelate with those of others and the social system 

(structure) itself (p. 48); explore the duality and interdependency of actions and structures 

to understand social innovation directed at achieving social change (p. 46); and use 

methods that allow for an exploration of the complex and dynamic change process 

through examining historical events and their narratives (p. 48).  

Cajaiba-Santana (2014) referenced The New Institutionalism in Organizational 

Analysis and acknowledged Powell and DiMaggioôs concern that institutional theory does 

not include a complete theory of action. He built his case on Barley and Tolbertôs (1997) 

view that institutional and structuration theories be used together. Barley and Tolbert 

themselves claimed that processes for explaining the relationship of action and structure 

are underdeveloped in institutional theory and advocated that structuration theory can 

thus be a complement to institutional theory given its focus on re/production dynamics. 

Yet, they still argued that additional approaches were needed for operationalizing 

research, especially those that are more dynamic and temporal (p. 100). The conceptual 

framework for this study addressed these concerns in part. 

Schwandt and Szabla (2013) extended this discussion by suggesting a 

combination of Giddensô (1984) structuration theory and Stonesô (2005) strong 

structuration theory to understand social structures and knowledgeable actors, 

respectively. Grimes, McMullen, Vogus, and Miller (2013) suggested that simultaneously 

investigating antecedents at both a micro and macro level may be even more critical in 

social entrepreneurship than in commercial entrepreneurship (p. 461), thus lending 
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further support to rigorous research. The need for this cross-level analysis and especially 

a focus on the micro level was supported by Mair and Martíôs (2006) suggestion to 

understand how social entrepreneurship emerges by ñexamining the conflict between the 

values of social entrepreneurs and their perceptions of reality or . . . between social 

entrepreneursô beliefs and their shared norms (i.e., institutions)ò (p. 40). While this 

statement was made in the context of their support for using an institutional 

entrepreneurship lens, the combination of structuration and strong structuration as 

proposed by Schwandt and Szabla (2013) is arguably a more comprehensive and granular 

alternative, as argued below. 

Structuration Theory  

Structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) provides the means for defining social 

structures as well as for describing the interactive process by which they are produced, 

reproduced, and modified. Giddens defined social structures as ñrules and resources, or 

sets of transformation relations, organized as properties of social systemsò (p. 25). Stones 

(2005) expounded that social structures exist as ñmaterial or physical conditions or 

leversò and ñmemory tracesò within agents themselves (p. 22). Thus, structures are 

virtual rules that materialize in social practice at the action level and also leave ñmemory 

tracesò within agents, who draw upon them in determining future action (Giddens, 1984, 

p. 17). Structures can be analytically classified into those that pertain to signification, 

domination, and legitimation (Giddens, 1984, p. 29; Stones, 2005, p. 17) and can be 

analyzed across macro, meso, and micro levels, as discussed in more detail in chapters 2 

and 3.  
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Central to structuration theory is duality of structure, the view that social 

structures are both the means and the ends of producing and reproducing social structures 

(Giddens, 1984, pp. 19, 25). That is, agents draw upon social structures, which reside in 

them as memory traces, in the course of their activity. Their actions, in turn, reproduce 

and/or change social structures themselves (Stones, 2005, p. 16). Thus, structuration 

theory provides a way to explore social entrepreneurial activities within the context of 

social structures (Mair & Martí, 2006) and to consider the dynamic coevolution of agents 

and social structures that fosters social change (a future research suggestion of 

Steinerowski, Jack, & Farmer, 2008, who employed structuration in their study). 

Strong Structuration Theory 

Ontologically, structuration theory seeks to bridge subjectivity and objectivity, 

allowing neither for complete subjugation of agent to structure, nor independence of 

agent from structure (Stones, 2005, p. 14). However, as Stones argued, structuration 

theory focuses on ñontology-in-generalò versus ñontology-in-situò (p. 12, emphasis in 

original). Stones argued for strong structuration to overcome structurationôs shortcomings 

of being too abstract and not providing adequate attention to the specific situations, 

agents, and their internal structures (pp. 75-76). Key to strong structuration theory is the 

quadripartite nature of structuration: 

1. External structures, or those that reside outside of agents and serve as the ñaction-

horizonò (p. 84) 

2. Internal structures, or those resident in human agents (p. 85), which comprise  

a. Conjuncturally-specific knowledge, or a stakeholderôs knowledge about the 

external social structures (p. 90)  
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b. General dispositions, or a diverse range of personal characteristics and 

abilities (e.g., social identities, personal worldviews, cultural and 

classification schemas, ethical guidelines, principles and patterns of action, 

habits) (pp. 87-89, 105-107) 

3. Active agency, or how agents use their internal structures through routine or 

critical analysis and strategy (p. 85) 

4. Outcomes, or effects on internal and external structures of actions (p. 85) 

Thus, strong structuration theory allows for a more finite focus on individual 

actors in situ, together with an exploration of their internal structures, providing a more 

rigorous empirical exploration in support of more granular explanations of the interaction 

dynamics (Schwandt & Szabla, 2013; Stones, 2005). 

General Theory of Action 

In placing the analysis in situ, it is important to address actions and dynamic 

interactions in understanding social change. Here, the general theory of action (Parsons, 

1951) can be used to fill the void that Cajaiba-Santana (2014) referenced in institutional 

theory, which still remains somewhat elusive in operationalizing research in structuration 

theory (Barley & Tolbert, 1997). According to Rocher (1974), Parsons did not provide a 

discrete definition of social action. However, Schwandtôs (2007) explication of Parsonsô 

theory indicated that every action has a situation, end, and norms or values. An act can be 

either individual or collective (Rocher, 1974).  

Just as critical is to explore the interactions between actors in a specific act and 

the exchanges between structures (internal and external) and actors in the context of their 

act. According to Rocher (1974), Parsons would define social interaction as ñan 
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exchange of informationò regarding actorsô reciprocal expectations of behavior, the 

governing norms and values, and their associated sanctions (Rocher, 1974, pp. 56-57). 

Meanwhile, as Rocher wrote, Parsons also addressed interactions between subsystems 

(pp. 57-59), and Chang (2004) identified that interactions occur between actors and their 

environments, both social and nonsocial (p. 407).  

Thus, drawing from Parsonsô general theory of action, it is possible to identify 

key ñactionsò (or ñcritical eventsò) in the course of social change; to identify their 

respective situations, ends, and norms; and to analyze their interactions and effects with 

social structures, both external and internal.  

Theory of Emergence and Conditional Interactionism 

Given the complexity of the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship, it is 

necessary to probe further into the antecedents and outcomes of interaction. For example, 

the concept of reciprocity, or the exchanges between actors of benefits or gratification 

and repayment (Gouldner, 1960), occurs during social interaction, and thus related norms 

and expectations can be key drivers of action. Additionally, emergence occurs as a result 

of social interaction between actors and their environments, resulting in the creation of 

either new or reproductive social facts, which may either reproduce or change individuals 

and/or society (Chang, 2004). Chang discussed Meadôs theory of emergence and argued 

that conditional interactionism is at its core. There is both significant congruency and 

complementarity in Meadôs theory of emergence and structuration theory, as illustrated in 

the following quote by Chang (2004): 

Meadôs theory fully recognizes the impact of both human agency and social 

structure (and culture) on emergence. In his view, social structure neither dictates 

human action nor does human action alone produce social structure. Rather, 



 

18 

human agency and social structure (and culture) fully determine each other 

through interactions that produce various kinds of emergence in human society. 

(p. 409) 

Chang (2004) argued that Meadôs theory of emergence can be used as a kind of 

ñmetatheoretical approachò that transcends the objectivist and subjectivist divide (p. 405). 

As illustrated in Figure 1.2, the concepts of structure, agent/agency, interaction, 

reciprocity, and emergence can be connected in Meadôs model of emergence and linked 

to structuration theory, strong structuration theory, and social action theory, which more 

granularly define and operationalize such concepts. While conditional interactionism and 

the theory of emergence is not incorporated directly into the conceptual framework for 

this study, it is a useful way to illustrate the importance of interaction and reciprocity in 

studying social change. 

 

 

Figure 1.2. Metatheoretical depiction of the emergence of social change. The depiction, 

based on Meadôs ñTheory on Emergence in Human Society: A Simplified Modelò as 

presented by Chang (2004, p. 407), is further illustrated as a metatheoretical approach (as 

argued by Chang, 2004, p. 405) to exploring social change by employing various other 

relevant theories used in this study, as indicated in gray italics. 
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To synthesize this discussion, the conceptual framework employed structuration 

theory to enable empirical identification of the signification, domination, and legitimation 

of the social phenomenon. Parsonsô general theory of social action provided a means to 

define and identify key actions (or critical events) in the change process, together with 

their situation, ends, norms, and meanings and their interactions with structures (both 

external and internal). Having located specific actors in an action, strong structuration 

allowed a more granular investigation in situ of the stakeholdersô internal structures, 

including conjuncturally-specific knowledge and general dispositions. Considering these 

multiple theories enabled a more complete understanding of the human interaction 

dynamics that structure actions and social structures through the course of social change 

(Schwandt & Szabla, 2013), offering a means of understanding how and why actors 

select a course of action within the context of a social structure and how and why that 

action in turn impacts the social structure and actor. Thus, the conceptual framework 

allowed for an exploration of changes across individuals, organizations, communities, 

and society. Importantly, this framework enabled an empirical analysis of shifts of 

meaning, power, and norms across three levels of analysis. 

Statement of Potential Significance 

There are several potential ways in which this study is significant. First and 

foremost, a key contribution of this study is putting ñsocialò back into social 

entrepreneurial research. The study did so not only by examining a case that was purely 

about social change with no economic value goals, but also by exploring social 

structures, social acts, and the personal characteristics of involved stakeholders. As 

Hjorth (2010) argued, social entrepreneurship inquiry must not be limited in its 
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exploration through its management and economic roots, which assumes rational choices, 

but should increasingly be explored socially and consider cultural, political, and ethical 

dimensions (pp. 313-315). This studyôs conceptual framework brought a sociological, 

cultural, and change perspective to the study of social entrepreneurship. It offered an 

example of social innovation and change in the form of new practices to combat sex 

trafficking rather than a new product, technology, or service for the disenfranchised. The 

richness of the findings provides support for more targeted academic inquiry into change 

processes within social entrepreneurial efforts that exclusively focus on social change, 

versus a dual enterprise mission. The study also provides a small offering to an emerging 

and complex theoretical area of human interaction dynamics studies (Schwandt & Szabla, 

2013). 

Second, this study makes small advances in our understanding of how 

un/embeddedness is both enriching and encumbering for growth of a social movement 

via a social entrepreneurial effort (Mair & Martí, 2006). Specifically, it provides a case 

example of how a social entrepreneurial nongovernmental organization has become more 

embedded in, yet remains outside of, industry and thus has both subtly changed itself and 

yet positively inspired the industry to adopt antiïsex trafficking practices. This finding 

reinforces the notion that changing self or others is not an either-or proposition (Vestrum 

& Rasmussen, 2013) and that social entrepreneurial nongovernmental organizations can 

use their status to strategic advantage beyond offering a tax free donation mechanism. 

Third, this case illustrates that empowerment in the context of social 

entrepreneurship is not just about involving and equipping the marginalized or those at 

the bottom of the pyramid. (See Osbergôs [2014] speech and Pervez et al.ôs [2013] study 
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regarding involvement of the marginalized individuals targeted). TAT provided a 

powerful demonstration that social innovation emerged when the social entrepreneur and 

a highly experienced and knowledgeable stakeholder interacted. While the social 

entrepreneur sought to educate and empower the stakeholders, she in turn was educated 

and empowered. This finding builds on the notions of adaptive leadership (Heifetz et al., 

2004) and collective impact (Kania & Kramer, 2013) and suggests that solving social 

problems is not only about learning that produces solutions but also about unlocking new 

capabilities and action horizons in individuals that subsequently drive change-making 

actions.  

Fourth, this study suggests that ñsocial entrepreneursò do not have the corner on 

the market of innovation and heroism. While the literature has until recent years been 

dominated largely by inquiry into the qualities of social entrepreneurs (Dacin et al., 2011; 

Goldstein et al., 2009b; Haugh, 2012), and the field of practice has long heralded them as 

heroes, there have been calls to better understand social entrepreneurship without 

overprivileging the individual social entrepreneur and considering context and 

interactions (Dacin et al., 2011; Mair & Marti, 2006). This case revealed that social 

innovation came in large part through cocreation with optimistic, knowledgeable, and 

powerful individuals from industry and law enforcement. Further, it revealed that the real 

heroes were the drivers and other members of the transportation community who were 

now looking for, reporting, and/or investigating potential cases of trafficking. Dey and 

Steyaert (2010) suggested ñan image of social entrepreneurship that conceives of social 

change without nostalgic reference to the sovereign, heroic entrepreneurò (p. 87). This 

study echoes those sentiments and provides further empirical evidence to push for a 
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change in rhetoric (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010). Similar to Dey and Steyaertôs suggestion of a 

metaphor of ñmessianism without a messiahò (p. 87), perhaps the field should expand its 

conception of ñsocial hero.ò Further, this study revealed the power of individual 

structures to fuel both game-changing actions and external structural change. While 

Ashoka is advocating for an ñóeveryone a changemakerô worldò (Ashoka, n.d.) across 

society, this study suggests further academic inquiry into strategic enablers of game-

changing actions that catalyze and change internal structures that ultimately lead to social 

change. 

Fifth, from a policy and practice perspective, this study suggests that legislation of 

social issues is not always enough and that structuration could be a mechanism for 

designing change strategies. While antitrafficking laws have been in place for years, their 

implementation has been slow and challenging (as seen in Farrell, Owens, & McDevitt, 

2014). In a practical sense, this case ñdeconstructedò how a social entrepreneurial 

organization was successfully growing an antiïsex trafficking structure by using 

meaning, to mobilize power, to implement new norms. It demonstrates the importance of 

soft power tactics in cocreating and diffusing social innovation. This suggests that social 

entrepreneurs might benefit from using a ñstrong structurationò (Stones, 2005) lens in 

designing strategies to change social structures and ultimately change culture over the 

long term.  

Finally, this study provides a methodologically rigorous case in a field that has 

ñhigh visibility,ò provides rich opportunities for theoretical development (Haugh, 2012, 

p. 7), and has seen significant growth in literature in recent years (Lehner & Kansikas, 

2013), yet that is still considered largely nascent (Lehner & Kansikas, 2013; Light, 2008; 
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Short, Moss, & Lumpkin, 2009). It overcomes noted shortcomings of past studies 

described as not being analytically rigorous enough (Light, 2008) and being ñlargely 

descriptive and atheoreticalò (Dacin et al., 2011, p. 1205). It operationalized the 

theoretical framework suggested by Schwandt and Szabla (2013), providing a research 

methodology that can be replicated to explore further empirical cases. 

Summary of the Methodology 

 The research methodology was an instrumental, qualitative case study. This 

approach was chosen given its appropriateness for exploring complex phenomena by 

seeking to interpret meanings and discover themes or patterns. The case explored three 

key actions (or critical events) and the associated structures and interactions before, 

during, and after. In light of the conceptual framework, it was an embedded case study 

(Yin, 2014) with the holistic unit of analysis being the social change process of antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the U.S. trucking industry and the subunits being the actions and 

their respective external and internal social structures and interactions over the course of 

the change. As a priori concepts, these subunits guided the data collection, analysis, and 

interpretation. Primary data collection instruments included document analysis, 

observations, semistructured interviews, and focus groups.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

TAT served as the research site, meeting the four primary criteria for site 

selection: (a) the project/organization had produced some evidence of structural change 

in the social issueðthat is, changes in power (e.g., resources, decision rights), meaning 

(e.g., mission, language, communications), and norms (e.g., responsibilities, roles, 
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expectations); (b) key actions could be identified that were perceived to have influenced 

structural shifts (e.g., ñgame-changersò); (c) research could be ñboundò as a ñcaseò to a 

discrete phase or set of significant events (Merriam, 2009); and (d) the period under 

research was in the fairly recent past (ideally within 3 to 5 years). Given the depth of 

analysis required at three levels (i.e., micro, or individual; meso, or organization; and 

macro, or society), the time span for this longitudinal analysis and the number of critical 

actions had to be constrained.  

The case study was thus bound to social change in antiïsex trafficking efforts 

within the U.S. trucking industry as a result of TAT activities from 2009 to 2014 and to 

the studyôs three actions of focus. The study is limited in that it excludes the more routine 

actions that occur between the three game-changing actions of focus. Key informants 

were limited to those with closest proximity and insight to the period under study, and 

participants were selected for interviews based on their involvement in the identified key 

actions.  

In light of its methodology, this study is not generalizable. However, rich 

description was included to enable readers to assess the caseôs transferability (Merriam, 

2009). Furthermore, as an instrumental case (Stake, 1995), this study illuminates the 

process of social change through an exploration of the interaction of social structures and 

actions.  

Similar research from 2009 to 2014 across other TAT actions would elaborate the 

understanding of this case specifically. The conceptual framework and methodology 

employed in this study could be replicated to explore other social change efforts, 

especially those distinguished by faith-based or economic value motives, to determine if 



 

25 

similar or different patterns were revealed. Furthermore, with more resources and time, 

an even more detailed methodology that explored linked and sequential events might also 

shed additional light.  
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

The purpose of this chapter is to synthesize and critique relevant literature related 

to understanding and explaining the process of social change through social 

entrepreneurship and specifically in the context of anti-sex trafficking efforts in the U.S. 

trucking industry. This chapter opens with an introduction including a brief overview of 

the studyôs topic and purpose and the methodology for the literature review. Next, this 

chapter discusses key concepts, theories, assumptions, and research that seek to explain 

social change and addresses the strengths and shortcomings of these approaches. Then, a 

brief overview of the literature specific to the social issue of sex trafficking and anti-sex 

trafficking efforts is provided. A conclusion synthesizes the inferences from the literature 

review on the study and addresses the implications of the conceptual framework on the 

research methodology. 

Study Topic and Purpose 

This instrumental, qualitative case study focused on understanding how social 

change occurred in antiïsex trafficking efforts in the U.S. trucking industry through 

TATôs work from 2009 to 2014. The study aimed to describe and understand how the 

social change process unfolded in the social entrepreneurial venture by exploring the 

dynamic interactions between the actions of multiple stakeholders, with diverse values 

and worldviews, and the social structure of antiïsex trafficking efforts in trucking itself.  
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Definition of Social Entrepreneurship for this Study 

For the purpose of this study, social entrepreneurship is defined as a social valueï

generating activity in which innovation is used to tackle complex, social problems and 

achieve systemic, social change (Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Light, 2006; Mair & 

Martí, 2006; Martin & Osberg, 2007; Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 

2006; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, & Shulman, 2009). As discussed in more detail later 

in this chapter, this definition incorporates common themes from the literature and builds 

on several influential pieces. While some scholars such as Weerawardena and Mort 

(2006) have defined social entrepreneurship within a single sector for their research, this 

definition is intentionally crafted to be inclusive across sectors and 

organizational/programmatic contexts. This is similar to the position that Austin et al. 

(2006) took when they claimed that social entrepreneurship can occur within and across 

sectors; is not defined by legal organizational form; and can be achieved through a 

number of mechanisms. This definition is also supported by Peredo and McLeanôs (2006) 

argument that ñthe line between for-profit and not-for-profit enterprises is hard to sustain 

as a significant boundary on social entrepreneurshipò (p. 64). This definition avoids 

focusing on an individual, which Light explained can produce biases, including the 

potential to overlook (a) teachable skills by focusing on individual traits; (b) the 

contributions of organizations, teams, and resources; (c) the view that innovative ideas 

may precede entrepreneurs; and (d) the view that additional resources/support may fuel 

success (pp. 48-49). 

Literature Review Purpose and Methodology 

This literature review has five specific purposes:  
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1. Provide an overview of social entrepreneurship, including its origins, definitions, 

status of the field, and research opportunities and challenges 

2. Untangle three related constructsðsocial innovation, social change, and social 

value creationðas defining features of social entrepreneurship to delineate the 

focus of this study while considering interrelated components 

3. Examine constructs relevant to the social change process, including structure, 

knowledgeable actor, agency, action, interaction, embeddedness, reciprocity, and 

emergence  

4. Identify how sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking efforts, as the context of the 

study, have been characterized and the potential implications for this research  

5. Identify implications for this studyôs conceptual framework and research design  

In support of these research purposes, databases used included ABI/Inform, 

Business Source Complete (EBSCO), and the Social Science Citation Index (within the 

Web of Science). These were identified given their combined coverage of management, 

organization, and social sciences publications, as well as their use by Short et al. (2009) 

in their meta-analysis of social entrepreneurship, in which amongst other sources, they 

employed ABI/INFORM, EBSCO (database not specified), Web of Knowledge (database 

not specified), and Science Direct. Key words primarily used in scanning references and 

conducting searches included social entrepreneurship or social enterprise; social change 

or social innovation; structuration theory or strong structuration theory; interaction or 

action; meaning, communication, values, schema, power, norms, law, or policy; and 

human trafficking or sex trafficking. Some terms were narrower than those of Lehner and 

Kansikas (2013), who included social venture and social business in addition to social 
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entrepreneur and social enterprise, but the list was also broader with the inclusion of 

additional search terms. 

Most searches were limited to scholarly articles published within the last 5 years 

to glean the most recent insights. However, in reviewing references, key work deemed 

relevant and defining for the study from previous years and from broader sources was 

included. For example, the article by Mair and Martí (2006) is among the 20 most-cited 

articles analyzed by Kraus et al. (2014), is considered influential (Lehner & Kansikas, 

2013), and seemed to represent a shift in theoretical orientations towards social 

entrepreneurship. The literature review also included some other important sources, 

including books, articles in the popular press, and online resources from thought leaders 

and practitioners. 

Introduction to Social Entrepreneurship 

Social entrepreneurship was both the broader context for this study and the 

process that was explored. Given it was both the setting and the marrow of this research, 

it is critical to briefly explore its history, definitions, status as a field, and current issues 

and opportunities in research.  

Roots of Social Entrepreneurship 

Much of the literature starts with an exposition on the origins of entrepreneurship 

and compares and contrasts social entrepreneurship with commercial entrepreneurship 

(Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Martin & Osberg, 2007). Indeed, social entrepreneurship 

traces its roots to the field of commercial entrepreneurship, which emerged primarily 

from the economic and management disciplines. The development of entrepreneurship as 
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a concept is often associated with French economist Jean Baptist Say, Austrian American 

economist Joseph Schumpeter, and American management writer Peter Drucker (Dacin 

et al., 2010; Dees, 2001; Martin & Osberg, 2007).  

Dees (2001) traced the roots of entrepreneurship through four seminal thinkers 

from the 1800s to present. After anchoring the term entrepreneur in its French meaning 

of someone who undertakes, Dees noted that Say is often credited with attributing to the 

term the meaning of ñthe venturesome individuals who stimulated economic progress by 

finding new and better ways of doing thingsò (p. 1). Moving into the mid-20th century, 

he introduced Schumpeterôs view that entrepreneurs advance the economy through 

creative-destruction, or overturning how markets work through innovation of new and/or 

exploitation of existing products, technologies, sources, or markets (pp. 1-2). On this 

point, Martin and Osberg (2007), also annotating Schumpterian views, emphasized that 

the result is to ñrender existing products, services, and business models obsoleteò (p. 31). 

According to Dees (2001), Drucker emphasized the role of the entrepreneur in 

recognizing and exploiting opportunities, while entrepreneurial theorist Howard 

Stevenson emphasized the chasing of such opportunities without being dissuaded by the 

initial lack of resources (p. 2).  

Subtle but important differences in assumptions can be seen throughout these 

descriptions. While perhaps an oversimplification, it could be said that for Say, the 

entrepreneur is a value-creator; for Schumpeter, the entrepreneur is an equilibrium-

breaker and innovator; for Drucker, the entrepreneur is an opportunity-seer and exploiter; 

and for Stevenson, the entrepreneur is a resource-gatherer. Similar subtleties in social 
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entrepreneurship, with implications for researching social change, are discussed in more 

detail below. 

Research in commercial entrepreneurship can be categorized into various streams. 

Austin et al. (2006) noted that inquiry has focused on the entrepreneur, entrepreneurship 

outcomes, and entrepreneurship processes. Meanwhile, Koe Hwee Nga and 

Shamuganathan (2010) cited Cope (2005) in discussing the functional stream (associated 

with economicsô rational outcomes), personality stream (e.g., traits), and behavior stream 

(e.g., process). Goss, Jones, Betta, and Latham (2011) reported that it has been 

increasingly recognized that the field has been limited by its predominantly positivist 

perspective and functionalist paradigm. They also referenced Calás, Smircich, and 

Bourne (2009), who in response to concerns of entrepreneurship being conceived as a 

largely economic activity, engaged in ña critical theoretical exercise to extend the 

boundaries of entrepreneurship theory and research by reframing óentrepreneurship as 

positive economic activityô to óentrepreneurship as social changeôò (p. 552). Lindgren 

and Packendorff (2009) expressed concern not necessarily with the methods, but rather 

with the unarticulated assumptions. They wrote, ñEntrepreneurs and their social 

interactions are reduced into simplistic models of psychological traits, rational decision 

making and economic exchange, and the entrepreneurial enterprises are rarely considered 

in research until they become registered firms and thus visible in official statisticsò (p. 

28). Given that social entrepreneurship has evolved out of the entrepreneurship 

discipline, and in many ways has followed similar research paths, these concerns are 

important to note. 
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Tensions Within the Term Social Entrepreneurship 

The coining of the term social entrepreneurship is often credited to the founder of 

Ashoka, Bill Drayton, over three decades ago (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Light, 2008, 

2009). Yet, as several have discussed, examples of social entrepreneurship have existed 

for centuries (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Dees, 2001). Several have noted some 

inherent challenges in the term, which seemingly juxtaposes ñsocialò with 

ñentrepreneurship.ò For example, Tracey and Phillips (2007) identified the challenge of 

managing both social and economic goals (also known as ñdouble bottom lineò [p. 267]), 

and Smith, Besharov, Wessels, and Chertok (2012) addressed these seemingly competing 

demands in their paradox leadership model.  

Several studies have illustrated the hybrid nature of social entrepreneurship and 

conflicting value propositions, together with real and portrayed differences across sectors, 

logics, and stakeholders. For example, in their case study based on a survey of 57 self-

identified social entrepreneurs in the Netherlands and interviews with eight social 

entrepreneurial actors (from various domains or ñregimesò), Witkamp et al. (2011) found 

four conflicting and three shared values of social entrepreneurship (as a field) against 

business and/or civil society as established regimes. Meanwhile, Ruebottom (2013) 

conducted a comparative study of 10 social enterprises and the rhetorical strategies they 

employed. She found that in an attempt to gain legitimacy, the social enterprises 

portrayed their organization as a protagonist, drawing from positive metanarratives (i.e., 

charity, grassroots social movements, science, business, and entrepreneurship), and their 

opponents as antagonists, drawing from negative metanarratives (i.e., economic, 

ideology, and bureaucracy). Le Ber and Branzei (2010) conducted a comparative study 
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using narrative analysis of four sets of nonprofit and for-profit health partnerships in 

Canada to explore how they understood, reconciled, and combined frames in the process 

of value creation. Battilana and Doradoôs (2010) study illustrated the tensions that existed 

in two Bolivian microfinance commercial banks as a result of their respective competing 

commercial and development institutional logics. Finally, Diochon and Andersonôs 

(2011) narrative analysis of social enterprise organizations found that value 

contradictions in early start-up and growth years prompted meaning making and 

solidified identity and values that enhanced legitimacy and access to resources and 

influenced social practices. Such competing logics and contradictions foreshadow the 

conflicting tensions and values among stakeholders of social systems that social 

entrepreneurs target to change. 

Meanwhile, Mair and Martí (2006) argued that the use of ñsocialò as an adjective 

should not be about distinguishing it from commercial on the grounds of profit versus 

altruism, but rather to emphasize the ultimate aim of creating social value by creatively 

using resources to tackle social problems and change social structures. On the one hand, 

they argued that there are social elements to commercial entrepreneurship as well as 

social entrepreneurship. On the other hand, they acknowledged that while the motives for 

social entrepreneurship often have an ethical or moral foundation, that is not always the 

case. Peredo and McLean (2006) took up that point as well in their argument for 

conceptions of social entrepreneurship that are not normative in nature and therefore do 

not assume altruistic motivations, consistent behavior, or successful performance (p. 59). 

According to Zahra et al. (2009), ñAdding the value-laden prefix ósocialô further 
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exacerbates this definitional debateò (p. 520). This discussion leads to the necessary 

exploration of just what social entrepreneurship does mean. 

Various Definitions of Social Entrepreneurship 

 Several have noted that not only is the social entrepreneurship literature 

fragmented (Swanson & Zhang, 2011; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006), but the term itself 

is poorly defined (Mair & Martí, 2006; Martin & Osberg, 2007; Trexler, 2009; 

Weerawardena & Mort, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009). This struggle and yet fascination is 

evident in the number of recent meta-analyses of definitions (e.g., Dacin et al., 2010; 

Weerawardena & Mort, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009). Mair and Martí claimed that this lack 

of definition offers an opportunity to challenge assumptions and leverage 

multidisciplinary approaches. Others, such as Nicholls (2010b), have demonstrated 

concern about the fieldôs legitimacy, suggesting it is in a preparadigmatic state. 

Furthermore, some have advocated for research and theoretical development based on 

distinctions between commercial and social entrepreneurship and for social 

entrepreneurship to be explored as a field in its own right (e.g., Santos, 2012), while 

Dacin et al. (2010) believed social entrepreneurship is an important context for research 

using existing, not new or distinct, types and theories of entrepreneurship. 

 Over the last few decades, definitions have varied based on unit of analysis 

(individual versus activity-based); sector of relevance; relative emphasis of economic 

value; and other dimensions. Definitions have ranged from the most inclusive to the most 

exclusive (Austin et al., 2006; Light, 2008). Martin and Osberg (2007) advocated for a 

more narrow definition, differentiating it from social service delivery or activism, and yet 

their definition remained suitably broad by not specifying a sector, funding source, etc. 
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Austin et al. (2006) argued that focus should be on the problem, and that organizational 

form and resources should follow and align. Peredo and McLean (2006) advocated for 

the definition to be broad enough to allow for selfish motivations and failure and not to 

be normative.  

Despite the many differences, however, there are several common features among 

existing definitions, as outlined in Table 2.1. Social value/mission and innovation are two 

elements frequently noted by researchers as pervasive across the literature (Austin et al., 

2006; Cukier et al., 2011; Kraus et al., 2014). Appendix B displays the key references 

used in formulating the definition for the purposes of this study. These references were 

selected because (a) the articles have been considered ñinfluentialò by two published 

analyses of the social entrepreneurship literature (see appendix for details); (b) they 

reflect the common elements of social mission and innovation as noted above; and (c) 

with one exception, they are not constrained to a single sector and largely include 

systemic or sustainable change as part of their discussion.  
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Table 2.1 

Common Features Across Conceptualization of Social Entrepreneurship  

Common features References 

1. Social problem resulting from 

market failure or suboptimal 

equilibrium, serving as catalyst 

to social entrepreneurship  

Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Martin & 

Osberg, 2007; Zahra et al., 2009 

2. Social innovation or creativity 

 

Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Light, 2006; 

Mair & Martí, 2006; Martin & Osberg, 2007; 

Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 

2006; Zahra et al., 2009 

3. Social mission/value 

creation/social change  

 

Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Light, 2006; 

Mair & Martí, 2006; Martin & Osberg, 2007; 

Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 

2006; Zahra et al., 2009 

4. Risk-taking Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Martin & 

Osberg, 2007; Peredo & McLean, 2006; 

Weerawardena & Mort, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009 

5. Sustainability and/or systemic 

change  

Dees, 2001; Light, 2006; Martin & Osberg, 2007 

Note. For the purposes of this synthesis, concepts are intentionally conflated to identify 

common features. However, they are further distinguished in subsequent sections of this 

literature review. 

 

 

A Typology and I ts Implications 

While the definition of social entrepreneurship used for this study focuses on it as 

a process, it is worth briefly exploring a social entrepreneur typology by Zahra et al. 

(2009) that drew from economics, anthropology, and sociology. A key summary is 

included in Table 2.2, illustrating varying assumptions of social equilibrium and types of 

innovation within social entrepreneurship. Notably, the authors acknowledged that other 

variations and types of social entrepreneurs exist. 
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Table 2.2 

Zahra et al.ôs (2009) Social Entrepreneurship Typology  

Type Inspired by Description 

Relationship to  

equilibrium 

Social  

bricoleur 

Hayek 

(1945)  
¶ Works on a local level and 

creatively pools together various 

resources, often tacit, general, 

and readily available 

Gets closer to 

social equilibrium 

through small 

actions 

Social 

constructionist 

Kirzner  

(1973) 
¶ Addresses larger-scale problems 

by identifying opportunities to 

systemically address social 

needs that are currently 

underserved or underrecognized  

¶ Often envisions and enacts 

future social realities and builds 

organizations to address the 

problems at a large scale, 

creating future funding and 

mission-maintenance challenges 

Creates new 

equilibriums by 

addressing gaps  

Social 

engineer 

Schumpeter  

(1942) 
¶ Introduces such radical change 

that they are seen as destroying 

institutions or structures of the 

status quo and replacing them 

with innovative alternatives 

¶ Can be seen as ñsubversive and 

illegitimateò (p. 526) 

Breaks the current 

equilibrium to 

create an altogether 

new and improved 

one  

Note. Summary from Zahra et al. (2009). 

 

Zahra et al. (2009) recommended detailed analysis of social entrepreneurship 

antecedents such as ñsocietal, organizational and individual variablesò and especially 

analysis of how their interactions could foster opportunity identification and exploitation 

(p. 530). They commented, ñExploring the milieu within which these entrepreneurs exist, 

how they function, and why their ventures succeed or fail can enrich theory building on 

social venturesò (p. 530). This typology helps frame potential conceptualizations of social 

innovation and lays the groundwork for considering various ways that social 
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entrepreneurship may interact with social structures and implications for meanings, 

resources, and norms. It also inspires the need to explore multilevel interactions. 

Unpacking the Social Dimension of Social Entrepreneurship 

As the section above indicates, there is a diverse range of definitions for social 

entrepreneurship, but core elements include a focus on social mission, innovation, 

change, and/or value creation. This suggests the need for further clarity on just what the 

ñsocialò in social entrepreneurship means in order to better frame and operationalize a 

study. Arriving at this clarity is complicated by the fact that key constructs associated 

with the term are sometimes used interchangeably, and usually without operational 

definitions. Thus, it is important to examine in more detail how scholars are approaching 

these constructs so as to identify implications for this study.  

Key Constructs of Social Performance, Measurement, and Impact 

Valéau (2010) demonstrated the conflation of terms in writing that often ñsocial 

valueò is used synonymously with ñsocial goalsò in social entrepreneurship work 

(p. 210). Peredo and McLean (2006) claimed that it is widely accepted that social 

entrepreneurs are focused on achieving social goals and creating social value, which is 

generally described as contributing ñto the welfare or well-being in a given human 

communityò (p. 59), although not operationally elaborated. Likewise, Dees (2001) 

identified that ñmission-related impact becomes the central criterionò (p. 2) and 

emphasized that measuring social value is not only challenging, but also largely debated 

(p. 3).  
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Mair and Martí (2006) defined social entrepreneurship as ña process involving the 

innovative use and combination of resources to pursue opportunities to catalyze social 

change and/or address social needsò (p. 37). Dissecting their definition, which is a 

central reference point for this study and frequently cited by others, can be useful in 

operationally defining several key constructs:  

First, we view social entrepreneurship as a process of creating value by 

combining resources in new ways. Second, these resource combinations are 

intended primarily to explore and exploit opportunities to create social value by 

stimulating social change or meeting social needs. And third, when viewed as a 

process, social entrepreneurship involves the offering of services and products but 

can also refer to the creation of new organizations. (p. 37, emphasis in original) 

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, it can be suggested that social innovation is a creative 

process that is part of social entrepreneurship, which itself seeks to create social value by 

achieving social change. Thus, a brief review of each element is necessary.  

  

 

 

Figure 2.1. Key constructs in defining and exploring social entrepreneurship. 

 

Social innovation. Table 2.3 provides a sampling of recent definitions of social 

innovation. Synthesizing these, we might see a social innovation as an idea, product, or 

service resulting in new social practices that seeks to fill unmet needs and change social 

structures. The term seems to be used both in reference to a product/practice and the 
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process of creating the product/practice. While the definition may be too broad for 

Cajaiba-Santana (2014), who argued that social innovation is not a material object such 

as a product but is rather a social practice, the definition should reflect the othersô views 

fairly closely.  

 

Table 2.3 

Definitions of Social Innovation 

Author(s) Definition  

Cajaiba-Santana 

(2014) 

Actions that are intentional and goal-oriented, aimed at social 

change, and result in new attitudes and behaviors and thus social 

practices (p. 44); he argues against material definitions (e.g., 

ñproductò). 

Weerawardena & 

Mort (2012) 

Creating and employing new ideas aimed at overcoming social 

problems that materialize in products, processes, or systems (p. 93); 

they noted that this definition extends the works of Mumford (2002) 

and Svensson and Bengtsson (2010). 

Lettice & Parekh 

(2010) 

ñNew products, services and models that have been developed to 

meet social needs (after Mulgan et al., 2007b)ò (p. 140). 

Westley & 

Antadze (2010) 

ñA complex process of introducing new products, processes or 

programs that profoundly change the basic routines, resource and 

authority flows, or beliefs of the social system in which the 

innovation occurs. Such successful social innovations have durability 

and broad impactò (p. 2). 

 

Jokela and Elo (2014) indicated that social entrepreneurship uses innovation, 

which occurs via stakeholder interactions, and aims to create social value, which is 

cocreated by stakeholder networks (pp. 253-255). This underscores the criticality of 

multiple actors. NŁstase, LiseŞchi, and Bibu (2014) similarly identified that innovation (in 

general, and not specific to social) is a process that involves people and often includes 

new combinations of ñideas, skills and assetsò (p. 193). They wrote: 

Innovation [in general, and not specific to social] is depending on a complex set 

of processes that links many different agents together so that much of the 

innovations occur within networks, at the boundaries of organizations and 
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industries, where the problems and needs of users and the potential of 

technologies can be creatively linked together. (p. 192) 

 

Drawing on othersô work, they argued that social innovation, targeted at ñsocietal issuesò 

(p. 194) involves change that is not exclusively top-down or bottom-up, but rather 

involves collaboration across hierarchical levels (pp. 194-195). In summary, ñThe field of 

social innovation turns critical societal problems into opportunities by actively involving 

the community actorsò (NŁstase et al., 2014, p. 196). Similarly, Westley and Antadze 

(2010) argued that social innovation is a dynamic and complex process, based not on a 

single actor, but rather on action nets, for which market-based models are not adequate. 

They further argued for models that include elements of emergent opportunity interacting 

with agency. 

In their working paper, Avelino et al. (2014) distinguished five ñóshadesô of 

change and innovationò (p. 20). They argued that ñtransformative social innovationò is 

ñthe process through which social innovation contributes to societal transformationò (p. 

20) and results from ñócoevolutionaryô interactionsò (p. 20, emphasis in original) 

amongst four other aspects of change. Specifically, these are: social innovation, or ñnew 

social practicesò; system innovation, or ñchange at the level of societal sub-systemsò; 

game-changers, or developments at a macro level deemed to have changed the nature of 

ñsocietal interactionò; and narratives of change, or ñdiscourses on change an innovationò 

(p. 9). 

Nicholls (2010a) identified three types of innovation in social entrepreneurship: 

incremental via social enhancements to existing products or services; institutional via 

new products or services; and disruptive via frame-changing approaches and solutions to 

social problems (p. 245). These could be seen as roughly congruent with the typology 
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introduced earlier by Zahra et al. (2009), wherein the following could be paired: social 

bricoleur and incremental; social constructionist and institutional; and social engineer 

and disruptive.  

Lettice and Parekh (2010) conducted an exploratory study of 10 social 

entrepreneurs to identify ñcommon approaches, problems and enablers to social 

innovationò (p. 143). They found that ñalthough social innovations could be sustaining 

and incremental, they were often disruptive (Christensen, 1997) and/or architectural 

(Henderson and Clark, 1990)ò (p. 154). While Cajaiba-Santana (2014) acknowledged the 

Lettice and Parekh (2010) study as interesting, he classified it as a structuralist approach. 

He proposed a conceptual framework leveraging both institutional and structuration 

theory to support exploration of social innovation (p. 42).  

Social change. Social innovation is largely seen as being directed at changing 

social systems and their structures. Westley and Antadzeôs (2010) definition of social 

innovation identified that its chief aim is creating change in social systems, whether in 

the form of alterations in beliefs, routines, or resources. They defined social systems as 

ñany organized assembly of human resources, beliefs, and procedures united and 

regulated by interaction or interdependence so as to accomplish a set of specific 

functionsò (p. 5) and indicated that they are complex, interactive, and adaptive. Alvord et 

al. (2004) likewise wrote, ñThe test of social entrepreneurship . . . is change in social 

systems that create and maintain the problemò (p. 261). Furthermore, in referencing 

Mumford (2002), Cajaiba-Santana (2014) described the outcomes of social innovations 

as ñnew institutions, new social movements, new social practices, or different structures 

of collaborative workò (p. 45).  
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Social value and impact. As introduced above, it could be inferred that 

ultimately social entrepreneurship is about social value creation. According to Dietz and 

Porter (2012), ñSimply stated, social value creation is a process that results in the creation 

of something of value for societyò (p. 23). And yet, they also identified that most 

definitions emphasize financial aspects and fail to consider other important factors such 

as stakeholder needs or expectations. Corner and Ho (2010) summarized from others that 

social value creation is about using innovation to address and overcome social problems. 

Jokela and Elo (2014) emphasized the importance of stakeholder networks in social value 

creation. They wrote, ñNetworks of people and other organizations supporting the 

venture activities form a key resource, and compensate, in the form of their skills, 

knowledge and the active presence of the people involved, for the ventureôs otherwise 

limited resourcesò (p. 254). And furthermore, ñEach internal and external actor thus 

occupies a specific position for co-producing the input needed for value creationò (p. 

254). As discussed later in this chapter, their study found that stakeholders both 

contribute to and benefitted from social value creation. 

Mair and Martí (2006) wrote, ñAssessing social performance and impact is one of 

the greatest challenges for practitioners and researchers in social entrepreneurship,ò 

given the difficulties in accounting for social outcomes (p. 42, emphasis in original). 

Austin et al. (2006) discussed the ñmeasurabilityò challenge, noting that there is ñno 

single factor, such as profit or investment returns, that aligns the interests and actions of 

the various parties involvedò and that ñthe quantification or precise measurement of 

social impact is complicated due to the nature of social phenomenon, multicausality of 

underlying factors, and lengthy temporal manifestation, among other factorsò (p. 15).  
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In their review of the social entrepreneurship literature, Short et al. (2009) 

identified 16 quantitative studies, with half using social entrepreneurship as an 

independent variable and the other half using it as a dependent variable. Constructs for 

the latter were focused on social entrepreneurial outcomes such as social impact or 

societal contributions. They concluded, ñThese findings suggest that there are 

opportunities for further contributions to the social entrepreneurship literature by more 

carefully distinguishing between social entrepreneurship as a process as well as an 

outcomeò (p. 168). 

Social success. If social entrepreneurial efforts are aimed at improving quality of 

life, ultimately and idealistically, most would like to see social entrepreneurship effort be 

ñsuccessful.ò As discussed in the problem statement, there is an obsession with focusing 

on and celebrating the successes of social entrepreneurship. While Peredo and McLean 

(2006) expressed concern with definitions of social entrepreneurship assuming normative 

or successful examples, Dacin et al. (2010) advocated the need for not only researching 

success, but also exploring efforts that did not achieve their objectives. Dacin et al. raised 

the issue of why focusing on success is problematic. Their discussion raised several 

questions: (a) What is success for a social entrepreneurial venture and how is it 

measured? Can it include mission achievement at the cost of financial profit success? (b) 

In an effort to be successful, is there risk of social entrepreneurs compromising their 

mission for funding or sustainability? (c) Might we miss a chance to learn from efforts 

that did not succeed? (p. 52). 
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Implications for the Study 

This discussion reinforced the need for this study to focus on the process of social 

changeðas defined by a change in social structure. This approach overcomes the 

limitations of the above constructs, including the challenges associated with the context-

specific nature and difficulty defining targets for mission achievement; subjectivity in 

defining social good versus evil (Cukier et al., 2011); inherent complexity and 

subjectivity in measuring social wealth/value; and diverse range of metrics used for 

assessing social impact across sectors. Additionally, by considering social change as 

defined by changes in the social structure, issues of differing personal values and 

morality and assumptions of success or failure can be neutralized. 

Research Criticisms, Emerging Worldviews, and Theoretical Perspectives 

According to Goldstein et al. (2009b), ñThere is no clear cut, explicit general 

understanding of the systemic dynamics involved in how social entrepreneurial ventures 

come into being, develop, and succeed (or not)ò (p. 113, emphasis in original). In seeking 

to understand the process of social entrepreneurship and thus of social change in a 

preparadigmatic field (Nicholls, 2010b), a review of the approaches taken thus far and 

suggested is critical. This section addresses issues in current research, proposed 

theoretical perspectives, and what appears to be emerging as a consistent worldview on 

social entrepreneurship among influential papers. 

General Research Issues  

In 2006, Austin et al. wrote that in the still emerging field of social 

entrepreneurship, there is a pressing need to explore theoretical bases and contribute both 
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to theory and practice. Three years later, in their comprehensive literature review, Short 

et al. (2009) observed that ñunfortunately, the concept of social entrepreneurship has 

appeared in scholarly outlets for almost two decades with minimal progress in theory 

developmentò (p. 168) and identified a ñlack of construct legitimacy and undefined 

theoretical content and boundariesò (p. 184). Haugh (2012) continued to observe limited 

contributions to ñtheoretical developments that explain and predict the phenomenon of 

social enterpriseò (p. 9) and suggested potential contributing factors such as a lack of 

consensus on definition, the actor-centered focus of research, limited studies with 

generalizability, and inappropriate methodologies or nonrigorous analysis, among others 

(pp. 9, 12). 

Specific Shortcomings 

 The extant literature often describes the complex, highly interconnected, dynamic, 

and emergent nature of social entrepreneurship, the social problems it seeks to overcome, 

and social systems in which it is situated. In fact, a growing group of scholars have 

advocated exploring social entrepreneurship through a complex adaptive systems lens, as 

evidenced in the publication of Complexity Science & Social Entrepreneurship 

(Goldstein, Hazy, & Silberstang, 2009a) and articles within Emergence: Complexity & 

Organization (E:CO) as well as in the founding of the Institute for Research in 

Complexity and Society. And yet, not unlike its commercial entrepreneurship 

predecessor, much of the literature in social entrepreneurship has focused on the 

individual personality, skills, traits, or actions of the social entrepreneur himself (Dacin et 

al., 2011; Goldstein et al., 2009b; Haugh, 2012).  
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Several scholars have called for increased attention to exploring entrepreneurship 

(Goss et al., 2011; Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009) and social entrepreneurship (Dacin et 

al., 2011; Mair & Martí, 2006) as dynamic social processes rather than focusing 

exclusively on the individual. According to Goss et al. (2011):  

We contend that a more fruitful approach towards theorizing the process of 

entrepreneuring lies within the social dynamics of situations, rather than the 

conventional emphasis on individual personality types and normative 

considerations (the social entrepreneur as ósaintô; the business entrepreneur as 

ófrontier heroô) still prevalent in much entrepreneurship thinking (Nicholls 2010: 

1). (p. 224) 

In their argument for conceiving collective social entrepreneurship, Montgomery et al. 

(2012) contended that ña better understanding of much social entrepreneurship behavior 

and theory emerges from examining the social relationships, social capital and 

necessarily collaborative actions on which effective social change reliesò (p. 376). 

In complementary fashion, some have indicated that a social constructionist or 

constructivist lens is appropriate when studying entrepreneurship (Bouchikhi, 1993; 

Fletcher, 2006; Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009) or social entrepreneurship (Chell, 2007). 

Fletcher emphasized that such a lens enables the researcher to move beyond individual 

and linear approaches to opportunity discovery processes, shedding light onto how 

opportunity emerges within relationships and community through actions that are situated 

within cultural, socioeconomic, and political contexts (p. 437). Implicit in a social 

constructionist approach to entrepreneurshipðor social entrepreneurshipðis a focus not 

exclusively on individuals, but also on collectives; on social interactions in complex 

environments; on multiple meanings; on interpretive versus normative lines of inquiry; 

and on longitudinal processes (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009). Lindgren and 

Packendorff (2009) called for studies to focus on ñentrepreneurship constructed in 
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interactionò and as ñpeople constructing social processes intended to articulate, challenge 

and break established patternsò (p. 39).  

An Emerging and Potentially Consistent Worldview 

In fact, a consistent worldview for exploring social entrepreneurship may be 

emerging. In 2013, Lehner and Kansikas conducted a systematic review of the social 

entrepreneurship literature to explore the paradigmatic underpinnings of work in the 

field. Among others, they referred to Mair and Martí (2006), Nicholls (2010b), 

Weerawardena and Mort (2006), and Zahra et al. (2009) as being highly influential. 

Lehner and Kansikas identified that these influential works employed perspectives that 

stood outside of Burrell and Morganôs (1979) defined paradigms and suggested potential 

value in exploring whether their approaches could be considered prototypical. As they 

wrote, ñThey ultimately overcome objectivismôs focus on disconnected structures, and 

likewise, subjectivismôs elite attention to the individual or crowd action, through 

including humanist elements as well as a thorough consideration of the socio-structural 

contextò (p. 213). Further, they indicated that all took a similar perspective on ontology, 

epistemology, methodology, and social action, as summarized in Table 2.4. 

 

Table 2.4 

A ñóConsistentô Worldviewò of Social Entrepreneurship Among Influential Articles 

Ontology A constructivist view with some realism 

Epistemology Hermeneutics and structuralism 

Methodology Interpretive structuralism and focus on the analysis of cases in 

terms of agency and structure 

Social action Voluntarism with structural constraints 

Note. Modified from Lehner and Kansikas (2013, p. 213) with permission of Taylor & 

Francis. 
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Proposed Theoretical Perspectives 

Among these highly influential articles, Mair and Martí (2006) suggested that, 

based on the concept of embeddedness, theories such as structuration, institutional 

entrepreneurship, social capital, and social movements can enhance our understanding of 

social entrepreneurship. Dacin et al.ôs (2011) review cited and built on Mair and Martíôs 

work, also recommending a perspective from institutions and social movements. They 

further suggested exploring culture, social entrepreneur image and identity, and 

cognition, demonstrating an interest in not only macro-level context, but also micro-level 

disposition and actions. 

Central to Mair and Martíôs (2006) recommendations was that ñit is necessary to 

consider the properties and purpose of the system in which social entrepreneurs are 

embedded, and also clarify their role within the systemò (p. 42). They claimed that we 

can better understand how social change occurs if we focus on the ongoing interaction 

between social entrepreneurs and their context.  

Mair and Martí (2006) were not alone; several advocated for the use of 

structuration theory. In advocating the bringing social enterprise and commercial 

entrepreneurship together into a theory of entrepreneurial process, Chell (2007) suggested 

interactionism and structuration as theoretical approaches for investigating 

entrepreneurial processes. Meanwhile, Cajaiba-Santana (2014) proposed a conceptual 

framework for exploring social innovation that drew upon both institutional and 

structuration theories. Furthermore, Schwandt and Szabla (2013) highlighted that little is 

known about the interaction dynamics between the micro and meso levels in concepts 
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such as social entrepreneurship and proposed the combination of structuration theory and 

strong structuration to bridge these two levels. 

Conceptual Underpinnings of Social Entrepreneurship 

As introduced in the conceptual framework section of chapter 1 and argued in this 

literature review, the case for exploring social entrepreneurship as ña process resulting 

from the continuous interaction between social entrepreneurs and the context in which 

they and their activities are embeddedò is clear (Mair & Martí, 2006, p. 40). This 

approach necessarily requires a deeper understanding of several key conceptsðsocial 

structure, knowledgeable actor, agency, action, interaction, embeddedness, reciprocity, 

and emergenceðas addressed in this section. 

Social Structure ( External Structures) 

Table 2.5 lists several definitions of social structure. As defined by Giddens 

(1984), social structures are ñrules and resources, or sets of transformation relationsò (p. 

25). Schwandt (2007) more plainly described social structure as ñany enduring pattern of 

social arrangements within a particular collectiveò (p. 103).  
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Table 2.5 

Definitions of Social Structure 

Author(s) Definition 

Parsons (1951) In the most narrow sense, the types and distribution of roles in a 

social system (p. 114). 

Katz & Kahn 

(1978) 

ñComplex patterns of behavior,ò both created and enacted by humans 

(p. 37). 

Giddens (1984) ñRules and resources, or sets of transformation relationsò that 

generate recognizable social practices and can both constrain and 

enable social action (pp. 17, 25). 

Stones (2005) Configurations of accepted actions, meanings, and power 

distributions that both exist within agents and are the product of their 

actions (pp. 21, 81-84). 

Schwandt 

(2007) 

ñEnduring pattern of social arrangementsò of a group that result from 

tangible rules or intangible agent relationships or cultural values or 

norms (p. 103). 

Note. Listed in chronological order. 

 

 

Social structure exists as duality, both as virtual rules and resources at an abstract 

institutional level that materialize in social practice and as ñmemory tracesò within 

agents, who draw upon them in determining future action (Giddens, 1984, p. 17). While 

Giddens argued that structures are not external to agents, Stones (2005) represented this 

duality as external structures, which provide the conditions for action and internal agent 

structures (as discussed below). Social structures can be analytically classified into those 

that pertain to signification, domination, and legitimation (Giddens, 1984, p. 29; Stones, 

2005, p. 17). 

Knowledgeable Actor (Internal Structures) 

For Stones (2005), actors have internal structures comprising two components. 

First, conjuncturally-specific knowledge is the agentôs knowledge about ñinterpretive 

schemes, power capacities, and normative expectationsò of the external structure, and this 
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knowledge may be ñrelatively enduringò (p. 91). Second, internal structures feature 

general dispositions, or a diverse range of personal characteristics and abilities including, 

for example, social identities, personal worldviews, cultural and classification schemas, 

ethical guidelines, principles and patterns of action, and habits (pp. 87-89, 105-107). For 

Giddens (1984), the knowledgeability factor means that actors ñknow a great deal about 

the conditions and consequences of what they do in their day-to-day livesò (p. 281). 

Agency 

Giddens (1984) described agency as the power or capability to act and excluded 

any notion of intentions from the definition (p. 9). Central to agency is the notion that the 

knowledgeable actor has the power of choice, even in the face of seeming constraints of 

social structures. Stones (2005) elaborated by detailing five aspects of active agency, 

which he described as ñways in which the agent either routinely and pre-reflectively, or 

strategically and critically, draws upon her internal structuresò (p. 85). The characteristics 

include (a) changing action horizons, (b) using improvisation and creativity, (c) using 

different levels of distance from internal structures as well as reflection, (d) drawing upon 

motivations driven both consciously and unconsciously, and (e) prioritizing purposes (pp. 

101-103).  

Action 

The discussion of agency begs an understanding of action itself. Rocher (1974) 

identified that while Parsons did not provide a discrete definition for social action, central 

to the concept was the idea that human behavior is both motivated and guided by the 

actorôs sensing, perceiving, and responding to othersô meanings (pp. 28-29). He indicated 
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that social action can be either individual or collective. Building off of Rocherôs (1975) 

overview of Parsonsô general theory of action, Schwandt (2007) described action as goal-

oriented activity (with a planned end) placed in a situation (with both conditions and 

means such as resources, signals, information, time, and space) and guided by both 

individual and collective norms and values (p. 105). Further, ñaction is a continuous 

process, a flowò (Giddens, 1984, p. 9).  

Murdock (1971) differentiated social behavior (or actions) from habits. He 

identified that culture ñconsists of habits or tendencies to act and not of actions 

themselvesò (p. 321). Further, he wrote that actions are influenced by habits, motives, and 

emotions. Underlying this, it is evident that ñcultureò plays a role in social structure and 

the meanings it imparts as a guide to social action (Giddens, 1984), as does the agentôs 

own general disposition (Stones, 2005). 

As Schwandt (2007) described, human actions are a key driver of the structuring 

process and serve as a bridge between meso-level structures and micro-level personality. 

At the meso level, systems seek continuity and integration, and at the micro level 

individuals seek personal development. At the action level, knowledgeable actors make 

choices influenced by both the collectiveôs structural modes of signification and their 

own general dispositions. Thus, Schwandt (2007) argued that to understand complex 

social change, it is imperative to consider human actions. 

Interaction 

According to Rocher (1974), Parsons would define social interaction as ñan 

exchange of informationò regarding actorsô reciprocal expectations of behavior, the 

governing norms and values, and their associated sanctions (pp. 56-57). While Parsonsô 
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explanation of social interaction was among actors (p. 55), Rocher also wrote that he 

discussed exchanges and interaction between subsystems (pp. 57-59). Chang (2004) 

likewise noted: ñIn human society, the most basic interrelations [also called interaction] 

are those between the individual and his or her social and nonsocial environment 

[emphasis added] and between collective acting units (social groups, communities, 

nations, etc.) and their social and nonsocial environmentsò (p. 407). Thus, for the 

purposes of this study, interactions refer to both exchanges between actors and exchanges 

between structures (internal and external) and actors in the context of action. 

Embeddedness 

Embeddedness refers to the degree that agent action is ñembeddedò in social 

systems and their relations and thus is influenced or constrained by them (Granovetter, 

1985). Granovetter (1985) argued that in analyzing action, a researcher must avoid both 

oversocialized perspectives that assume actors simply adopt the scripts a structure 

dictates and undersocialized perspectives that assume complete independence from social 

settings (p. 487). 

Grimes et al. (2013) argued that a social entrepreneur is ñan embedded agentò (p. 

460). They recognized that social entrepreneurs are embedded in institutional contexts, 

which shape roles and potential scripts, but they retain agency and draw from personal 

reservoirs of ñmotivations, cognitions, and capitalò (p. 460). Cajaiba-Santana (2014) 

presented the individualistic perspective, whereby the agentsô own dispositions are seen 

as driving forces for social innovation, and the structural perspective, in which the 

context or structure is attributed causal power. He then called for a unified view:  
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We need a more holistic view of the phenomenon of social innovation in which 

agentic actions and social structures can be conceived as both dualistic and 

interdependent. The absence of such a relationship between agency and structure 

deprives us of empirical analysis of the complexity of the phenomenon. (p. 46)  

 

Reciprocity 

In the course of social interaction, exchanges occur between actors of benefits or 

gratification and repayment (Gouldner, 1960). While Gouldner did not offer a precise 

definition of reciprocity in his seminal piece, Göbel, Vogel, and Weber (2013) defined it 

as ña form of interaction that essentially centers on mutualityò (p. 34) and wrote that it is 

ñthe basis of all social relationsò (p. 35). They also distinguished between benefit-based 

and obligation-based forms of gratification. Gouldner identified three types of 

reciprocity: (a) ña pattern of mutually contingent exchange of gratifications,ò (b) an 

accepted aspect of life, and (c) moral norm (pp. 161, 170). He expounded upon the latter, 

claiming it is universal, but not unconditional. ñA norm of reciprocity, in its universal 

form, makes two interrelated, minimal demands: (1) people should help those who have 

helped them, and (2) people should not injure those who have helped themò (p. 171). 

Gouldner noted that while reciprocity contributes to stabilization of social patterns, its 

absence does not necessarily result in disruption. Rather, empirical analysis may reveal 

power differentials or compensatory mechanisms such as cultural dictates or taboos.  

Emergence 

Another key concept linked to social interaction and reciprocity is emergence. 

Chang (2004) argued that ñthe evolution of the human species and human society as a 

whole is nothing but a long and complex process of emergenceò (p. 407). He described 
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Meadôs theory of emergence, the core of which, he argued, is conditional interactionism. 

The key ideas of emergence are that social facts (a) are emergent, (b) can be new or 

reproductive, and (c) are shaped by both the interaction and the ñpreexisting conditions of 

both the acting unit and the environmentò (Chang, 2004, p. 405). Drawing from Mead, 

Chang expounded that the conditions of the actor can include things such as previous 

experiences, ability to assume roles, interests, and inherited characteristics. Similarly, 

preexisting environmental conditions could include properties of relevant institutions, 

structures, and cultures, for example. Interaction itself takes place between the actor and 

the environment and results in emergence that leads to change or reproduction of both 

self and society. 

Considerations for Social Entrepreneurship 

Each of these key concepts has important implications for the context and inquiry 

into social entrepreneurship as demonstrated both theoretically and empirically. As 

briefly summarized in Table 2.6, these concepts illuminate (a) the importance of structure 

and nuanced relevance of context to social entrepreneurship; (b) the need to consider 

agency as not limited to a single social entrepreneur, but also including action nets and 

collectives; (c) the paradoxes resident in agency and embeddedness, which both facilitate 

social change and make it difficult; and (d) the fact that bound up in inter/actions are 

reciprocal exchanges and emergence, which contribute both to the complexity of social 

entrepreneurship and opportunities for social change.  
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Table 2.6 

Concepts and Considerations for Social Entrepreneurial Inquiry 

Concept Considerations for social entrepreneurship 

Social  

structures  

(external 

structures) 

¶ Represented theoretically as both an enabler and constraint of social 

action (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005), as empirically explored in 

entrepreneurship research (Jack & Anderson, 2002) and social 

enterprise research (Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). 

¶ Ultimately, social entrepreneurship is about social change, which 

means a material change in social systems (Alvord et al., 2004) (or 

structures as defined for this study) and shifts in their balance and 

manifestations of meaning, power, and norms. 

Knowledgeable  

actor (internal 

structures) 

¶ Social entrepreneurial stakeholders feature unique general 

dispositions (e.g., worldviews, values, motives) and different 

perspectives of the external structures (i.e., conjuncturally-specific 

knowledge) (Stones, 2005). 

¶ As knowledgeable actors, they have a good sense of their 

circumstances, actions, and outcomes (Giddens, 1984). 

¶ Thus, actors in this context are often faced with conflicting meanings 

and values and in determining a course of action consider both 

collective meaning, power, and norms as well as their own beliefs, 

capabilities, and situational expectations (Schwandt, 2007). 

Agency ¶ Theoretically, agency presents a paradox in that ñthe rules and beliefs 

which make up cultures both define and limit people and at the same 

time provide the material they need to create noveltyò (Westley & 

Antadze, 2010, p. 5).  

¶ As Goss et al. (2011) wrote, ñThe interplay of active constraint and 
agency helps to explain why, most of the time, the change that 

aspirant social entrepreneurs pursue is so difficult to achieve and, 

occasionally, so spectacularly successfulò (p. 224). 

¶ As seen empirically, as social entrepreneurial opportunities create 

structural changes that increase personal agency, economic and social 

empowerment can facilitate changes in stakeholdersô general 

dispositions (e.g., not only access to more power and resources, but 

enhanced personal capability and self-confidence) (Datta & Gailey, 

2012).  

Action ¶ Social entrepreneurship has been suggested as being largely 

collective or based on collaborative action (Montgomery et al., 

2012), as illustrated empirically (Bhatt & Altinay, 2013; Torri, 2009). 

¶ Social innovation and solutions to social problems often require 

multiple, diverse stakeholders or ñactor nets or groupsò (Westley & 

Antadze, 2010, pp. 13-14).  

¶ Actions within a social entrepreneurial context cannot be viewed in 

isolation of the collective context and culture nor of the actor(s). 
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Concept Considerations for social entrepreneurship 

 ¶ Actions can be seen as a bridge between macro- or meso-level social 

structures and micro-level actor(s), across which meaning, power, 

and norms may shift, resulting in individual and/or collective social 

changes (Schwandt, 2007). 

Interaction ¶ To understand the social entrepreneurial process, it is imperative to 

consider how knowledgeable actors interact with structure (Mair & 

Martí, 2006, p. 40) and each other, given the interactive nature of 

social innovation (Jokela & Elo, 2014). 

¶ Thus, study of social entrepreneurial interaction involves multilevel 

analysis (see Seitanidi, 2008). 

Embeddedness ¶ Social entrepreneurs face a paradox of how to change structures in 

which they are embedded (McCarthy, 2012), especially if they 

grapple to gain legitimacy or resources.  

¶ Social entrepreneurs face a dilemma of how and when to conform 

and how and to what extent (if at all) to modify their own values 

(Witkamp et al., 2011). 

¶ For example, they may need to demonstrate ñadaptive structuralismò 

by adapting their behaviors when unable to alter a structure 

(Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012, p. 179). 

Reciprocity ¶ Reciprocity is considered ñinherent in a social entrepreneurôs 

relational spaceò as evidenced in the cooperative use of resources 

(Dacin et al., 2010, p. 49).  

¶ It is likely to exist and guide social entrepreneurial actions, reflecting 

both inherent expectations based on oneôs role and on cultural norms 

and meanings (Göbel et al., 2013; Gouldner, 1960). 

¶ In social entrepreneurial settings, aimed at improving conditions for 

the underserved, there may be an absence of reciprocity compensated 

for by power differentials (such as among government or big 

business and the impoverished) or cultural norms (such as the role of 

women in society and access to education or financial capital) 

(Gouldner, 1960). 

¶ Thus, changing social systems may need to address not only the 

reciprocal arrangements, but also power differentials and cultural 

norms (Gouldner, 1960). 

Emergence ¶ The adaptive nature of social problems and the complexity of diverse 

stakeholder groups mean that both interactions and solutions are 

highly emergent, making them difficult to predict or control (Chang, 

2004; Heifetz et al., 2004). 
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Multi level Considerations 

Empowerment and Power 

The multilevel concept of empowerment (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995; 

Rappaport, 1995; Zimmerman, 1995) requires some examination, not only because of its 

importance to social entrepreneurship, but also given that its root is power (Rowlands, 

1995), which manifests throughout structuration. 

Many social entrepreneurial efforts seek to empower the marginalized and/or 

those at the bottom of the pyramid. Yet, not unlike the term social entrepreneurship, 

empowerment itself is (a) a broad term with a variety of definitions (Perkins & 

Zimmerman, 1995); (b) a ñconceptually complex and highly nuanced ideaò (Rappaport, 

1995, p. 797); and (c) studied and applied by multiple disciplines (Perkins & 

Zimmerman, 1995; Rowlands, 1995). Rowlands indicated that the difficulty in 

understanding empowerment is understandable given the differing interpretations of the 

term power itself (p. 101).  

Drawing on Rappaportôs work, Perkins and Zimmerman (1995) explained that 

empowerment is ña construct that links individual strengths and competencies, natural 

helping systems, and proactive behaviors to social policy and social change (Rappaport, 

1981, 1984)ò (p. 569). Similarly, Zimmerman (1995) described it as ña process by which 

people, organizations, and communities gain mastery [emphasis added] over issues of 

concern to them (Rappaport, 1987)ò (p. 581). Table 2.7 synthesizes several sources to 

illustrate this ñstrengths based multilevel constructò (Rappaport, 1995, p. 797). As shown, 

Perkins and Zimmerman described how empowerment manifests as processes and 

outcomes across individual, organizational, and community levels. Overall, Zimmerman 
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Table 2.7 

Synthesis of Empowerment as a Multilevel Construct 

Settings of empowerment 

provide:a  

Empowerment process to ñenhance empowered 

outcomes of othersò means . . .b 

1. ñA inspiring, strengths-

based belief system 

focused beyond the selfò 

2. ñAn accessible 

opportunity role structureò 

3. ñInspiring shared 

leadershipò 

4. ñA peer-based support 

system that creates a sense 

of communityò 

 

 

 1. ñInvolving community members in the 

development, implementation, and evaluation of 

interventionsò 

2. ñDeveloping an óeco-identityô (Kelly, 1971, p. 

899) whereby professionals become members of 

the community to some extentò 

3. ñWorking with community members as coequal 

partnersò 

4. ñCreating opportunities for community members 

to develop skills so that they do not have to be 

dependent on professionalsò 

May ñinclude opportunities to develop and practice 

skills, to learn about resource development and 

management, to work with others on a common 

goal, to expand oneôs social support network, and to 

develop leadership skills.ò 

 

Level Processesc Outcomesc 

Cross-level themes 

that are core to 

empowermentd 

Community ñMight include 

collective action 

to access 

government and 

other 

community 

resourcesò 

ñMight include evidence of 

pluralism, and existence of 

organizational coalitions, and 

accessible community 

resourcesò 

ñMastery and 

control, resource 

mobilization, and 

sociopolitical 

context and 

participationò 

Organizational ñMight include 

collective 

decision making 

and shared 

leadershipò 

ñMight include development 

of organizational networks, 

organization growth, and 

policy leverageò 

Individual ñMight include 

participation in 

community 

organizationsò 

ñMight include situation-

specific perceived control and 

resource mobilization skillsò 

Note. Sources as identified in footnotes below. 
aRappaport (1995, p. 799), summarizing analysis by Maton and Salem (1995) 
bZimmerman (1995, p. 584) 
cPerkins & Zimmerman (1995, p. 570) 
dZimmerman (1995, p. 585) 
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(1995) identified that cross-level themes are ñmastery and control, resource mobilization, 

and sociopolitical context and participationò (p. 585). Rappaportôs (1995) summary of 

Maton and Salemôs work (1995) is useful for envisioning what empowering settings 

might look like, while Zimmermanôs (1995) overview of empowerment processes helps 

explicate how ñto enhance empowered outcomes of othersò (p. 584). Given that the 

context of the case was social entrepreneurship and the research took a multilevel 

analysis approach, the table and discussion provide useful frames of reference for 

identifying and understanding the phenomenon through empirical research. 

Rappaport (1995) argued that ñan explication of what the term means in particular 

contexts is necessaryò (p. 802). Before defining how empowerment was operationalized 

in the study, it is useful to also address conceptions of power. Rowlands (1995) 

contrasted two conceptionsðone of domination and one of generationðsuggesting that 

the latter includes, for example, ñleadership that comes from the wish to see a group 

achieve what it is capable ofò (p. 102). Furthermore, Zimmerman (1995) differentiated 

psychological empowerment (e.g., an individual-level construct) from power. ñPower 

suggests authority, whereas PE [psychological empowerment] is a feeling of control, a 

critical awareness of oneôs environment, and an active engagement in itò (p. 592). He 

continued, ñOne can be psychologically empowered without having the ultimate 

authority or power to realize oneôs objectivesò (p. 592). 

In interpreting Meadôs theory of emergence, Chang (2004) distinguished two 

kinds of power: (a) ñsymbolic power of meaningò and (b) ñsymbolically based reflective 

intelligenceò (p. 416). He described them in reverse order, indicating that reflective 

intelligence is ña goal-oriented means of control over certain aspects of the environmentò 
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and ña product of interaction between the actor and its social and nonsocial environmentò 

(p. 416). Reflective intelligence includes, for example, an actorô capacity to take on roles 

vicariously; to appreciate both environmental opportunities and barriers; and to identify 

and choose actions, taking these into consideration while also adjusting to feedback (p. 

416). Chang identified three components of symbolic power of meaning as per Mead. 

These include (a) personal meanings such as worldviews and values, (b) meanings of 

othersô attitudes in context, (c) and meanings related to the environment and its 

opportunities and constraints (p. 417). Chang indicated that to employ reflective 

intelligence power requires use of the symbolic power of meaning. As he wrote, ñIf the 

power of reflective intelligence is the most essential means of human control, then, in a 

sense, the symbolic power of meaning is a crucial component of this essential means at a 

deeper levelò (p. 417).  

Presumably drawing on Parsons, Giddens (1984) described power as ñthe 

capacity to achieve outcomesò and explained that it is ñnot, as such, an obstacle to 

freedom or emancipation but is their very mediumò (p. 257). Yet, as it relates to power 

within the theory of structuration, Giddens (1984) indicated it is ñgenerated in and 

through the reproduction of structures of domination,ò which comprise both allocative 

and authoritative resources (p. 258).  

Based on this review, for the purposes of exploring external structures and 

conjuncturally-specific knowledge, this study operationalized ñpowerò as domination via 

resources, authority, and influence. Yet, the concept of power as a psychological 

constructðempowermentðalso needs to be considered, rooted in a context of 

interaction. Thus, this study drew from Schwandt (2007), who argued that power 



 

63 

manifests in the individual as ñmasteryðcapability for action and self-determination, 

freedom, and order of ones [sic] self and environmentò (p. 116, emphasis in original). 

This description shares some similarities with Zimmermanôs (1995) conception of 

empowerment, which includes ñmasteryò across levels (p. 585) and a ñfeeling of controlò 

at the psychological level (p. 592). Further, as partially supported by Chang (2004), this 

view indicates that capability can arise from resources and meanings. This view also 

responds to Stonesô (2005) criticism that ñcare needs to be taken when working with 

either Giddensô or Sewellôs very simple analytical separation of form of powerò (p. 73). 

Bridging Levels of Analysis 

Before considering empirical evidence to date and defining the research 

methodology, it is critical to understand how these concepts translate across levels of 

analysis in the complex context of social entrepreneurship and the process of social 

change. Table 2.8 synthesizes these topics based on Giddens (1984) and Stones (2005) 

and elaborated by Schwandt and Szabla (2013), Schwandt (2007), and my own 

interpretations. The table overlays Giddensô (1984) duality of structure with elements of 

Stonesô (2005) quadripartite structure and then further elaborates how structures of 

signification, domination, and legitimation are manifest in the action realm and also in 

knowledge actorsô conjuncturally-specific knowledge and general dispositions.  

In interpreting the table, it is useful to assume Schwandtôs (2007) perspective that 

human social action serves as a bridge of structuring. From that vantage point, it can be 

illustrated how within a situation agents draw upon both their own dispositions and 

perceptions of collective expectations in taking action. Thus, as it relates to signification, 

actors consider both the collective schemas and their own cognitive schemas based on 
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Table 2.8 

Structuring Across Levels of Analysis 

Structure (aka 

external structure) Signification Domination Legitimation 

Modality (aka 

internal structure, 

conjecturally 

specific knowledge) 

Interpretive schema Facility Norm 

¶ Collective schema 

and procedures 

that create and 

relay meaning 

¶ Influence and 

power 

¶ Collectivesô rules 

or norms that 

dictate what is 

acceptable or 

justified 

ñmorallyò 

Actions and 

interactions (aka 

material 

manifestation in the 

action realm where 

reciprocity and 

emergence are 

realized) 

Communication Power Sanction 

¶ Mission 

¶ Logo 

¶ Language and 

communications 

¶ Artifacts 

¶ Resource 

allocation 

¶ Decision-

making 

protocols 

¶ Perceived 

obligations and 

rights 

¶ Standard 

procedures 

¶ Defined roles and 

responsibilities  

¶ Expectations 

Knowledgeable actor 

(aka internal 

structure, general 

disposition) 

Parallel concept = 

meaning 

Parallel concept 

= order 

Parallel concept = 

integrity 

¶ Cognition such as 

meaning and 

understanding 

revealing 

underlying 

personal 

worldviews, 

beliefs, and 

standards 

¶ Mastery such 

as capability 

and self-

determination 

as a result of 

experience, 

skills, 

personality, etc. 

¶ Self-efficacy 

such as 

motivation and 

confidence as 

well as alignment 

of expectations 

for the situation 

Note. Overlays Giddensô (1984) dimensions of structure duality (p. 29) with parts of 

Stonesô (2005) quadripartite nature of structuration (p. 85) and synthesizes these with 

explanations by Schwandt and Szabla (2013) of structural modes and manifestations (p. 

5) and Schwandtôs (2007) extension to the micro level of analysis (p. 116), together with 

my own interpretations. 

 

 

 

personal worldviews, beliefs, and standards. As it relates to domination, the distribution 

of power and resources at the collective level are key factors, as are personal mastery 

components such as feeling empowered, often as a result of experience or skills. And 
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finally as it relates to legitimation, the collectiveôs norms or expectations of acceptable 

behavior are factored together with individualsô own expectations in the situation and 

confidence in their ability to align them. Reciprocity, or its compensatory mechanisms, 

also influence actorsô choice, and emergence is a natural result. This reveals how social 

structures of signification, domination, and legitimation are manifest across levels of 

analysis and suggests that an exploration of meaning, power, and norms is important to 

understanding the multilevel nature of social change. 

Mechanisms 

 The multilevel concepts (and their linkage) explored above could potentially be 

viewed as ñmechanismsò of social change. Further, a mechanism-based perspective could 

be adopted in seeking to understand the process of social change. Hedström and Ylikoski 

(2010) explained that a ñmechanism-based explanation . . . implies that proper 

explanations should detail the cogs and wheels of the causal process through which the 

outcome to be explained was brought about mechanism-based explanation (p. 50). While 

the authors presented several different definitions of mechanisms, they contended that it 

is not important to argue, and they emphasized four more commonly accepted ideas about 

mechanisms:  

1. Recognized by their produced effect (p. 50) 

2. Inherently causal, thus indicating the ñentities of a causal process that produces 

the effect of interestò (p. 50) 

3. Structural in nature and composed of ñentities and their properties, activities, and 

relationsò (p. 51) 

4. Hierarchical, with ñlower-level mechanisms that explain themò (p. 52) 
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Drawing from Hedström and Swedberg (1998) and Coleman (1990), Hedström 

and Ylikoski (2010) presented a typology for using social mechanisms in sociologyôs 

pursuit to understand collective outcomes. As depicted in Figure 2.2, such an approach 

insists on a multilevel exploration of situational, action-formation, and transformational 

mechanisms to explain macro-level changes. As the authors explained, situational 

mechanisms seek to explain how structure and culture limit actorsô choices of action and 

influence their dispositions, respectively; action-formation mechanisms seek to explain 

the action in the context of actorsô dispositions; and transformational mechanisms seek to 

explain the outcomes of action and interaction that may transform the macro-level state 

(p. 59).  

 

 

Figure 2.2. Hedström and Swedbergôs (1998) typology of social mechanisms. Reprinted 

from Hedström and Ylikoski (2010, p. 59) with permission from Annual Reviews. 

 

 

 

Such a perspective is consistent with the conceptual framework for this study. 

However, despite the rising interest of the social sciences in the use of mechanisms 

(Hedström & Ylikoski, 2010), there are also different perspectives and cautions. 

Hedström and Ylikoski emphasized the need for empirical evidence and rigorous 

assumption checking. Meanwhile, Weber (2006) argued against being too mechanical or 
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linear and advocated for employing mechanisms more as ñgeneral purpose toolkitsò (p. 

121), which can more flexibly be used and recombined for the purposes of producing 

generative theory and further elaborating on broader theory, frameworks, and paradigms. 

Ultimately, this study did not seek to presuppose specific mechanisms of social 

change, but remained open to evidence that ñturns a possible [emphasis added] 

mechanism into a plausible [emphasis added] mechanism and may eventually lead to the 

identification of the actual [emphasis added] mechanismò (Hedström & Ylikoski, 2010, 

pp. 52-53). 

Empirical Progress Towards Understanding Social Change 

The previous section synthesized and focused attention on the key concepts and 

mechanisms of social change across levels of analysis that may come into play through 

structuring. This understanding helped frame the types of studies that may be relevant to 

inform the design of this dissertation to address the overarching research question and 

subquestions. This section first explores empirical findings from the literature that used 

structuration theory and/or strong structuration theory. It then explores social 

entrepreneurial inquiry and findings related to structure, actions, knowledgeable actors, 

and/or dynamic interactions in social change. Finally, results from studies related to shifts 

in power, meaning, and/or norms are discussed as they contribute to an understanding of 

the subquestions. These studies are summarized in Appendix C. 

Studies Using Structuration  

A review of the literature revealed that to date, no known studies in social 

entrepreneurship have used the conceptual framework of this study, which draws from 



 

68 

structuration theory (Giddens, 1984), strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), and the 

general theory of action (Parsons, 1951). However, three studies, one of which preceded 

the 5-year search period for this literature review, are relevant. Jack and Anderson (2002) 

applied structuration to a study of entrepreneurship, and Steinerowski et al. (2008) and 

Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb (2012) applied structuration specifically to social 

entrepreneurship and social enterprise, respectively. While none of the studies examined 

the process of social structural change by identifying critical events and analyzing shifts 

of meaning, power, and norms across levels, they each contributed related insights. 

In their qualitative study of seven entrepreneurs in rural Scotland using 

ethnographic techniques, Jack and Anderson (2002) used structuration theory as a lens 

for exploring ñthe link between the entrepreneur (as agent) and the social context (as 

structure)ò (p. 468). Their primary focus was to understand entrepreneursô embeddedness 

and their use of ñstructure in the creation and operation of their businessesò (p. 467). 

Their analysis included a high-level exploration of entrepreneursô backgrounds and 

motivations (demonstrating some concern for general dispositions) and how they were 

embedded in local structures. They did not find a common pattern of embedding, but did 

find that actions to become embedded were important in gaining knowledge and 

contextual awareness, learning local rules, identifying opportunities, gaining trust, and 

securing support and resources. The focus was on entrepreneurship, not social 

entrepreneurship specifically, in which arguably there is a greater paradox of needing to 

be embedded in yet challenge social structures. 

Steinerowski et al.ôs (2008) qualitative study in the Highlands of Scotland focused 

on understanding the questions of who social entrepreneurs are and what they do (p. 5). 
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Among others, their findings included that social entrepreneurs are entrepreneurs with 

different motivations than commercial entrepreneurs. They suggested it is possible that 

social entrepreneursô interests are cultivated by social systems (or social needs) that 

influence them to define and pursue opportunity but that those very structures constrain 

them. The perspective here was informed by multiple stakeholders involved in social 

entrepreneurship, yet the research focus was on individual social entrepreneurs (rather 

than the actions of individuals and/or collectives), and comparison with commercial 

entrepreneurs was via the literature, not primary data collection. Still, this study was 

relevant in suggesting the influence of structure in motivating and constraining social 

entrepreneurs to pursue social change. Furthermore, the authors specifically suggested 

additional research into how ñagents and structure change as they mutually co-constructò 

(p. 13), lending support for this study. 

Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Strebôs (2012) qualitative study, also in rural 

Scotland, sought to address the ñrole of structure and agency in the emergence, 

development and stability of rural social enterpriseò (p. 172) and identified those things 

that promote or challenge development of social enterprise in rural Scotland (p. 167). 

While the relevance of the findings related to promoters and barriers may be limited 

given its rural context, what may be more generally applicable is the finding that agents 

had ñadaptive capacityò and changed their own behaviors when they could not change the 

structures, representing a kind of coconstruction (p. 179). 

Studies with a Focus on Structure, Agency, and Interaction 

While not explicitly using structuration as a theoretical lens, other studies have 

emphasized the importance of structure, agency, and/or interactions. For example, Desa 
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(2012) conducted a multilevel exploratory study employing mixed methods to examine 

how ñregulatory, political, and technological institutions affect resource-mobilization in 

202 technology social ventures from 45 countriesò (p. 727). Desa (2012) found the use of 

bricolage when ventures were faced with ambiguous or weak ñregulatory and 

technological institutionsò (p. 742), but not a significant tie to political stability (p. 741). 

He qualified the findings with several limitations, including (a) generalizability limited 

by the sample, (b) a surface approach to operationalizing otherwise very complex 

constructs, and (c) indeterminate causality (p. 744). Three of his conclusions were key to 

this study: (a) faced with structural constraints of institutions, social entrepreneurs 

employ bricolage to gain legitimacy; (b) the use of bricolage changes institutions; and (c) 

institutions can both enable and constrain mobilization of resources in social ventures 

without giving up entrepreneurial agency (p. 743). Desa (2012) believed that his 

methodology was important in illustrating the ñnuance of specific actions taken by social 

entrepreneurs while mapping the generalized conditions faced by international social 

venturesò (p. 743) and argued that the study laid the foundation for future research that 

integrates ñmicro-entrepreneurial processes with macro-institutional theoryò (p. 728). 

The case study by Smith and Woods (2014) of New Zealand-based Aotearoa 

Development Cooperative (ADC) provided insights into a social entrepreneurial 

organizationôs relationship to structure. They found that ADC used identity construction 

and special types of governance and legitimacy to engage and manage stakeholders 

through the process of social entrepreneurship, which they identified includes the 

building, evaluating, and pursuing of opportunity (p. 1). Key amongst these is that ñADC 

conforms to existing social structures and creates new operating models, practices and 
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ideasò (p. 26) to gain legitimacy. It conformed to existing structures such as the Grameen 

Bankôs model for microfinance and country regulations as well as associated with 

recognized figures in development (pp. 18-19). Yet, it also differentiated itself from 

others. ñBy not readily identifying with a specific sector, ADC has been able to construct 

their own identity and so they are not pressured to fit into a specific existing sectorò (p. 

27). Another tactic to gain legitimacy was creating and communicating about its social 

value (p. 17). Other findings on stakeholder management included creating a meta-

identity, formed by integrating stakeholder values to shape its mission, goals, and 

decisions (p. 14) and governing with an entrepreneurial strategy bolstered by diverse 

committee members and by including stakeholders in decisions and being accountable to 

them (p. 15).  

The importance of agency was also addressed in relation to social change by 

several studies. In her study of an Indian community-based enterprise, Torri (2009) 

emphasized the importance of a network structure that engages diverse stakeholders and 

may result in increased trust and performance. She also underscored the importance of 

ñactive agency of local communities,ò with special focus on consistent decision-making 

processes in the community-based enterprise, as with the community itself (p. 426). Such 

participative approaches, she argued, foster enhanced community and ownership. These 

findings contrasted starkly with her opening criticisms of development approaches typical 

of many international organizations that do not respect local culture or include 

community members in management and thus foster minimal local ownership. She also 

elaborated on the socioeconomic benefits of the studied community-based enterprise, 
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particularly for women, including increased income, greater access to resources and 

power, and more involvement in family decisions (pp. 423-424).  

Similarly, Datta and Gailey (2012) addressed the issue of empowerment in their 

persuasive case study of an Indian womenôs cooperative. Their study illustrated how 

empowerment was built into the cooperativeôs business model and how the members 

personally experienced empowerment. The article found that the women entrepreneurs, 

who were members and shareholders of the cooperative, reported greater economic 

security and increased self-worth and confidence in the future. Here, again, there was 

evidence that opportunity and agency manifested in changes in participantsô general 

dispositions. 

Similar themes of local empowerment were found in the study of Pervez et al. 

(2013). In their inductive, comparative case study of four innovations, they found that 

critical for innovation success at the bottom of the pyramid was engaging and 

empowering individuals, not just treating them as consumers (p. 63). While limited by the 

small number of cases and data analysis of secondary sources only, the results suggested 

that active agency and empowerment of the targeted, marginalized group are critical for 

success.  

In their social entrepreneurial case study Jokela and Elo (2014) contributed an 

understanding of stakeholder involvement in the social value creation process. Their 

study found that ñvalue is created through a bidirectional flow between the pre-defined 

target audience and the stakeholder network, leading to the conclusion that the 

stakeholders are not only the instruments but also beneficiaries of value creationò (p. 

252). Specifically, this was achieved as volunteers not only fostered the development of 
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social value in projects they ran, but also experienced benefits (p. 256). The authors 

argued: 

Attention must be paid to managing the network participating in value co-

creation. The selection of volunteers and other partners, the allocation of their 

resources and responsibilities, the risks, and the respective ñvalue sharedò among 

these partners are key elements contributing to the venture and to the attaining of 

its goals, and therefore they should be analysed in detail. (p. 258) 

Together, these studies suggest that the involvement and agency of those a change 

is targeted to serve are crucial to achieve social value, which will include changes in not 

only structural conditions, but also actorsô own general dispositions. Similarly, broader 

stakeholder engagement beyond the beneficiaries is critical.  

Two studies shed light on interactions. Seitanidi (2008) conducted a case study of 

a cross-sectoral social partnership, which she conceived as a complex adaptive system 

and one type of social entrepreneurship (p. 52). In introducing the study, ña partnership 

between The Princeôs Trust and the Royal Bank of Scotlandò (p. 54), the author 

emphasized the importance of interaction to change and wrote, ñthere is a complex 

causality springing out of the interactions between context and actionò (p. 54, emphasis 

in original). The study aimed to ñcapture the course of interactions among actors on the 

individual, organizational, and social levelsò and reveal ñthe dynamics underlying the 

interactions between the partnersò (p. 56). Thus, this was a useful example of exploring 

multilevel interactions, yet it did not anchor the analysis in key actions/events, nor did it 

explicitly classify and present the multilevel interactions or the change process in 

granular detail. In her conclusions, Seitanidi wrote:  

CSSPs represent the potential of a flexible, non-regulated network structure that 

can address a broad range of important social issues (macro level) by functioning 

as change mechanisms. They endeavour to facilitate social innovation through 
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organizational interactions (meso-level) and through the decisions of individuals 

(micro-level) by operating at the bridge across sector boundaries. The level of 

change produced either as a process or as an outcome of the interactions depends 

not only on the elasticity of the sector boundaries, but also on whether the 

responsibilities that are assumed are adaptable across levels of analysis and 

among sectors. (p. 60) 

This discussion suggests that individuals make decisions at the micro level, 

organizations foster innovation at the meso level, and ultimately these produce macro-

level changes for society. She emphasized that such partnerships exhibit coevolution via 

multilevel interactions of many actors (p. 60); that roles are constantly re/negotiated (p. 

60); that there are benefits to interdependence (p. 61); and that adaptive responsibilityð

transcending beyond self to provide solutions to emergent situations, considering all 

levels of analysis and multiple sector views to foster true transformationðshould be 

embraced (pp. 51, 61). 

Lewis (2013) provided both theoretical discussion of the need to look at micro-

sociological interactions and an empirical example of doing so in a social entrepreneurial 

effort. She examined how ritualized interactions with shared purpose and mood 

influenced the development of the Student Volunteer Army in New Zealand in the wake 

of the earthquakes of 2010 and 2011. The narrative case study used ñCollinsô interaction 

ritual chain theoryò (p. 811) and revealed how the social entrepreneur fostered ritual 

interactions catalyzed by his abilities to leverage shared mood, create requisite structures 

to influence interactions, and discover appropriate, socially responsive activity using 

innovative vehicles, among others (p. 826). The case study further discussed how these 

efforts in turn fostered solidarity, energy, legitimacy, and power as the potential 

foundation for macro patterns of behavior (pp. 822-826). The findings illustrated how 

interaction rituals with shared meanings had an impact on entrepreneurial legitimacy and 
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power, which enabled social change. However, the study did not offer a play-by-play 

analysis of a series of unique actions and their interactions with structure and 

knowledgeable actors to uncover in more granular detail the mechanisms of change.  

Studies on Social Change and Shifting Meaning, Power, and Norms 

Several studies on either social entrepreneurship or social change have 

contributed insights related to the role and shifts of meaning, power, and/or norms. A 

common theme considered was the paradox of how social entrepreneurship is both 

embedded in and yet seeks to change institutions (McCarthy, 2012), or social structures 

as explored in this study. Related to this paradox is the degree to which social 

entrepreneurial efforts must become isomorphicðor conform to institutionsðfor 

legitimacy, resources, or social innovation diffusion and the implications of any 

compromise to their missions (Witkamp et al., 2011). 

For example, McCarthy (2012) explored the role of social entrepreneurs in the 

creation of the new institutional field of cultural tourism in part of Kerry, Ireland. The 

researcher found that cultural tourism was largely emergent (p. 276) and resulted from 

the interactions of government policy, social entrepreneurship, and resource mobilization 

(p. 268). In the midst of several conflicting values, social entrepreneurs influenced 

policymakers both by ñdemonstrating the economic viability of cultural venturesò as well 

as by using negative tactics and sanctions such as withdrawing participation (p. 275). 

Thus, changes in meaning and use of power (in the form of lack of participation) were 

seen as instrumental to the change. 

Westlund and Gawell (2012) explored how Fryshuset, a youth house in Sweden, 

created new social capital (i.e., networks and their norms and values) and changed values 
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and norms related to youth engagement (p. 101). The researchers found that in the pursuit 

of creating social value for at-risk or marginalized youth, Fryshuset built upon traditional 

values but nontraditional approaches by using bonding social capital with youth and 

employees; bridging social capital with funders and partners; and linking social capital 

with politicians. As it built these networks, it became a producer of ñjoint social capitalò 

in which it was ñthe central actor, norm distributor and network nodeò (Westlund & 

Gawell, 2012, p. 112). Thus, the case illustrates how social capital was a key mechanism 

for facilitating social change. While the generalizability of this single case could be 

contested, the authors speculated that even if it did stand alone, the case might represent 

the first of a new form of organization (Westlund & Gawell, 2012, p. 113). 

Vestrum and Rasmussen (2013) conducted a comparative, longitudinal study of 

two music festivals in Norway. They used resource dependency theory to understand how 

community ventures introduced communities to new approaches and activities and to 

examine how these ventures mobilized local resources and how that influenced the 

initiatives (p. 283). They found that community ventures had to simultaneously adapt to 

the local environment and change it through the use of ñsoft power tacticsò (p. 295) (i.e., 

alliances, management appointments, and community venture promotions) to gain 

legitimacy and power. With greater local community involvement in the venture, there 

was increased trust and reciprocity, joint dependence, and local embeddedness (pp. 291-

292, 296-297). This finding demonstrates that changing or becoming embedded in 

structure is not an either-or-proposition. 
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Implications for the Current Study 

 A review of empirical studies related to the overarching research question and 

subquestions revealed several conclusions and implications for this study. First, most of 

the relevant studies were qualitative in nature and largely individual case studies with 

limited generalizability. However, collectively they demonstrated support for the use of 

structuration theory and the importance of exploring the social change process by 

considering structure, actions, interactions, and/or knowledgeable actors.  

Most studies focused more explicitly on a single concept such as social capital 

(Westlund & Gawell, 2012), embeddedness (Jack & Anderson, 2002), or resource 

mobilization (Desa, 2012) within the context of either entrepreneurship or social 

entrepreneurship. There was some discussion and evidence that social entrepreneurship 

occurs in resource-constrained environments (Desa, 2012). There was also evidence (at 

least in the context of entrepreneurship), that being embedded in local structure is useful 

to gain legitimacy and resources (Jack & Anderson, 2002). Yet, it appears that lack of 

embeddedness can be overcome via bricolage (Desa, 2012). To bridge sectors, bonding, 

bridging, and linking of social networks, values, and/or norms were used to secure 

resources, direct programs, and produce ñjoint social capitalò (Westlund & Gawell, 2012, 

pp. 105, 112). In Vestrum and Rasmussen (2013), community ventures were found to 

have simultaneously adapted to and changed social structures using power tactics. Thus, 

examples of how meaning, power, and norms are used as mechanisms of social change 

were provided in these studies. While collectively these articles might suggest that 

signification (meaning) plays a key role in catalyzing and sustaining social change, no 

article provided a detailed, longitudinal account of shifts in change mechanisms. 
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Similarly, while several studies considered concepts at both the micro and macro 

levels of analysis, none employed a conceptual framework or methodology that enabled 

rigorous examination of how critical actions bridged social structure and knowledgeable 

actors or explicitly described coevolution over time to explain change. For example, 

developmental themes of empowerment (Pervez et al., 2013) and changes in beneficiary 

or local entrepreneurial dispositions were revealed (Datta & Gailey, 2012; Torri, 2009), 

but not explicated in detail over time with changes in social structures. This finding 

underscores the need for a conceptual framework and methodology that explore the 

multilevel nature of social change. 

Implications of Theoretical Lens for Research  

As discussed in chapter 1, the conceptual framework drew upon social action 

theory (Parsons, 1951), structuration theory (Giddens, 1984), and strong structuration 

theory (Stones, 2005). As revealed in the literature review, this triadic theoretical 

perspective addressed scholarsô suggestions to (a) view social/entrepreneurship through a 

social constructionist lens (Chell, 2007); (b) employ structuration theory (Mair & Marti, 

2006); (c) explore the dynamic interactions of social entrepreneurship (Dacin et al., 2011; 

Hjorth, 2010; Mair & Marti, 2006) and better understand the coevolutionary process 

between social entrepreneur and structure (Steinerowski et al., 2008); and (d) allow for a 

more microscopic understanding of the role of culture, politics, and ethics (Hjorth, 2010). 

It also set the stage for a rigorous research study, which Cukier et al. (2011) noted is 

needed. From a practice point of view, this perspective avoids the limitations of research 

that is directed at a single construct (e.g., skills, motivation, social capital), offering a 
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broader conceptualization of the process of social change, which can inform individual 

social entrepreneur, policymaker, and everyday citizen alike. 

From a research perspective, this theoretical lens offered the distinct opportunity to: 

1. Identify and define social structures over the course of the period of social change 

under examination 

2. Identify and define key actions that contributed to shifts in the social structure 

3. Explore the interactions between stakeholders within key actions and also 

between the actions and the structures themselves 

4. Investigate the bearing of stakeholdersô varying general dispositions and 

conjecturally specific knowledge on actions  

5. Explore multilevel shifts and/or patterns of change, that is, changes across micro 

(individual), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) levels 

Social Change Within Sex Trafficking and Anti -Sex Trafficking Efforts  

Having unpacked the key concepts and considerations in studying social change 

in the context of social entrepreneurship and its implications, it is now appropriate to 

explore what the literature reveals about the issue of human trafficking and sex 

trafficking and antiïsex trafficking structures in the United States. Likewise, it is 

important to define for the study what human trafficking is; survey the landscape of the 

sex trafficking issue as an input to defining antiïsex trafficking efforts as a social 

structure in the study itself; and identify key players, behaviors, and inherent 

contradictions or tensions that are root causes of structural issues impeding social change. 

Referred to as modern-day slavery, human trafficking is often discussed in the 

historical context of abolition. Bales (2009) stated that subsequent to initial abolitionist 
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movements, slavery has surged in the wake of the Cold War. He noted that the average 

cost of a modern slave is less than $100 due to a ñglut of potential slaves,ò compared to 

the average price of $40,000 (in current prices) over the course of 3,500 previous years of 

slavery (p. 15). And yet, despite the presence of 27 million slaves in the world, the 

highest ever recorded, and despite slaveryôs contribution of about $30 billion to the 

global economy, these represent the smallest percentage of the population and economy 

in history (Bales, 2009, p. 17).  

As introduced in chapter 1, the key piece of legislation in the United States 

regarding trafficking is the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000. According to the 

Harvard Law Review, the law, which places responsibility for antitrafficking on the 

Departments of Homeland Security, Justice, and Labor, outlined two forms of trafficking: 

labor and sex (ñCounteracting the Bias,ò 2013). In the latter, a child is considered a 

victim ñsimply if he or she is subjected to commercial sex acts,ò whereas an adult is 

considered a victim if subjected ñby force, fraud, or coercionò (Uy, 2011, pp. 205-206). 

With this legislation and its subsequent reauthorizations have come budget allocations to 

provide services for victims (Kotrla, 2010), thus marking both legitimation- and 

domination-based shifts. Uy further indicated that the heart of the definitions and intent 

of the law, which is seen as an extension of the Thirteenth Amendment, is to focus less 

on the acts and more on whether consent was granted or force was used (p. 206).  

While legislation may help to define trafficking as an activity, the conflicting 

narratives and legislative and enforcement agendas continue to make it highly complex to 

delineate trafficking as a social structure. The Harvard Law Review stated that many have 

lobbied to link prostitution and human trafficking in protocols and legislation, and many 
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consider sex trafficking the same as human trafficking, rather than acknowledging sex 

trafficking as a subset (ñCounteracting the Bias,ò 2013). Uy (2011) argued that 

trafficking and prostitution are not the same thing. Meanwhile, Vance (2011) explained 

that there were inherent conflicts in the goals of the two camps calling for trafficking 

legislation: those of stopping prostitution and stopping labor exploitation (p. 935).  

Uy (2011) attributed Americansô view of trafficking ñas primarily a sex trade 

issueò both to the mediaôs overemphasis on ñtrafficking as a ósexô issueò and to two 

competing antitrafficking efforts (p. 207). He noted that the ñReligious Rightò (p. 207) 

address trafficking from a moral perspective, emphasizing the sexual side and funneling 

aid through faith-based organizations that restrict types of services offered. Meanwhile, 

the feminists from the ñProgressive Leftò (p. 207) emphasize male domination and 

gender inequality, underplaying the real issues of trafficking across genders and labor 

sectors.  

According to Uy (2011), the media has emphasized ñsexual victimhoodò (p. 208) 

and ñinjected sex trafficking into the American collective consciousness as de rigueurò 

(pp. 208-209), resulting in an underrepresentation of the issue of labor trafficking. As a 

result, he argued, resources are primarily directed to sex trafficking, to the neglect of 

labor trafficking and its victims (p. 210). Indeed, as Vance (2011) wrote, ñThe 

hyperfocus of many governments and advocacy groups on trafficking into forced 

prostitution, however, consistently subverts these gains [those of the United Nations 

protocol and US legislation acknowledging that trafficking can be of any type of work by 

any human regardless of gender or age]ò (p. 933).  
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Competing enforcement perspectives add a third layer to the complexity. Vance 

(2011) raised the concern that in attempts to implement trafficking legislation, states have 

often cracked down on immigration issues and border control, actions that she claimed 

paradoxically increase smuggling and place people at greater risk of trafficking (p. 935). 

Meanwhile, the Harvard Law Reviewôs discussion highlighted that potential implications 

of a concern for national security can include a focus on enforcing issues of 

documentation rather than trafficking, creating a criminal rather than victim orientation 

(ñCounteracting the Bias,ò 2013, p. 1020). In fact, in their recent study, Farrell et al. 

(2014) found that despite the fact that the Trafficking Victims Protection Act allows 

unauthorized immigrant victims to legally remain in the United States and receive 

services through prosecution, often suspected victims were deported without prosecuting 

the trafficking case due to limited resources (p. 157).  

This discussion reveals the challenges in both delineating human trafficking 

generally, and sex trafficking specifically, as separate from prostitution, national security, 

and immigration/border patrol, as illustrated in Figure 2.3. Karlssonôs (2013) discussion 

of the constructivist institutionalism perspective reinforces this viewpoint; he noted that 

viewed through this lens, antitrafficking institutions are not the same the world over, but 

rather constructed by people with different schemas and cultural nuances based on 

national, regional, organizational, and professional influences. He wrote, ñSex trafficking 

has been constructed as a problem that concerns gender rights, development, criminal 

networks, labour, abolitionist/anti-legalization, migration, and healthò (p. 80).  
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Figure 2.3. The complex and overlapping structures and strategies related to human 

trafficking. Inspired by reviewing Farrell et al. (2014); ñCounteracting the Biasò (2013); 

Karlsson (2013); and Vance (2011). 

 

 

Therefore, for this study, it was anticipated that while it may be easy to define sex 

trafficking in the United States based on the law, defining the social structure of antiïsex 

trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking industry would, like the study itself, be largely 

constructed socially by participants, and be both nested in and overlapping with other 

institutions. As Karlsson (2013) cautioned:  

Because trafficking is sometimes mixed up with migration or people smuggling, 

analysts should be vigilant to if the institution has been designed specifically for 

the combat of sex trafficking or not. For example, if victims of sex trafficking are 

handled according to rules and practices for dealing with illegal immigrants, it 

means that states apply institutions that in reality have been designed for other 

domains. In these cases, it might be more relevant to talk about extra-institutional 

guidance or overlapping institutions. (pp. 82-83) 

Karlsson (2013) argued that ñan antiïsex trafficking institution should refer to a 

relatively enduring collection of rules and practices that prescribe appropriate behaviour 

for any actor, public or private, combating sex traffickingò (p. 74). He identified four 
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dimensions of any institution: the type of activity, laws and informal rules and norms, 

cooperation among actors, and specific behaviors. Furthermore, he identified six 

behaviors used to overcome sex trafficking:  

1. Detection of potential and suspected victims: Because recruitment is hidden and 

difficult to detect and victims themselves may fear the authorities, usually results 

from agency rescue operations and efforts to control illegal immigration, although 

it can include reporting by nongovernmental organizations or private individuals 

(pp. 75-77) 

2. Prevention: Is achieved primarily by criminalizing trafficking, changing the 

ñnormsò associated with sexual exploitation to reduce demand, and educating 

potential victims and customers (p. 77) 

3. Protection of victims: Primarily focuses on safe housing and identity protection; 

the resistance or flight of victims is risked if their input is not considered (p. 78) 

4. Crisis management: Involves any incident that ñ(a) arises from an unexpected 

detection of trafficking, (b) put [sic] the victimsô human rights at stake, and (c) 

requires immediate interventionò (p. 78) 

5. Consequence management: Addresses the potential effects of sex trafficking, 

including physical, mental, and sexual health and privacy rights (p. 79) 

6. Response: Includes actions that facilitate the victimôs transitioning out of 

trafficking, including prosecution of perpetrators, social and residential support 

for the victim, and right of victim repatriation (p. 79) 

The literature has highlighted specific challenges in enforcing trafficking 

legislation. Vance (2011) indicated that while the law may seem clear as a written 
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document, its implementation may be very different. Farrell et al.ôs (2014) study of 140 

cases of human trafficking across 12 counties found that the cases ñwere rarely 

prosecuted for offences created by the new human trafficking lawsò (p. 149). The 

researchers found that often prosecutors did not understand the laws well; used other, 

more common laws to prosecute due to limited experience, case law, or other factors; 

experienced the paradox of whether a victim should/would be considered a victim or 

offender (due to potential illegal immigration status or involvement in prostitution); 

and/or faced bias or misinformation among judges or juries regarding trafficking. They 

also found a ñlack of specialization among investigative and prosecutorial personnel, the 

lack of training and tools, and the lack of victim servicesò as key institutional challenges 

(p. 154). The researchers expounded that law enforcement personnel need to be able to 

better connect with immigrant communities, which requires better cultural awareness and 

language skills. Furthermore, both law enforcement and prosecutors need to develop 

interviewing approaches tailored for victims who have undergone trauma. Finally, the 

study indicated that challenges related to attitudes were present. Specifically, it found that 

while victim testimony was critical to prosecute trafficking perpetrators, victim 

credibility was often challenged by police and prosecutors (and feared to be challenged 

by judges or juries) due to potential association with criminal acts of prostitution, 

immigration status, or other factors that made them vulnerable in the first place. For 

similar reasons, victims themselves may be fearful to offer information to support 

investigations. 
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In his piece introducing several articles related to antitrafficking, including Farrell 

et al.ôs (2014) study, McDonald (2014) highlighted the structural issues at the heart of 

social change in trafficking: 

Their authors suggest that while the anti-trafficking campaign may be having 

some symbolic success (emphasizing respect for women and labor), its 

instrumental success is limited by structural and cultural barriers (adverse 

personal and organizational interests, resistance to change; biased decision-

making) which will not be easily overcome. (para. 19) 

Similarly, Vance (2011) criticized how structural issuesðsuch as public 

regulations (for cross-border movement of people and money), sanctions (for 

exploitation), and actions or inactions (such as financial or tax policies that impact 

trafficking economics)ðare underplayed while undue focus is placed on the ñevil 

traffickersò and claims are issued of how antitrafficking efforts will get to the root causes, 

despite lacking adequate funding (p. 938). 

Some also offered recommendations worth noting. Uy (2011) encouraged (a) 

changing perceptions of trafficking to encompass all human trafficking victims by 

shifting the focus from sex to an inclusive and gender-neutral approach; (b) employing a 

victim-centered framework that considers victimsô specific needs, provides services, and 

empowers; (c) using culturally and linguistically tailored educational outreach to increase 

understanding of the issue and encourage self-identification among victims and reporting 

by others; (d) building trust among potential victims and the community with local 

organizations; and (e) enhancing capacity to serve victims via sustainable programs (pp. 

215-218). 

In addition to theoretical recommendations, the literature also offered empirical 

insights into what may contribute to successful social change in sex trafficking. While 
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Lux and Mosleyôs (2014) article was a ñfield noteò rather than a robust, empirical study, 

it was nonetheless relevant. The authors explored how Samaj, a hybrid (advocacy and 

social service provision) antitrafficking organization in West Bengal, India, collaborated 

across sectors to address sex trafficking. The case illustrated how Samaj employed four 

strategies, as summarized in Table 2.9. 

 

Table 2.9 

Insider Strategies Employed by the Antitrafficking Organization Samaj 

Strategy  Description Example in Samaj 

Occupy and  

indoctrinate 

Occupyðproviding a 

service from within another 

organization (p. 20) 

Indoctrinateðeducating 

another player so that it will 

adopt a similar perspective 

(pp. 20-21) 

Participated with police leading up to 

and during raids of trafficking locations 

(p. 22) 

Influenced police to take a ñfeminist, 

structural understanding of trafficking 

and the plight of trafficked youth and 

womenò (p. 22) 

Moral 

authority  

Using legitimacy to convince 

an actor of social problem 

implications (p. 21) 

Employed its credibility in service 

delivery to secure work with police (p. 

21) 

Institutional 

power 

Using power from 

legitimacy with key 

institutional players (p. 21) 

Bolstered the desire of CBOs to work 

with Samaj because of its powerful 

relationships with the police and 

nongovernmental organizations (p. 23) 

Reciprocal 

relationships 

Relationships with ongoing 

mutual benefits (p. 21) 

Served to expand CBOsô networks to 

police and other nongovernmental 

organizations, while CBOs served as 

conduits for Samaj-inspired educational 

outreach (pp. 23-24) 

Note. Drawn from Lux and Mosley (2014). CBO indicates community-based 

organization. 

 

 

 Thus, the scholarly literature on trafficking revealed that: (a) institutions and 

related social structures in trafficking are both nested and overlapping; (b) discourse and 

decisions often emphasize sex trafficking and the evils of trafficking and paradoxically 

reveal confusion between being a criminal or a victim; and (c) serious structural 
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challenges impede social progress, including macro-level regulatory issues, 

organizational policies, training, and resources, as well as individual-level awareness, 

viewpoints, and biases.  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an overview of the foundations of social 

entrepreneurship and inherent contradictions and challenges in defining the term and 

studying it. After untangling and delineating key outputs and outcomes of social 

entrepreneurship, such as social innovation, social change, and social value, it became 

clear that this study should focus on social change, as it is more empirically viable to 

analyze than the more subjective and value-based alternatives. The review also revealed a 

need to avoid individual-focused studies and to explore the interactions of social 

entrepreneurship as embedded in context and suggested the use of structuration theory 

and a social constructivist paradigm. As such, the review explored the relevance of 

several key constructs, including structure, knowledgeable actor, agency, action, 

interaction, embeddedness, reciprocity, and emergence. The contributions and potential 

shortcomings of relevant empirical studies were analyzed, providing inferences for the 

current study. This chapter closed with a review of the literature on human and sex 

trafficking and antiïsex trafficking structures as a backdrop for understanding the 

institutional, structural, and strategic implications of studying social change in this 

particular context.  
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODS 

This chapter discusses the research methodology for this qualitative, instrumental 

case study. It opens by introducing the social constructivist research paradigm and the 

rationale for the use of case study methodology. It then addresses the role of theory in 

guiding the data collection, analysis, and interpretation and outlines the site selection 

criteria. The research process is depicted and then detailed by phase, addressing specific 

methods for data collection, analysis, and interpretation. The chapter closes with a 

discussion of trustworthiness, a subjectivity statement, and ethical considerations. 

Research Paradigm 

The research question, explored in the context of the work of Truckers Against 

Trafficking (TAT) from 2009 to 2014, was: How do dynamic interactions between social 

structures and stakeholder actions shape social change in antiïsex trafficking efforts 

within the U.S. trucking industry? There were three subquestions:  

1. How does meaning shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

2. How does power shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

3. How do norms shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of social 

change?  

The conceptual framework offered a starting point from which to determine the 

research paradigm, which is interpretive, or social constructivist, and the methods. The 
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concepts and constructs exploredðincluding structure, agency, knowledgeable actors, 

and interactionsðlend themselves to an interpretive line of inquiry. Similarly, the 

exploration of social change as a process of dynamic interaction between diverse actors, 

actions, and structure necessarily requires exploring meanings from various perspectives. 

In proposing perspectives for studying social innovation (a core process of social 

entrepreneurship as argued in chapter 2), Cajaiba-Santana (2014) wrote that social 

constructionism, storytelling, and sensemaking are complementary. He commented, 

ñEvery social innovation represents a story, a rich account of the actions, events, and 

circumstances in which social context and actions are interwovenò (p. 49). He also 

explained that ñfrom a social constructionist perspective, social innovation may be seen 

as emerging, and constructed from, social interaction between people and their socio-

institutional context. During this process, the social interaction implies the co-

construction of self and processò (p. 49).  

Furthermore, the theories within the conceptual framework include assumptions 

of worldview and research approaches, which directed the paradigm for this study. As 

discussed earlier, Stones (2005) emphasized an ontology in situ to overcome 

shortcomings of Giddensô (1984) focus on ontology in general and inadequate attention 

to epistemology. Stones called for a more rigorous empirical examination of situated 

entities, exploring the specific attributes, relations, variations, and intended and 

unintended consequences. He called for both hermeneutic and structural analysis (p. 81). 

Therefore, this study was based on an ontological assumption that there are 

multiple realities, which are socially constructed. The epistemological assumption was 

that meaning is discovered and findings constructed through reflection and interaction 
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between the researcher and the research participant (Ponterotto, 2005). As such, the 

research design took an emic perspective, meaning that as a researcher, I sought both to 

get an ñinsiderôsò view (Martin, 2002) and to understand the research participantsô unique 

dispositions and meanings, which are not necessarily universal in nature (Ponterotto, 

2005). Based on this ontological and epistemological stance, the study took an 

interpretive, or social constructivist perspective, which, as Merriam (2009) wrote, is the 

predominant perspective of qualitative research and assumes that ñthere are multiple 

realities, or interpretations, of a single eventò (p. 8).  

Research Methodology 

The research was conducted using a single, instrumental case study methodology. 

According to Merriam (2009), ñA case study is an in-depth description and analysis of a 

bounded system,ò and the key point of distinction is ñthe object of study, the caseò (p. 

40). For this study, the case itself was TAT, and the system was bound by a focus on key 

events between 2009 and 2014. Furthermore, three specific actions of focus served as 

embedded cases. Thus, there was a theoretical limit to the data sources that could be 

employed.  

Both Merriam (2009) and Yin (2014) emphasized that a case study is appropriate 

for the exploration of complex phenomena and especially the ñinteraction of significant 

factors characteristic of the phenomenaò (Merriam, 2009, p. 43). As discussed in the first 

two chapters, the context of social entrepreneurship generally, and antiïsex trafficking 

efforts in the U.S. trucking industry specifically, is highly complex. The social change is 

characterized by dynamic interactions between the coevolving social issue of sex 

trafficking and antiïsex trafficking efforts and diverse stakeholders, including law 



 

92 

enforcement (across federal, state, and local levels, including, for example, attorney 

generalôs offices and commercial vehicle agencies); trucking companies and associations, 

truck stop operators, licensing offices, and drivers; related private-sector companies (e.g., 

those involved in shipping, logistics, and manufacturing); nongovernmental organizations 

(NGOs) (e.g., those advocating for and supporting victims); and victims themselves. 

As a researcher, I sought ñinsight, discovery, and interpretation rather than 

hypothesis testingò (Merriam, 2009, p. 42), making qualitative case study a natural 

choice. The qualitative approach offered the opportunity to gain a thick, rich 

understanding of diverse actorsô perceptions of their own dispositions, actions, and the 

social structures themselves. Furthermore, as an instrumental case (Stake, 1995), this 

study offered an opportunity to gain a better understanding of the social change process 

by exploring dynamic interactions between social structures and actions. While the case 

may be limited in generalizability, its strength lies in its rich description, which equips 

readers in assessing its transferability to other particular cases or purposes (Merriam, 2009, 

pp. 226-227). 

The case used an embedded design (Yin, 2014), where the holistic unit of analysis 

was the change in antiïsex trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking industry. The 

subunits of analysis were the actions and their respective external social structures (e.g., 

antiïsex trafficking community and its efforts), internal structures (i.e., individual 

stakeholdersô personal characteristics and roles and perspectives as they related to 

antitrafficking efforts), and interactions. Therefore, caution was employed to ensure that 

analysis was sufficiently rigorous at each subunit level, while also analyzing the holistic 

level (Yin, 2014, pp. 55-56).  
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Role of Theory 

Merriam (2009) defined the theoretical framework as ñthe underlying structure, the 

scaffolding or frameò of the study (p. 66) and argued that it guides the entire research 

approach, including problem statement, research question, and methods. Specifically in this 

study, the key constructs were derived from sociological theories in the conceptual 

framework. Following Yin (2003), but consistent with Merriam, these theories provided a 

priori constructs to guide data collection, analysis, and interpretation. Figure 3.1 illustrates 

how the conceptual framework was applied in the research using these a priori constructs. 

As introduced in the figure, theoretical concepts were operationalized during the 

research phase to be more ñaccessibleò to the relevant institutional review board, site, 

participants, and even for myself as the researcher. Thus, the theoretical terms are used 

more predominantly in chapters 1, 2, and 9 when theory and literature are discussed. In 

this chapter and the findings chapters (4-8), the operational terms are used more 

frequently. Table 3.1 lists these terms for reference. 

 

Table 3.1 

Theoretical Terms and Operational Counterparts 

Term from theory (primarily  

used in chapters 1, 2, and 9) 

Operational term 

(primarily used in chapters 4-8) 

External structures External structures including antiïsex trafficking 

community 

Action Action 

Internal structures Stakeholdersô internal structures 

Conjuncturally-specific 

knowledge 

Individual role and perceptions of external structures and 

the antiïsex trafficking community 

General dispositions Personal characteristics  
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Figure 3.1. Applying the conceptual framework for research. 
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Site Selection Criteria 

When selecting a site, criteria included theoretical, methodological, and practical 

considerations. First, given that the research sought to explore social change, the 

site/project required some evidence that structural change (i.e., shifts in meaning, power, 

and/or norms) had or would occur. (Note, as discussed in chapter 2, while social 

entrepreneurship seeks to create social value and achieve social impact, it fundamentally 

implies a change in social structure, which is how this study was analyzed. Thus, 

evidence of social impact and social value were considered part of the context of the case, 

but the primary analytical focus was on structural change.) Likewise, given the nature of 

the research question and the conceptual framework, the project needed to lend itself to 

the identification of key actions and actors that were perceived to have contributed to 

structural shifts.  

Methodologically, the research had to be ñboundò as a ñcaseò to a discrete phase 

or set of significant events (Merriam, 2009). Given the epistemological assumptions and 

need to understand stakeholdersô perceptions, access to participants with first-hand 

accounts of the social change was critical to this research. To minimize bias or error from 

poor recall, the timeframe explored also had to be fairly recent, ideally within 3 to 5 

years.  

Practically, as Stones (2005) cautioned, due to the depth of multilevel research 

and the level of detailed structural and hermeneutic analysis required, the scope and 

timeframe for this study had to be constrained to ensure data analysis was manageable (p. 

81).  
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Research Site 

TAT, a 501(c)(3) organization based in the Denver, Colorado area, was the 

research site for this study. The site permission form is in Appendix D. Although some 

people associate social entrepreneurship with the developing world, social 

entrepreneurship is acknowledged to occur in both the developing and developed world 

(Mair & Martí, 2006). This U.S.-based social entrepreneurial organization is using 

dialogue, education, and empowerment to fundamentally change cultural norms, shift the 

balance of power, and change standard processes to eradicate sex trafficking in the 

trucking industry. As Ashoka indicated on its website, TAT is ñcreating an entirely new 

role for truckers by targeting them in awareness-building campaigns about the issue; 

building a clear, safe pathway for them to act when they detect abuse; and using the 

trucking industry infrastructure as a strategic platform for the movementò (Ashoka, n.d.). 

Ashoka also stated that by starting with the U.S. trucking industry, TAT is ñbuilding an 

antiïhuman trafficking movement model that could be applied across every mode of 

transportation in the U.S. and beyond.ò  

TAT efforts include leading and/or fostering the following: 

1. Advocacy and outreach to increase awareness across the trucking industry of the 

issue and how each player can be part of the solution 

2. Coalition-building events (i.e., cross-sector, stakeholder events) ultimately 

targeted at creating local networks that will partner to combat sex trafficking by 

building awareness and encouraging dialogue and partnership within and across 

law enforcement agencies, representatives from the trucking industry, 

antitrafficking NGOs, and former victims 
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3. Educational events and materials to train diverse stakeholders such as truck 

drivers, trucking companies, truck stop operators, transportation companies, and 

law enforcement agencies to assume new roles and adopt new behaviors to 

partner in detecting, reporting, investigating, and prosecuting offenders while 

supporting victims 

4. Unique partners that become TAT champions, who then create programs and/or 

implement new models to combat sex trafficking in the U.S. trucking industry. 

Research Approach and Methods 

The rigorous research process proceeded in iterative stages of data collection, 

analysis, and interpretation, as depicted in Figure 3.2. 

Phase 0: Test Protocols 

In Phase 0, I tested the interview and focus group questions with an informed 

audience (i.e., those somewhat familiar with the academic theories or constructs) and an 

uninformed audience (i.e., one not likely to be familiar with the academic theories or 

constructs). As admonished by Merriam (2009), testing oneôs questions is critical to 

practice interviewing skills, identify ways to rework questions so that they are understood, 

and refine the list of questions to yield the information needed for the study (pp. 95, 100). 

Testing the questions also enabled me to gain mastery of the process and test 

teleconference methods. Appendix E includes the study information sheet for test 

participants, and Appendix F provides a detailed overview of the tests, key learnings, and 

conclusions. 
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Figure 3.2. Data collection, analysis, and interpretation approach. A indicates action; KI, key informant; SE, social entrepreneur. 
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The informed test was conducted with four fellow doctoral students who had 

some working knowledge of the theories. I tested a sampling of questions from (a) the 

key informant interview with one participant; (b) the focus group with three participants; 

and (c) the participant interview email with two participants. This enabled me a ñsafeò 

training ground among peers whose feedback for improvement was grounded in a basic 

understanding of my research objectives. Also, since the topic I chose for the interviews 

was an experience we shared in common, I was better able to discern if my questions 

yielded rich data or not. In the uninformed test, I conducted a key informant interview 

with a founder of a nonprofit organization providing programs aimed at social change. 

Thus, I was closer to a ñreal-worldò setting and better able to discern if my questions 

resonated with a nonacademic participant.  

As detailed in Appendix F, the tests were beneficial in preparing me and helping 

me to refine the questions and my approaches. The process reinforced a need to give 

participants ample advance notice of the interview, and I decided to give the questions to 

participants before the interview and focus groups so that they could reflect in advance. 

Among other things, the tests helped me realize I needed to (a) better anchor my 

questions in specific time frames; (b) phrase questions in such a way as to evoke sensory 

responses that ñtake the participant back,ò better enabling them to recreate the action; (c) 

modify the wording of some of my questions; and (d) ensure adequate time and attention 

was given to discuss ñinteractionsò without undue emphasis on structures and the action. 

Phase 1: Lay Groundwork  

Document analysis was critical to inform understanding of (a) the antitrafficking 

context for the case, (b) TAT and its development, and (c) the key actions of focus. As 
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such, documents provided background information and supported triangulation. To learn 

about the antitrafficking context, the U.S. Department of Stateôs annual Trafficking in 

Persons (TIP) Reports (2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014) and key reports from Polaris (n.d.-

a), a leading antitrafficking nonprofit organization, were useful. Additional sources 

included government websites on antitrafficking programs and a nonprofit organization 

with some limited activities in the trucking industry. Such documents provided more 

ñobjectiveò insights into the social structure at various points in time (Merriam, 2009, p. 

155). To inform an understanding of TAT, I turned to TATôs website, its annual report, 

newsletters, program fact sheets, and training and communications materials, among 

other documents. To inform analysis of the actions and help triangulate the focus groups 

and key informant interviews, I sought both ñdirect evidence,ò such as TAT models or 

brochures that developed as a result of the action, and ñsupporting evidence,ò such as 

online articles or organizational websites that related to the actionsô respective outcomes. 

A limitation is that while I asked participants for supporting documentation of the actions 

as evidence from within their organizations, I did not receive much. However, there was 

enough other evidence to give me reasonable confidence. Merriam (2009) cautioned that 

it is important to employ care to assess documentsô authenticity and accuracy. Thus, I 

relied less heavily on TAT-provided internal notes and emails, sought clarification when 

information seemed incomplete, and sought to triangulate information with other TAT 

documents or online communications.  

Early in the data-gathering phase, I conducted three nonparticipant observations 

(Creswell, 2013). As Merriam (2009) suggested, these informed the context of the study, 

further sensitizing me as the researcher to the issue of antiïsex trafficking and equipping 
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my future interviews and focus groups (p. 119). For my first observation, I visited the 

TAT Freedom Drivers Project, a touring mobile exhibit designed to educate general 

audiences on domestic sex trafficking and how the trucking industry is combating it. In 

the second, I watched a screening of a documentary on the intersection of human 

trafficking and the oil industry. In the third, I attended a community meeting with several 

panelists (including TAT) regarding the intersection of the oil boom and human 

trafficking. These observations gave me a means of understanding sex trafficking and 

antiïsex trafficking efforts; TAT; key stakeholders (e.g., members from law enforcement, 

the trucking industry, and NGOs); the language used; and some general interactions.  

In preparing for these observations, I employed Merriamôs (2009) checklist to 

observe the setting, participants, interactions, conversations, researcher behavior, and 

other subtleties (2009, pp. 120-121). Drawing on Merriamôs guidance, I jotted down 

notes and/or used a voice recording immediately after each experience to capture detailed 

impressions. I drew diagrams of the physical settings for each observation and developed 

ñhighly descriptiveò (p. 130, emphasis in original) field notes, including notations with 

my own observations and reflections. In addition to sensitizing me to the issue, these 

notes became documents for the case, supporting some limited triangulation. 

Phase 2: Define Case and Identify Actions 

I conducted four semistructured interviews to learn about TAT and the antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the U.S. trucking industry and to identify the actions of focus. Table 

3.2 lists each interviewôs focus and participants. Appendix G provides further details on 

the interviews, and Appendix H provides the study information sheet given to the key 

informants. Purposeful sampling was employed to ensure participants could contribute 
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requisite insights (Merriam, 2009, p. 77). Three interviews of approximately 90 minutes 

each were conducted with TATôs executive director, who is also referred to in this study 

as the social entrepreneur (SE), and one interview of approximately 60 minutes was 

conducted with two other key informants with direct knowledge and experience of TAT. 

Due to technical issues, the last few minutes of the group interview were not recorded. 

 

Table 3.2 

Key Informant Interviews 

Interview Participant Focus 

Key Informant 

Interview #1 

Social entrepreneur 

(TAT executive 

director)  

TATôs background and evolution, 

successes, challenges, and innovations 

Key Informant 

Interview #2 

Social entrepreneur Anti-sex trafficking community in the 

trucking industry (i.e., external structure) in 

2009 and 2014 and key changes 

Key Informant 

Interview #3 

Social entrepreneur TAT game-changing actions for study 

Group interview TAT deputy director 

and president of an 

NGO focused on 

prevention of child 

exploitation 

TATôs successes, challenges, and 

innovations as well as the antiïsex 

trafficking community in the trucking 

industry (i.e., external structure) in 2009 

and 2014 

Note. TAT indicates Truckers Against Trafficking; NGO, nongovernmental organization. 

 

Appendix I includes interview guides for the key informant interviews. While 

Merriam (2009) advocated for ñfewer, more open-endedò questions for qualitative 

research (p. 104), these guides reflect the need to explore specific a priori concepts in 

keeping with her guidance that the theoretical framework and study objectives guide the 

research approach. The interview guides were designed to be open by exploring more 

ñdescriptive informationò (p. 103) and then to delve more deeply into details. The 

subsequent questions were designed to ask openly and generally about a given a priori 
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construct; they were supported by detailed probes in the event that participants needed 

more prompts or to ensure specific concepts were covered. In this way, I had flexibility 

and a semistructured approach, with built-in measures to ensure objectives were met. 

The questions, explored over the course of the three interviews, were designed to 

lead the SE through a journey of telling the TAT story, including its development, 

successes, challenges, and innovations. She then went on to describe the antiïsex 

trafficking community in the trucking industry in 2009 and again in 2014, reflecting on 

the changes during that time. In her final interview, I asked her to identify the key ñgame-

changingò actions or events that she perceived influenced a tangible change or 

improvement in antiïsex trafficking efforts. She shared a stream of major events 

throughout TATôs story, and then I asked her to prioritize and drill down to the top six. 

As listed in Table 3.3 and discussed more fully in chapter 4, the top three became the 

actions of focus for this study, further binding the case. The remaining three actions were 

identified as alternates in the event that it was not possible to get sufficient participant 

representation to study one of the top three.  

 

Table 3.3 

Overview of the Main Actions Studied 

Action Year Description 

1 2012 Transportation and logistics executive meets TAT and decides to 

champion antitrafficking training in his company (primarily an individual 

action, supported by SE) 

2 2013 Brainstorming meeting(s) held between a state attorney generalôs office, 

Department of Transportation/Motor Vehicle Enforcement, and TAT 

(small group meeting) 

3 2014 Planning and conducting a coalition build event with a state attorney 

generalôs office and state trucking association (small planning group and 

larger group at event) 

Note. SE indicates social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Thus, the events were defined by the SE in an effort to draw on the individual 

closest to the phenomenon and to limit the potential for researcher bias. However, the 

following limitations must be acknowledged. The SE quickly identified the top three 

actions broadly and was able to narrow them down to a specific action to study for 

Actions 2 and 3. However, in the case of Action 1, she vacillated on whether the action 

should be when she and the transportation and logistics executive met at a conference and 

he decided thereafter to champion TAT to his leadership, or if it should be when his 

leadership agreed to roll out training companywide. The following quotes from the third 

key interview illustrate her dilemma. (Note: while quotes elsewhere in this study were 

edited, with participant permission, to remove repeated or filler words, the following 

quotes were intentionally left unedited to provide a sense of the SEôs indecision.) 

The top three without a doubt are getting that transportation and logistics 

company on board. They were, they have been, and continue to be extremely 

significant. So that started with that 10 minutes in that transportation, logistics 

conference. . . . And then him taking it back and running it through corporate at 

every level. 

I would assume, though, that maybe they go hand in hand. I mean, he can have all 

the passion in the world, and then if his company says ñno,ò then you know. But, 

at the same time, would they have ever done anything if he hadnôt have come to 

them? So, perhaps they go hand in hand. I mean, to me, that makes the most 

sense. 

I mean, I donôt know, and this is maybe where you have to educate me. I mean, 

you know. Yeah, do I think that thatôs the first action? But can that second 

meeting, or that meeting that he had internally in his company also be a, a, an 

action? 

I mean, like I said. I mean, itôs the cart before the horse, right. I mean, if he hadnôt 

ever come to the meeting, I donôt know. Would he have heard about TAT in a 

different way and taken this back to his company? I donôt know. So, I mean, to 

me, thatôs where he found out about it, the first time to, according to my 

knowledge. And, thatôs when he decided, ñIôm gonna doing something about 

this,ò and then he moved it through his company. So, then, yes, it would be the 

conference. 
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So, to me, you know, what affected structural change was when their company 

said, ñWeôre rolling it out.ò But it had to start with, it did start with him. So, I 

donôt know. 

After giving her a few days to reflect and consulting with my chair, I shared with 

her that both were viable for the purpose of the study and would likely ultimately 

contribute similar findings. At this point, she quickly chose to focus on her meeting with 

the transportation and logistics executive and his deciding to champion TAT to his 

leadership.  

One other limitation is that there were only three actions of focus. However, due 

to the detailed, multilevel analysis employed, studying more actions was not practical. 

This presents a future research opportunity.  

Phase 3: Collect Data on Actions and Participants 

I used a combination of focus groups and participant interviews to investigate 

each action of focus and its respective key actors, as shown in Table 3.4. More details are 

offered in Appendix G. Appendix J includes the study information sheet for focus groups 

and participant interviews.  

Purposeful sampling was employed based on insights from the SE. In Action 3, 

one participant suggested that it might be appropriate to involve another individual, 

offering the potential for snowball sampling. However, ultimately the participant noted 

that the addition was unnecessary given her own involvement. Maximum variation was 

sought and deemed ideal when multiple stakeholders were involved in an action to secure 

diversity of perspectives. For Action 1, maximum variation was easy to achieve, given it 

was a simple action primarily driven by one participant and supported by the SE. For 

Action 2, the actors deemed most critical to subsequent change were involved as 
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Table 3.4  

Interviews and Focus Groups Conducted to Explore Each Action 

Action 

Focus 

group 

length (h) Participants 

Focus 

group 

participant 

Interview 

participant 

1 

 

1:24 ¶ Social entrepreneur (TAT executive 

director) 

Yes Yes 

¶ Executive of a Fortune 500 

transportation and logistics company 

Yes Yes 

2 1:06 ¶ Social entrepreneur Yes Yes 

¶ A representative of a state attorney 

generalôs office 

Yes Yes 

¶ Leader of state motor vehicle law 

enforcement 

Yes Yes 

3 

 

0:58 ¶ Social entrepreneur Yes Yes 

¶ Project manager of an antitrafficking 

program in a state attorney generalôs 

office 

Yes Yes 

¶ Executive of a state trucking 

association 

Yes Yes 

¶ Commander in another stateôs law 

enforcement 

Yes Yes 

¶ Survivor of human trafficking No Yes 

Note. TAT indicates Truckers Against Trafficking. 

 

 

 

participants. Not included were a few others who attended the original meeting(s) from 

another public agency, but were not deemed vital to the study. For Action 3, other types 

of stakeholders were involved in the action that did not participate in the study (e.g., law 

enforcement, NGO, etc.). Had they been involved, it is likely that more evidence of 

external structural change would have been secured. However, those actors deemed most 

central to the action and its primary outcomes were included. Ultimately, while maximum 

variation may have been ideal, unique sampling was unproblematic, as the focus of the 

study was to understand how significant social change occurred. 
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For each action, I conducted a focus group via teleconference to secure the 

groupôs perspective on the action and its interactions with the antiïsex trafficking 

community (i.e., external structure), including outcomes. Questions are detailed in 

Appendix K. Focus groups were recorded and transcribed. Then, I sent interview 

questions to the respective participants from each action to learn about their individual 

views of the action; their roles and perceptions of the antiïsex trafficking community and 

personal characteristics before and after; what influenced them to participate in the 

action; how others interacted; and how the action impacted them. The questions are 

detailed in Appendix L. 

While interviews could have been used instead of focus groups to identify the 

actions, structures, and their interactions, focus groups were deemed ideal for this study. 

Merriam (2009) synthesized from others that a focus group is an ñinterview on a topic 

with a group of people who have knowledge of the topicò (p. 93). Given that ñthe data 

obtained from a focus group is socially constructed within the interaction of the groupò 

(Merriam, 2009, pp. 93-94), it was especially appropriate for this social constructivist 

study. Creswell (2013) highlighted that focus groups are especially useful when time is 

limited and participant interaction ñwill likely yie ld the best informationò (p. 164). 

Fontana and Frey (2000) emphasized the ability of focus groups to ñaid respondentsô 

recall of specific events or to stimulate embellished descriptions of events (e.g., a disaster 

or celebration) or experiences shared by members of a groupò (p. 651). For this study, 

bringing participants together provided an expedient process to aid participant recall and 

produce a rich description, as participantsô interaction and dialogue activated memories.  
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For the participant interviews, while email removed the ability to employ 

inflection and to observe nonverbal cues and immediate responses (Fontana & Frey, 

2000; Merriam, 2009), it allowed participants time for reflection (Merriam, 2009). I 

followed up with participants via email and/or phone to clarify or expound as necessary. 

As required, semistructured interviews via phone were offered and conducted based upon 

participant preference. These offered their own unique advantage of being able to clarify 

information in real time or ask follow-up questions. 

Conducting the focus group prior to participant interviews for each respective 

action helped ñtake participants back to the eventò and anchor their thinking into that 

period of time. Additionally, I believe participants were able to understand the interview 

questions better and more richly after the focus group than if the individual interview 

would have been conducted first. While a potential disadvantage of the sequence used is 

that participants might suffer from ñbiasò or that their responses might be influenced by 

the group discussion (Fontana & Frey, 2000), I believe these issues were limited given 

participants still had an opportunity to reflect and offer personal insights via the 

subsequent participant interview. 

I personally transcribed all key informant interviews to get as close to the subjects 

and data as possible. As the data collection period intensified, I had most of the other 

transcripts transcribed professionally, and I reviewed and edited them. I used a computer-

assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) to store and code the most 

important documents. To protect participantsô privacy, all electronic interview and 

transcript files were password protected, and all paper files were stored in a secure area. 
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Phase 4: Analyze Data  

Based on the detail and complexity required for this embedded case study with 

multiple levels of analysis, the data analysis process was rigorous. In this section, I first 

introduce how I conducted analysis across each ñaction of focusò as an embedded unit. I 

then describe the bracketing approach for determining levels of analysis within each 

action as an embedded unit. Finally, I detail the coding and analytical memo steps taken. 

Case levels of analysis. Appendix M illustrates the key areas of inquiry for data 

and analysis. Level 1 analysis focused on defining the embedded subunits of actions, 

together with their associated antiïsex trafficking and other external structures, 

stakeholdersô internal structures, and interactions. The findings from each action are 

discussed in detail in chapters 5, 6, and 7, respectively. Level 2 analysis and 

interpretation focused on the holistic questions at hand, including analyzing the social 

developments and interactions over time and addressing the research question and 

subquestions. Holistic-level findings are presented in chapter 8. 

Bracketing. The research approach applied strong structurationôs (Stones, 2005) 

methodological bracketing, which employs conduct and context analysis. According to 

Stones (2005), brackets ñprovide sets of regulative and selective guidelines that can direct 

the researcher to some dimensions of a social object rather than othersò and ñact as a 

means of increasing reflexivity about what precisely is involved in a particular 

knowledge claimò (p. 120). Conduct analysis explores actorsô conduct by seeking to 

understand how they reconciled their conjuncturally-specific knowledge, general 

disposition, and agency. Stones (2005) wrote: 

Attention becomes focused on the agentôs critically reflective and pre-reflective 

processes of sifting and sieving at the point where the conjuncturally-specific 
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internal structures relevant to the context of immediate action forge a 

reconciliation of sorts with the active agency and the general-dispositional frame 

of meaning of the agent. (p. 122) 

Drawing from his own work and that of others, he wrote that context analysis 

draws on the notion of knowledgeability, in the sense of conjuncturally-specific 

internal structures, in order to lead us more clearly outwards into the social nexus 

of interdependencies, rights and obligations, asymmetries of power and the social 

conditions and consequences of action (see Stones, 1991, and 1996, p. 98; also 

see Bryant and Jary, 2001a, p. 17, and 2002, p. 258). (p. 122) 

Stones (2005) offered context analysis as an alternative to Giddensô suggestion of 

institutional analysis. He indicated that ñwhilst institutional analysis may be useful for 

developing certain aspects of pluralistic, non-reductionist accounts of social processes, it 

does not have the ability to address the processes of structurationò (p. 121). He continued 

that in contrast, ñagentôs context analysis does not treat institutions as chronically 

reproduced rules and resources. It doesnôt assume the institutional properties of the 

settings of interaction to be methodologically ógivenôò (p. 123). Thus, the advantage of 

context analysis is that it covers ñthe aspects of the dialectical process of structuration 

that are not covered by agentôs conduct analysisò (p. 121). 

Using Stonesô (2005) approach to bracketing meant that conjuncturally-specific 

knowledge was used in both conduct analysis, directing discovery within the agent and 

action, and in context analysis, pointing attention outwards to the broader social 

landscape. As Stones wrote, conjuncturally-specific knowledge ñoften acts as a kind of 

hinge between external structures, on the one hand, and general-dispositional frames and 

agentôs practices, on the otherò (p. 123).  

Because of this hinge-like quality of conjuncturally-specific knowledge, 

operationalizing the methodological bracketing and delineating between internal and 



 

111 

external structures was understandably difficult. I employed several tactics to address this 

task. First, based on the theory and methodology, I developed operational definitions of 

external structures and conjuncturally-specific knowledge and referred both to them and 

back to the theory itself through the course of analysis.  

Second, I intentionally designed the focus group and interview protocols to put 

the actors in a specific ñframe of mindò and to focus on specific concepts. That is, in the 

focus groups, participants, as representatives of their organizations, discussed the action 

and external structures before and after. As individuals, they clearly drew on their 

internal structures and experiences, but were focused more ñoutside of themselvesò to 

define as a group the social conditions, practices, and possibilities and constraints. 

Meanwhile, instructions for the participant interviews specifically asked them to frame 

their response from their personal perspective: ñPlease respond to the following 

questions as it relates to your involvement in the Action. Respond from your own, 

individual perspective in light of your role, rather than as a representative or spokesman 

for your organization.ò This guidance, together with the highly personal and individual 

nature of the questions (see Appendix L), meant that responses were frequently about 

internal structures. When I noticed the use of ñweò in a response or questioned the frame 

within which the individual responded, I sought to clarify with participants if they were 

speaking as an individual from their personal perspective or as a representative of their 

organization. Thus, the design of the protocols meant that ñmostò of the responses in 

focus groups would likely be about external structures, and ñmostò of the responses in the 

interviews would likely be about internal structures. However, given the role of 

conjuncturally-specific knowledge in both conduct and context analysis, it was necessary 
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to always closely discern. Therefore, the third approach I used was to not take for granted 

the level of analysis, but rather to give strong consideration to the tone of responses and 

context of the discussion in which statements emerged. As suggested above, there were 

clearly instances in participant interviews where a participant was stepping outside of 

himself or herself to explain the broader social context and conditions.  

Fourth, I used a highly iterative analysis process, whereby I frequently circled 

back and forth between the original transcripts, the theory and operational definitions, 

and the coded transcripts in the software tool itself.  

Finally, I conducted member checks of the action finding chapters with the 

relevant participants, including charts of the external structures and the detailed 

participant vignettes. It could be argued that without specific training in the theory and 

methodology, a participant would not be able to adequately discern or provide feedback. 

However, to minimize this barrier, I offered a simple 1-page overview reminding 

participants of the studyôs purpose and providing simple definitions of the key terms. 

Similarly, the chapters were written in such a way as to guide the reader and to highlight 

the differences between each type of structure in a fairly accessible way, despite the 

complexity of the theory.  

Coding. This study employed first-cycle coding based on Saldaña (2013) using 

CAQADS together with code theming, mapping, and diagramming. The research 

question and the a priori constructs embedded within the conceptual framework provided 

an initial frame for coding, while allowing flexibility for other codes and themes to 

emerge. There were three broad categories of codes: (a) descriptive, (b) a priori, and (c) 

emergent.  
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Since this was a case study, there was a need to code a wide variety of data 

sources in such a way that I could build an overall story and timeline. Thus, practically, 

descriptive coding (Saldaña, 2013, p. 87) allowed me to identify key types of data such as 

goals, successes, challenges, and milestones. Subcodes (p. 77) were also used to break 

codes down either conceptually or by time. For example, the overarching code of 

ñprogramsò included a subcode of ñtraining,ò which then included subcodes by year. As a 

complement to this, I also created a master table (as an analysis tool only) by year to 

chart major developments discussed in the interviews or across documents so that I could 

easily reference or reground myself throughout the analysis phase of when something 

occurred or ñwhat else was going on at the time,ò whether that was within TAT or as 

reported by other antitrafficking authorities. 

Based on the theoretical frame and research methodology, I also used structural 

codes (p. 84) and subcodes (p. 77) a priori. Such codes were used to identify, for 

example, the antiïsex trafficking community in 2009 and 2014 and dimensions of each 

action, external and internal structures before and after each action, and interactions. An 

example of a structural code is ñexternal structure before Action 1.ò This code was then 

broken down into subcodes of ñpower,ò ñmeaning,ò and ñnorms.ò Similarly, within 

power, there were subcodes for ñbudget/money,ò ñnonfinancial resources,ò and 

ñauthority/influence.ò This allowed for the fine-grained analysis required by the research 

question and methodology. 

I also let codes emerge from the data. For these, I used initial coding, an ñopen-

ended approachò (Saldaña, 2013, p. 100). Some of the needed codes were immediately 
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apparent to me as key words or concepts were repeated across interviews and data. 

Others more slowly emerged iteratively through the data collection and analysis.  

In terms of process, I created an initial list of codes while data collection was still 

underway and began provisional coding (Saldaña, 2013, p. 20). The document types 

provisionally coded included, for example, TAT training and communication materials, 

TAT annual reports, observations, key interviews, and one focus group. After several 

weeks of provisional coding, I sent a preliminary codebook of the ñinitialò codes (e.g., 

those that emerged from the data versus descriptive or a priori) to the SE for an initial 

member check, and she felt they resonated. As I waited for the remaining primary data to 

be collected and transcribed, I began initial analysis of the first focus group data by 

creating a table to delineate and represent the action, external structures before and after, 

and the interactions. I provided this early draft to the studyôs chair as peer review to 

confirm alignment with theory and research methodology. I also sent it to the SE as a 

member check to confirm that the content resonated with her experience of the action and 

the focus group itself. This process helped me fine-tune my codes and classifications as 

well as prepare for the interpretation phase. 

As the number of documents grew, I created a master table to clearly delineate the 

types of documents that required coding, which types of codes were most likely 

applicable, and in which section of the study the data would most likely be relevant. A 

summary is included in Appendix N. After the preliminary coding, I proceeded to 

conduct a first round of first-cycle coding on the relevant documents.  

I conducted two peer reviews with fellow doctoral students, both of whom were 

familiar with the theories used. The first reviewed a coded participant interview and my 
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first-draft analysis of a vignette to capture the stakeholderôs internal structures and 

interactions. The feedback confirmed that the coding and analysis were sound. For the 

second peer review, I provided a 4-page sample of the third key informant interview 

(which identified the actions of focus) and a 4-page sample of the focus group transcript 

for Action 1. The reviewer independently coded those pages and then reviewed my coded 

pages for comparison and offered feedback. The reviewer did not identify any major 

discrepancies or concepts missed in my coding. Upon reviewing her codes and feedback, 

however, I added two new codes. Overall, the concepts of partnership and 

communications, especially personal resonance, strongly emerged for her, reinforcing 

many of my own impressions. The way she articulated her feedback helped me realize 

the power of connecting the codes and their relationships. This information further 

reinforced the utility of the initial code diagramming I had begun and foreshadowed the 

future theming and mapping to come.  

I next completed a second round of first-cycle coding. At this point, I found that 

as Saldaña (2013) indicated, second-cycle coding, which ñrecodesò the data as part of 

analyzing, synthesizing, and theorizing (p. 58), was not necessary (p. 206). Instead, I 

chose to theme, map, and diagram the codes. This effort applied only to the ñinitialò 

codes because descriptive codes were simply a device for finding key data as part of case 

storytelling, and a priori codes were drawn upon to diagram and write about the specific 

actions, structures, and interactions. I then read the coded segments for ñinitial codesò 

with fresh eyes; confirmed or revised the final codes, their phrasing, and definitions; and 

identified their frequencies. I employed theming techniques suggested by Saldaña (2013) 

to ñdraw out a codeôs truncated essence by elaborating on its meaningsò (p. 205). The 
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codes and their meanings are included in Appendix O. I then conducted a tabletop 

exercise (p. 205) whereby I arranged printed tabs with the code/theme to identify 

relationships among them. The result was mapping them into logical categories (p. 194) 

and creating an operating model diagram (p. 202) to demonstrate their relationships. (The 

operating model diagram, which demonstrates the mapped categories, is introduced and 

discussed in detail in chapter 4.) 

According to Miles, Huberman, and Saldaña (2014):  

Whether codes are created and revised early or late is basically less important 

than whether they have some conceptual and structural unity. Codes should relate 

to one another in coherent, study-important ways; they should be part of a unified 

structure. Incrementally adding, removing, or reconfiguring codes is certainly 

permissible, so long as some sense of óbelongingô is maintained. (p. 82) 

The ultimate development of an operating model based on the codes demonstrates strong 

ñconceptual and structural unityò (p. 82). 

Analytic memos. Merriam (2009) emphasized that ñdata analysis is a complex 

process that involves moving back and forth between concrete bits of data and abstract 

concepts, between inductive and deductive reasoning, between description and 

interpretationò (p. 176). In support of this, I wrote analytic memos as advocated for by 

Saldaña (2013) to prompt insights and connections and to identify potential study issues 

or mitigations. For example, I wrote about initial code choices and changes that might be 

needed. I reflected on potential themes and patterns I was observing. I also used the 

memos as a playground to build initial draft comparative tables and models while I was 

reviewing or coding data. Table 3.5 lists the potential types of analytic memos, as 

suggested by Saldaña (2013), many of which I used. 
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Table 3.5 

Types of Analytic Memos 

No. Description 

1 Researcher relationship to the issue or participants 

2 Reflections on research questions 

3 Code choices and definitions 

4 Potential emerging themes or patterns 

5 Potential connections across concepts, codes, themes, etc. 

6 Reflections on theory 

7 Study problems 

8 Study dilemmas (personal or ethical) 

9 Studyôs future directions 

10 Studyôs analytic memos 

11 Studyôs final report 

Note. Summarized from Saldaña (2013, pp. 43-49). 

 

 

Phase 5: In terpret  Data 

Interpretation of the data was an iterative process that went hand in hand with 

analysis. As introduced above, analytic memos were a key mechanism to not only begin 

analyzing themes and patterns I was observing, but also to begin the interpretation 

process. I relied heavily on the use of tables and figures to delineate and represent often 

difficult and abstract concepts. Importantly, I tested several ideas on my chair and the SE 

while in progress, and ultimately used both peer reviews (as described above) and 

member checks (as detailed below) to check my interpretations. 

Verification and Trustworthiness 

As Merriam (2009) wrote, ñTo have any effect on either the practice or the theory 

of a field, research studies must be rigorously conducted; they need to present insights 

and conclusions that ring true to readers, practitioners, and other researchersò (p. 210). 

Further, trustworthiness is ñespecially important to professionals in applied fields because 
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practitioners intervene in peopleôs livesò (p. 209). Therefore, I employed several 

trustworthiness techniques for this case, including (a) rich description, (b) triangulation, 

(c) peer review and member checks, and (d) audit trail. Each is discussed briefly below as 

is how I managed bias. 

Rich Description 

I employed rich description to equip readers with sufficient data and evidence to 

deem the analysis and conclusions credible and to enable them to assess the caseôs 

transferability (Merriam, 2009). Rich description is evidenced in the findingsô detailed 

narrative accounts supported by participant quotes and use of figures and tables. 

Triangulation  

According to Merriam (2009), triangulation is a key approach to foster 

trustworthiness in studies employing the constructivist paradigm (p. 216). For this case, 

triangulation of data methods (i.e., document analysis, interviews, focus groups, and 

observations) was key. Similarly, I employed triangulation of data sources. The series of 

key informant interviews with the SE enabled me to observe internal consistency. 

Further, having a group interview with two other key informants provided additional 

triangulation.  

Peer Review and Member Checks 

The peer review process of coding was detailed above in the discussion of data 

analysis. As for member checks, I provided drafts of each action finding chapter to the 

respective participants. All reviewed the relevant chapter(s) and expressed that the 

interpretations resonated with them (Merriam, 2009, p. 217). Only minor edits were 
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suggested. I provided chapter 4, which introduces the case study, describes TATôs 

evolution, and discusses overall findings from the emergent codes and themes, to all three 

key informants. Two reviewed and provided feedback. The SE reviewed drafts of chapter 

8, on holistic-level case findings, and chapter 9, on interpretations, conclusions, and 

recommendations. Overall, the SE found that the interpretations resonated and offered 

only minor clarifications. I also provided chapter 9 to the two other key informants, and 

one reviewed and responded that the conclusions and recommendations resonated. While 

sections from chapter 9 on conclusions and recommendations for practice were provided 

to all participants in the actions of focus, none opted to review or provide comment. 

Audit Trail  

I kept an audit trail throughout the research process. As Merriam (2009) 

described, an audit trail ñdescribes in detail how data were collected, how categories were 

derived, and how decisions were made throughout the inquiryò (p. 223). The audit trail 

took the form of a combination of memos and a chronological sequence of notes to 

record key activities, decisions, and questions and resolutions. Admittedly, these notes 

are not a polished document that can be shared with a general audience; however, they 

are a reference tool I can draw upon to provide explanations. 

Managing Bias 

With the exception of rich description, each of the above techniques contributed 

to my ability to manage bias. In addition, I offer the subjectivity statement below to make 

my potential ñbiases, dispositions, and assumptions regarding the researchò (Merriam, 

2009, p. 219) known. Throughout the study, I sought to suspend judgment and used 
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analytical memos to acknowledge my propositions and challenge whether I was arriving 

at them too early or if they were supported. Given my own faith-based perspective, I had 

to resist the natural desire to seek evidence that pointed to faith as an explanation. I also 

specifically took a brief pause after analyzing and interpreting Actions 1 and 2 to review 

the data again, consider different explanations, and look for contradicting evidence 

(Johnson, 1997; Merriam, 2009, p. 219).  

There was a small potential for bias given the fact that TATôs executive director is 

an Ashoka fellow and one of the committee members is the president of Ashoka. 

However, Ashokaôs role in the projects it supports is primarily in funding a stipend for 

the fellow and providing a network of professional support, not weighing in on the 

specific operations. The president, as a key authority on social entrepreneurship, brings 

years of leadership experience in the field and supported the studyôs translation to 

practical relevance. Any potential biases, positive or negative, this committee member 

could have brought to the study based upon Ashokaôs association with TAT were 

mitigated by (a) the inherent checks and balances of two other committee members and 

(b) member checks and peer reviews of analysis. Furthermore, to counter any concerns 

the TAT executive director may have had in participating in interviews, transcripts were 

not shared with the president, so as to encourage full disclosure without fear. 

Subjectivity Statement 

My motivation to pursue this topic was largely personal. As a Christian, my 

identity is based on being a child of God. Inherent in this is seeking to live a Christ-like 

life focused on loving God and others. Biblical guidance to, for example, ñact justly,ò 

ñlove mercy,ò and ñwalk humblyò (Micah 6:8); pursue justice and ñdefend the 
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oppressedò (Isaiah 1:17); and ñlook after orphans and widowsò (James 1:27; citations 

from New International Version, http://www.biblegateway.com/) have served as a 

personal call to me to social justice through faith in action. 

My educational, professional, and personal experiences have further catalyzed my 

interest and shaped my perspective on both the topic and the context. As an 

organizational development/change management practitioner, I have focused much of my 

career on helping organizations undergo transformation and helping leaders, teams, and 

organizations become more effective. As a liberal studies major with a concentration in 

social sciences (especially psychology and anthropology), I have always been fascinated 

by how ñpeople are wired,ò culture is formed, and social relations transpire. I have thus 

striven to hold in dynamic tension a drive for ñefficiency,ò ñeffectiveness,ò and ñscaleò 

based on my MBA and consulting background, and yet the need to appreciate the human 

and relational factors of transformation. I have also felt a personal connection to and 

interest in the issue of sex trafficking, largely based on my participation in a mission trip 

to Cambodia in 2007 on sex trafficking.  

My legalistic upbringing, coupled with the disciplines of an MBA and consulting 

career, predisposed me to a positivist worldview. However, having experienced a 

doctrinal split, working abroad, and coaching organizations, I have come to embrace a 

much more interpretivist worldview (Burrell & Morgan, 1979), consistent with the design 

of this study.  

Thus, I came to this study as one who viewed social justice as part of her own 

calling; as a consultant anxious to equip others in realizing their potential and making an 

http://biblehub.com/isaiah/1-17.htm
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impact; and as someone who believes in a single truth spiritually, but appreciates multiple 

perspectives of reality socially.  

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions 

 The study presented only the normal risks associated with interviews, such as 

psychological or emotional risks related to discussing the topic. While the issue of sex 

trafficking and combating it are sensitive, no interviews with minors were conducted. All 

participants were provided a study information sheet. To protect confidentiality, no 

signatures were required and implied consent was assumed. Additionally, general job 

roles were used in place of real names. The focus group and interview protocols also 

reminded participants that participation was voluntary and could be discontinued at any 

time. The confidentiality form used for the transcriptionist, peer reviewers, and editor is 

included in Appendix P. 
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CHAPTER 4: 

CASE OVERVIEW AND IN TRODUCTION TO ACTION S 

This chapter opens with a high-level overview of sex trafficking and relevant 

antiïsex trafficking efforts leading up to and during the time of this case study as broader 

context for the case (and potential external interactions). It then provides an overview of 

TAT, including a discussion of its founding, the development and expansion of its 

programs, and its successes and challenges. The third section reviews the case themes 

and general findings, and the fourth section places TATôs story in the context of the 

growth of the antiïsex trafficking structure during TATôs first 6 years. This then sets the 

stage for identifying the ñgame-changing eventsò (as discussed in chapters 1 and 3) in 

which TAT and its stakeholders were perceived to have created structural shifts. In that 

final section, the studyôs three actions of focus are introduced, together with their 

rationale for selection and how the subsequent action finding chapters are structured. 

Sex Trafficking and Antitrafficking  Background 

This section does not seek to provide a comprehensive picture of the 

antitrafficking structure from 2009 to 2014, the period of this study. Rather, it seeks to 

paint broad strokes on legislation and law enforcement training, key relevant background 

factors for the studyôs actions of focus. For this topic, there were a few key sources. First, 

the U.S. Department of State produces a Trafficking in Persons (TIP) Report annually, 

providing an update on the status of human trafficking and antitrafficking efforts 

globally, including ñcountry narratives,ò one of which is for the United States. These 

reports are accessible on its website, where the Department of State claims they are ñthe 
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worldôs most comprehensive resource of governmental anti-human trafficking efforts.ò1 

Similarly, another useful source is Polaris, a leading antitrafficking nonprofit 

organization that provides client services, advocates for antitrafficking policy, and 

provides training and consultation.  

Table 4.1 provides a year-by-year summary of major legislation and legislative 

advocacy efforts during this period. As introduced in chapter 1, the primary federal 

legislation regarding human trafficking is the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 

(reauthorized in 2003, 2005, 2008, and 2013). As detailed in the table, by 2009, 44 states 

had some antitrafficking statutes in place, as did all 50 states and the District of Columbia 

by 2013. According to Polaris (n.d.-c), several groups, including the Department of 

Justice (DOJ) and Polaris, produced model laws for states, likely equipping this 

legislative movement (p. 2).  

Implementation of the law is another thing. According to the 2010 TIP Report, 

during its reporting period, there were 42 states with antitrafficking statutes. However, 

ñsuch statutes are only gradually coming into use; during the reporting period, two states 

obtained their first convictions under antitrafficking statutes passed in 2003 and 2007ò 

(U.S. Department of State, 2010, p. 339). This finding reflects the point raised in the 

literature review of the challenges in implementing legislation. Meanwhile, 

implementation seemed to have picked up during the period of this study. The 2014 TIP 

Report noted that media reports signaled a rise in cases prosecuted at the state level, with 

more than 100 cases during the reporting period (U.S. Department of State, 2014, p. 399). 

                                                 
1 TIP Reports are released annually in June. According to the 2014 TIP Report, the reporting 

period was April 1, 2013, through March 31, 2014. For the U.S. government, most statistics 

reported are for the previous fiscal year. Thus, for broad discussion purposes here, data and 

activities are attributed to the year prior to the respective reportôs publication date. 
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Table 4.1 

Representative Legislation Developments from 2009 to 2014 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

DOJ anti- 

trafficking 

task forcesa 

¶ Funded 38 task 

forces 

¶ Funded 39 task 

forces 

¶ Funded 3 model 

task forces for 

enhanced 

collaboration  

¶ Announced 

conception of 

ACTeams with 

DHS and DOL 

¶ Funded 40 task forces 

(including 6 Enhanced 

Collaboration Model Task 

Forces); as funds expired, 

there were 29 by FY 2011 

end 

¶ Stood up 6 ACTeams 

¶ Funded 26 task forces; 

as funds expired, there 

were 16 by FY 2012 

end (including 13 

Enhanced 

Collaborative Model 

Task Forces)  

¶ At least 85 of 93 

USAOs created or 

participated in a task 

force  

¶ Funded 16 task forces 

¶ Continued supporting 

6 pilot ACTeams 

¶ All 94 USAOsb 

created or participated 

in a task force 

Not available 

States with  

antitrafficking 

legislationc,d 

¶ By 2009, 44 states 

with first 

antitrafficking 

criminal statute 

¶ 47 states  ¶ 49 states  ¶ 50 states  ¶ 51 states   

State report cards 

Polarisô state 

ratings  

on human 

trafficking 

lawsd,e 

¶ Prior to 2009: In 

2007, Polaris began 

tracking state 

legislative progress  

¶ 17 states in the top 

two categories 

¶ 12 states had 0-2 

antitrafficking 

statutes, dubbed 

ñThe Dirty Dozenò 

¶ Started releasing its 

yearly state ratings on 

human trafficking laws in 

the current form 

¶ 11 states rated Tier 1 

 

¶ 21 states rated Tier 1 

¶ 17 states improved 

their rating over the 

previous year  

¶ 4 states achieved ñmost 
improvedò 

¶ 32 states rated Tier 1 

¶ 2 states met criteria in 

all 10 rating 

categories 

¶ 4 states achieved 

ñmost improvedò 

¶ 39 states rated Tier 1 

¶ 3 states met criteria in all 

rating categories 

¶ 5 states achieved ñmost 
improvedò 

¶ Announced no more ratings 

Shared Hope 

Internationalôs 

Protected 

Innocence 

Challenged,f 

  Launched first state reports  

¶ 0 states scored A 

¶ 4 states scored B 

¶ 6 states scored C 

¶ 15 states scored D 

¶ 26 states scored F 

15 states raised their 

grade 

¶ 0 states scored A 

¶ 7 states scored B 

¶ 9 states scored C 

¶ 17 states scored D 

¶ 18 states scored F 

29 states raised their 

grade, 8 of which 

increased by two levels 

¶ 3 states scored A 

¶ 11 states scored B 

¶ 17 states scored C 

¶ 14 states scored D 

¶ 6 states scored F 

8 states raised their grade, 3 

of which increased by two 

levels 

¶ 3 states scored A 

¶ 17 states scored B 

¶ 14 states scored C 

¶ 13 states scored D 

¶ 4 states scored F 

Note. ACTeams indicates Antitrafficking Coordination Teams; DHS, U.S. Department of Homeland Security; DOJ, U.S. Department of Justice; DOL, U.S. Department of Labor; USAO, 

U.S. Attorneyôs Office.  
aData from TIP Reports (U.S. Department of State, 2010, p. 340; 2011, p. 373; 2012, p. 361; 2013, p. 383; 2014, p. 399). The 2015 report providing 2014 data is not available.  
bThe report for 2013 identified 93 offices, while that of 2014 identified 94.  

cAnalysis of p. 2 in Polarisô (n.d.-c) ñA Look Back: Building a Human Trafficking Legal Frameworkò.  
dDistrict of Columbia is included with states.  
eAnnual State Ratings on Human Trafficking Laws from Polaris (n.d.-a).  
fAnnual Protected Innocence Challenge reports from Shared Hope International (n.d.).  
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Arguably one factor that put pressure on state legislation was the state ratings of 

both Polaris and Shared Hope International, antitrafficking nonprofits. According to its 

website, while Polaris began tracking statesô antitrafficking legislation in 2007, it rated 

states using a consistent methodology from 2011 to 2014. The number of states in the top 

tier rose from 11 in 2011 to 39 in 2014, at which point the organization announced that it 

would no longer provide ratings. Meanwhile, Shared Hope International began grading 

state laws in 2011 on categories specifically targeted at addressing domestic minor sex 

trafficking. According to its 2011 annual report, these ratings were launched in parallel to 

an event of the National Association of Attorney Generals and were intended to support 

improvements in legislation. According to Polaris (n.d.-c), in the same year, the National 

Association of Attorney Generals established a trafficking initiative for increasing public 

awareness and accountability of offenders (p. 2). Thus, interest by and pressure on 

attorney generals seemed to have mounted especially around 2011. 

As detailed in Table 4.1, the DOJ funded and/or partnered with several 

antitrafficking coordination efforts across local, state, and federal levels. The primary 

effort has been funding antitrafficking task forces. According to the 2010 TIP Report, 

these included law enforcement (e.g., investigators and prosecutors) at all levels of 

government; labor enforcement; and a nongovernmental organization that provides 

victim services. The task forcesô goals included ñcase coordination as well as law 

enforcement training in the geographic area to identify, investigate, and prosecute cases 

through a victim-centered approachò (U.S. Department of State, 2010, p. 340). The same 

report indicated that ñin 2009, DOJ undertook a review of the task forcesô results and 

considered how to better support them including enhanced training, restructuring, and 
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consolidationò (p. 340). As seen in Table 4.1, while the number of funded task forces 

grew in the first few years of this period, they tapered off as funds expired. However, 

model collaboration task forces and coordination teams were innovated during this 

period, perhaps evidence of the intent to work more efficiently and effectively. 

Additionally, in 2012, U.S. attorneyô offices, through which the DOJ conducts human 

trafficking prosecution, were required to create or join in a task force (U.S. Department 

of State, 2014, p. 399). 

Law enforcement training, both its progress and the need for it, was a key theme 

through the TIP Report profiles on the United States throughout this period. While the 

reports published in 2010 (U.S. Department of State, 2010, p. 340) and 2011 (p. 374) 

indicated the government had ñconsiderableò training efforts in law enforcement, the 

reports for 2012 (p. 362) and 2013 (p. 383) indicated an ñincreaseò and the report for 

2014 (p. 399) indicated ñcontinued efforts.ò Overall, there seemed to be an increase in 

law enforcement training efforts, and both the number of organizations providing training 

and the audiences receiving the training seemed to have continued to expand. Those who 

provided training included, for example, DOJ task forces; DOJ and its Bureau of Justice 

Assistance; the Federal Bureau of Investigation; the Department of Homeland Security 

and some of its components such as the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement and 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection; the Department of Defense; the Department of 

Labor; and the Department of Transportation (DOT). Training recipients during this 

period included, for example, DOJ task forces; targeted law enforcement across local, 

state, and federal levels; prosecutors across all levels of government; providers of victims 

services; state judges; employees and police of the national railroad; and others. Yet, 



 

128 

there were repeated references that indicated the need for more training based on 

continued challenges in identification of victims, the complexity of the law, and other 

issues. For example, according to the 2011 report: 

State and local law enforcement, in some jurisdictions, was hampered by a lack of 

mandates, protocols, and training to identify and respond to child trafficking 

victims. The challenge of incorporating modern anti-trafficking concepts into 

these existing institutions has resulted in misidentification and referrals to juvenile 

justice or immigration systems rather than protective services. (p. 375) 

Still in the 2014 TIP Report, NGOs were cited for having concerns that some government 

representatives ñdid not consistently take a victim-centered approachò and did not fully 

understand the legal complexities of trafficking (U.S. Department of State, 2014, p. 401). 

In summary, the period of time corresponding with TATôs first 6 years featured a 

growing normative antitrafficking external structure. Both the number of states with 

antitrafficking legislation and the quality of laws to combat antitrafficking increased each 

year under the pressure of strong advocacy. And while slow to start, it appeared that state 

prosecutions were increasing, likely a product of the increased attention of state attorney 

generals and increasing law enforcement training. Yet, despite the effort applied to train 

law enforcement, NGOs continued to raise concerns about government officials, and 

especially those within law enforcement, having limited understanding of trafficking, 

how to identify victims, and how to interpret and apply the new legislation. This 

background is relevant for understanding TATôs own efforts, especially as it evolved to 

bridge the gap between trucking and law enforcement to close loopholes to traffickers. 
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Case Overview: TATôs Story 

Founding 

TAT was founded in March 2009 as an initiative of Chapter 61 Ministries, a 

family-run ministry. The mother of the social entrepreneur (SE) sent her a copy of the 

book Not for Sale and told her that they needed to join the fight against human 

trafficking. The SE said, ñI was so outraged that I only made it to about chapter 3 and 

turned to the back of the book, and it said raising awareness was one of the things you 

could do to combat trafficking.ò After finishing the book, she was moved to partner with 

others to host a conference in 2008, at which they explored local, national, and 

international perspectives and included a law enforcement panel and breakout workshops. 

During one of the workshops, a leader mentioned training gasoline station employees. 

According to the SE, this planted a seed for the SEôs mother, leading her to the idea that 

ñinstead of approaching gas station employees, why arenôt we approaching the trucking 

industry to combat human trafficking?ò The SE continued, ñAnd that was the beginning 

of TAT. That was the gem of the idea.ò The deputy director of TAT later expounded: 

And, we just felt that between that and the FBIôs Innocence Lost raids, and that 

trafficking was occurring at truck stops, we felt that the trucking industry would 

play a critical role in helping to end it. The thought process was: Weôre not 

targeting the one thatôs buying; weôre targeting the nine trucks she had to pass to 

get to that one that was buying. That if you educate them, raise their awareness, 

help them to see it for what it is, that those nine will be the army that we need to 

combat that one, and those nine will help. So, thatôs how that was born. 

This view is reflected in TATôs mission. According to the SE, the mission has 

always been to ñeducate, equip, empower, and mobilize the trucking industry to combat 

domestic sex trafficking as part of their regular jobs.ò (This last phrase, ñas part of their 
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regular jobsò did not appear in TATôs printed mission statement, but represented a unique 

core philosophy and strategy that is illustrated throughout this case.) Meanwhile, no one 

in the family had a background in trucking or an association with truck drivers. 

Key Programs 

TATôs primary target was and continues to be truck drivers. It seeks to mobilize 

the trucking industry and find ways to reach the over 3 million truck drivers (American 

Trucking Associations, n.d.) in America so that they will recognize signs of potential 

human trafficking and report any suspected incidents to the national hotline. In so doing, 

they become ñtruckers against trafficking.ò An initial mechanism for reaching them was 

through trucking companies, which can implement TAT training, and state trucking 

associations, which can influence their trucking company members. However, through its 

first 6 years of development, TAT and its stakeholders have innovated activity areas and 

ñmodelò programs that have expanded TATôs initial conceptions into new ñpathwaysò for 

mobilizing the trucking industry. Core TAT program areas are briefly introduced in Table 

4.2 as context for the discussion of TATôs development thereafter. 
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Table 4.2 

Core TAT Program Areas 

Area Description 

TAT  

training 

Flagship TAT program featuring a DVD that provides an overview of 

human trafficking and how members from the trucking and travel plaza 

industry can combat it, as well as wallet cards that inform drivers of how to 

report a potential incident. 

Carrier best 

practices 

List of antitrafficking practices of a Fortune 500 transportation and logistics 

company as the ñgold standardò for how carriers can combat sex trafficking 

within the transportation industry. Includes, for example, tailored training 

for all employees, outreach to suppliers and carrier partners, and general 

advocacy across the industry. 

Coalition  

builds 

Events conducted within a city/state and designed to foster local coalitions 

between trucking and law enforcement to combat trafficking to close 

loopholes to traffickers. Events feature human trafficking training, dialogue, 

and networking and include all levels of law enforcement, carriers, general 

managers of truck stops, and antitrafficking organizations. 

State DOT  

model 

A model, or list of practices, for how state DOTs can leverage state troopers 

and other law enforcement divisions with entry points into the trucking 

industry to combat trafficking. Includes, for example, training law 

enforcement; looking for trafficking in commercial vehicle inspections; 

distributing TAT materials at rest stops, weigh stations, and in commercial 

driver licensing; and providing training in safety meetings with companies. 

Shipping  

partners  

program 

A program and brochure that encourages companies that buy shipping 

services to leverage their purchasing power and the corporate social 

responsibility movement to provide TAT training to their own fleets; 

influence shipping partners to do the same; and hire TAT-trained companies. 

Freedom  

driver  

project 

A first-of-its-kind 48-foot mobile exhibit designed to educate audiences on 

what domestic sex trafficking is; factors that lead to exploitation; how 

members of the trucking industry are combating it; and how to engage in the 

issue. Features parts of the TAT video and artifacts from real trafficking 

cases. 

CB radio  

donations 

Provision of CBs, with the support of a CB radio manufacturer, to law 

enforcement to support surveillance and investigations. 

Intelligence 

and  

investigations 

Partnerships with law enforcement to relay tips and/or support 

investigations. 

Truck stop  

training tips  

brochure 

A brochure featuring TATôs training tips to truck stops managers and 

employees on how to identify and respond if they suspect trafficking on their 

premises. 

Note. Taken and/or adapted from TAT documents and interview data. DOT indicates 

Department of Transportation; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Development 

Table 4.3 provides a year-by-year synthesis of TATôs development of key 

programs, together with game-changing events and the three actions of focus for the 

study as discussed through narrative and stakeholder quotes below. This provides an at-a-

glance view of TATôs development and a visualization of the interconnectedness of 

various elements. 

2009. TATôs first year was largely focused on developing its first communication 

materials and relationships within the industry. Its key target was to get drivers to report 

potential trafficking instances. TATôs primary strategies were to reach drivers personally 

through conferences and social media as well as institutionally via influencing carriers to 

conduct training and influencing associations to encourage carriers to provide training.  

Led primarily by the SEôs mother, who already had a full-time job, TAT printed 

30,000 wallet cards for $1,000, which was donated by a Sunday school class. The cards, 

now one of TATôs signature tools, are designed for individuals in the industry, especially 

drivers, to inform them of trafficking and how to spot and report it to a national hotline. 

A trucker developed a website for TAT, and it began its foray into social media via 

Facebook. The SEôs mother also began writing associations. 

TAT attended an industry conference in the fall where the SE trained her first 

individual, who later became the chairman of the board. It was at this conference that the 

SE grew to appreciate the implications of the scale of the trucking industry. She said, ñIt 

just clicked for me, and once I started to realize how vast the industry was, how we 

needed to create materials that could go where we could not go, cause itôs physically 

impossible to reach them.ò Out of this the idea for a training DVD was born.  
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Table 4.3 

Truckers Against Traffickingôs Development, Game-Changing Events, and Actions of Focus 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Highlights ¶ TAT started as an 

ministryôs initiative 

¶ Developed materials and 

relationships 

¶ Developed 

relationships with 

federal law 

enforcement  

¶ Filmed DVD with 

media partner  

¶ Launched DVD  

¶ Formed a 501(c)(3), 

gaining credibility and 

access to resources 

¶ Secured first two truck 

stop partners 

¶ Conducted first coalition build  

¶ Began to partner with local law 

enforcement on tips 

¶ Secured T&L Co. as best practice 

for carriers 

¶ Launched and promoted state DOT 

model  

¶ Pitched and conducted more 

coalition builds 

¶ Secured shipping partner 

¶ Revised coalition build model  

¶ Created state trucking assoc. example 

¶ Launched the FDP  

¶ Established foundation for future 

shipping partners program 

¶ Created truck stop brochure  

Expanding  

ñpathwaysò  

or strategies 

(Evolutionary) 

Č Target: Driver to make the call 

Č Strategy: Reach driver through social media, tradeshows, company training, and assoc. 

advocacy 

Previous plus: 

Č Target: Trucking and law 

enforcement to close loopholes to 

traffickers 

Č Strategy: Build local coalitions 

through cohosting events 

Č Target: Carriers as advocates 

Č Strategy: Carrier best practices  

Previous plus: 

Č Target: Law enforcement to train 

staff, change norms, reach drivers 

and trucking companies 

Č Strategy: State DOT model as ways 

for state law enforcement to engage 

Previous plus: 

Č Target: Shippers to train fleets and 

influence carriers 

Č Strategy: Shipping partners program 

Č Target: General public to engage 

Č Strategy: Make issue real and motivate 

engagement through FDP 

Organizational  

form and 

leadership 

¶ Began as an initiative of 

Chapter 61 Ministries  

¶ Board composed of 

family, none with 

trucking experience 

 ¶ ~Became 501(c)(3)  

¶ ~Secured initial funding 

and brought on full-time 

executive director  

¶ Created new board, with 

trucking experience 

 ¶ Introduced new TAT goals to be 

inclusive of broadening programs 

¶ T&L Exec. joined board  

¶ TAT brought on a volunteer 

coordinator  

¶ Manuf. leader joined board  

¶ Deputy director and administrative 

specialist came on full time  

Training  

and 

communications 

¶ ~Launched social 

media  

¶ Printed 30k wallet cards 

for $1k  

¶ Filmed training video  

¶ Created first brochure  

¶ Created victim-

centered poster 

¶ ~Updated materials for 

consistent messaging 

¶ ~Released training DVD  

¶ ~Started receiving and 

using hotlineôs reports 

¶ Changed poster from victim to 

trucker-centered with ñEveryday 

Heroes Neededò headline 

¶ A trucking association created the 

certified Trucker Against 

Trafficking online test and 

designation 

¶ Created truck stop training brochure  

 

Carrier  

best  

practices 

   ¶ + SE met T&L Exec.; he later 

decided to champion  

¶ T&L Co. rolled out awareness and 

training program and advocated  

¶ TAT packaged their example as 

ñcarrier best practicesò 

¶ T&L Co. became TAT financial 

sponsor 

¶ T&L Co. continued active and direct 

advocacy to companies and assoc. 

¶ T&L Co. remained a financial sponsor 

¶ T&L Exec. continued to advocate 

Shipping  

partners  

program 

    ¶ Based on T&L Exec introduction, a 

large manuf. trained its sales team 

and became 3-year sponsor  

¶ Manuf. trained fleet, reached carriers 

¶ TAT created brochure for shipping 

partners program to launch in 2015 

FDP   ¶ Media partner planted idea  ¶ T&L Exec. helped secure sponsors ¶ ~FDP launched 

Coalition  

builds 

   ¶ Held first coalition build 

¶ TAT created coalition build as a 

ñmodelò 

¶ Senior leader in federal law 

enforcement promoted  

¶ Coalition build events continued 

¶ TAT cross-promoted TAT materials 

and CBs in coalition builds 

¶ +A coalition build led TAT to change 

the protocols and ~ create new model 

for trucking assoc. partnership 

¶ Coalition builds continued 

State  

DOT  

model 

    ¶ + TAT joined in brainstorming 

call leading to state DOT model 

¶ TAT/state cocreated and promoted  

¶ By end of 2014, 11 states were adopting 

the model in part or whole 

Intelligence and 

investigations 

   ¶ Began to support law enforcement 

on tips/investigations  

¶ TAT met CB manuf. via T&L Exec. 

¶ TAT received first shipment of CBs 

¶ Began giving CBs to law 

enforcement 

¶ Continued to offer CBs  

¶ Requests for cooperation on 

investigations picking up 

Key partners   ¶ ~Secured first national 

travel plaza chain partners 

¶ ~Secured largest national assoc. as 

partner and other associations 

 ¶ ~Had total of 31 state trucking assoc. 

partners 

Note. ~ indicates game-changing action; +, Action of focus for the study; assoc., association(s); exec., executive; FDP, Freedom Drivers Project; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; 

manuf., manufacturer; T&L, transportation and logistics. 
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2010. In 2010, key areas of focus were cultivating relationships with federal law 

enforcement and TATôs new media partner and filming the training DVD at a trucking 

show. The video provides a compelling introduction to domestic sex trafficking to help 

dispel myths, raise awareness of where and how it occurs, demonstrate the power of 

drivers making a simple phone call if they suspect something, and inspiring action. 

Undercover footage, as well as a 911 recording and interviews from a federal agent, an 

assistant criminal district attorney, individuals in the trucking industry, and the SE, help 

to drive home that trafficking is happening along American highways. A survivor called 

Shari shares how she and her cousin were kidnapped and trafficked for commercial sex, 

and that as a result of a truckerôs call, she has a chance at life. The video also explains 

that the same call that led to the recovery of Shari and her cousin also led to the recovery 

of seven other minors, convictions of 31 offenders, and closure of a 13-state prostitution 

ring. According to TATôs media partner, the video was designed to authenticate the issue 

of trafficking, tell real stories, and evoke empathy, without sensationalizing.  

2011. 2011 was a significant turning point for TAT. It released its training DVD 

at an industry trade show, together with a press conference to introduce the driver leading 

to Shariôs rescue. This was seen as one of its first innovative tools by overcoming the 

scale of the trucking industry and bringing compelling evidence directly to the drivers. As 

the SE described,  

That DVD was huge in terms of helping people because it had undercover footage 

and all sorts of things like that to understand the issue. And, it was able to go in so 

many more places that we could not go. 

TAT also secured its first partnership with a national travel plaza, which not only 

trained its employees but also became a point of distribution to drivers. While 
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conversations had been taking place for a while, the SE indicated that the turning point 

for solidifying a partnership occurred when the executives saw the training DVD. The SE 

described the impact: 

They really stepped up at a time when we needed a huge company to say, ñYeah, 

weôre gonna do this.ò And the fact that theyôre a truck stop. The fact that they 

were proactive about it. The fact that they werenôt running away and saying, 

ñWell, what are people gonna think?ò And, they didnôt let any of that hinder 

them. That was huge. . . . Because they were on board, I know some of the other 

chains started looking at us. 

Indeed, the involvement of the national travel plaza did create a ripple effect. A 

second truck stop company became a partner in the same year, and TATôs legitimacy and 

industry reach grew significantly. The SE said: 

That was extremely catalytic in terms of taking us basically from a ñhey, kind of 

on the peripheryò to ñwe have some serious partners now in the trucking 

industry.ò And once you get one or two major names, and these guys, most of 

them know each other, they go to industry events, they talk. And thatôs exactly 

what started to happen. And so, yeah, thatôs really how TAT got its initial start 

and made those initial forays into the industry. 

In the midst of all this, TAT moved from being an initiative of a religious ministry 

to become a 501(c)(3), which launched a new phase for TAT and broke open new 

opportunities for partnership and financing. Being a religious organization was a 

constraint on some of TATôs prospective partners, some of whom literally could not 

partner due to their bylaws. Likewise, the SE came on full-time as the executive director, 

which enabled the dedicated focus the previously volunteer effort required to nurture and 

bring to fruition substantial partnerships and development of programs. In addition, a new 

board with trucking industry expertise was put in place. 

Another highlight this year was creating a consistent communications messaging 

and look and feel, including an updated website that better matched TATôs mission and 
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sector focus. Communications products were subsequently branded with a new TAT logo 

and no longer featured the Chapter 61 Ministries logo, something that had been confusing 

in the past. The wallet cards and brochure started featuring the tagline, ñMake the call, 

save lives.ò 

In its 2011 annual report, the hotline featured a spotlight on trucking (as it did the 

year before), but this year it highlighted TAT for its outreach efforts. Around this same 

time, the organization also offered to share its reports with TAT. This represented both a 

symbol of its support and a way for TAT to use evidence to demonstrate its impact and 

garner more support. 

2012. With this newfound credibility and resources, 2012 was marked by the 

creation of two ñmodelsò that expanded the pathways for reaching truckers and engaging 

the industry and broke open a new pathway to collaborate with law enforcement. The SE 

met an executive of a Fortune 500 transportation and logistics company (T&L Executive) 

at a conference. Upon review of the TAT materials, personal reflection, and further 

exchange with TAT, he decided to seek his executive leadership teamôs approval to train 

the companyôs drivers. (As one of the studyôs actions of focus, this is discussed in great 

detail in chapter 5.) The team expanded on his proposal and decided to train the entire 

company. After successful rollout, the company and the executive began advocating 

actively to the trucking industry, including personal appeals to state trucking associations, 

suppliers, and carrier partners. TAT worked with them to document and market their 

efforts as ñcarrier best practices,ò to set a standard for the industry, marking TATôs first 

ñmodel.ò Importantly, according to the SE, these best practices reached far beyond 

TATôs original ñaskò that carriers train their drivers and illustrate the power of equipping 
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the trucking industry and unleashing its membersô imaginations to own the issue for 

themselves. As the SE described: 

One of the most significant things about this is here we have, at a carrier level, a 

true partnership. . . . We certainly were creating a pathway, we were creating a 

way for them to become involved, but they were expanding that pathway and they 

were using their own imagination to create more ways for the information and for 

the movement really to spread. 

Carrier best practices thus also represented new ways for companies to engage in 

the issue and a new set of TAT expectations of the industry. This companyôs advocacy 

bolstered TATôs legitimacy and likely contributed to a chain reaction, with the largest 

national trucking association and other major associations becoming TAT partners.  

Also this year, TAT created its ñcoalition buildò model for events designed to 

foster local coalitions between law enforcement and trucking to close loopholes on 

traffickers. This new strategy emerged because two antitrafficking deputies wanted to 

meet with local truck stop general managers to introduce themselves, provide some 

training, and have some dialogue. They asked a local NGO to help coordinate it, and the 

NGO then reached to TAT to provide training. The SE described, ñI went and helped run 

it and helped set it up. And, I felt like, óThis is good.ô So, Iôm like, óWe need to do this 

again.ôò She later expounded, ñI just recognized that it was a good idea, and I put some 

structure to it and then just started pitching it all over the place. And people really like it.ò 

Through the years, the coalition build model has continued to grow and expand. Perhaps 

as significantly, the SE said: 

The coalition builds really are what first helped me to start dreaming about the 

potential with law enforcement. . . . We started about training the trucking 

industry. It was not about training law enforcement. I mean, we recognized there 

was a gap there, but it was like, ñWhat are the opportunities?ò 
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So again, TAT recognized something innovative through its stakeholdersô work, 

developed some structure, and proceeded to market it.  

It was this year, too, that TAT began its initial cooperation with law enforcement 

to provide intelligence or tips and support investigations through introductions to 

trucking companies that could provide vehicles or drivers. Also, TATôs poster shifted 

from being ñvictim-centeredò to being ñdriver-centric.ò With the headline of ñEveryday 

Heroes Needed,ò the poster featured an image of truck and driver and the line of 

ñtruckers are the eyes and ears of our nationôs highways.ò 

In 2012, TAT approximately tripled its Facebook followers, doubled its Twitter 

followers, and increased its website visits by 50%. The 2012 TIP Report featured the 

Everyday Heroes poster (U.S. Department of State, 2012). TAT was invited to work with 

the U.S. DOTôs Transportation Leaders Against Human Trafficking partnership. And, 

TATôs approach was beginning to become an international model. According to TATôs 

annual report, the training DVD was used in 22 European countries, and two countries 

created their own programs, modeled after TATôs. 

2013. Arguably, one of the biggest highlights of 2013 was the creation of TATôs 

third ñmodel,ò the state DOT model. A representative from a state attorney generalôs 

office, who had met the SE at a local conference, asked her to join a conference call to 

brainstorm with representatives from his stateôs DOT and Motor Vehicle Enforcement on 

potential ways to partner. (As an action of focus, the state DOT model is detailed further 

in chapter 6.) In brief, the leader of the motor vehicle law enforcement became an instant 

TAT champion, not only rolling out TAT training to MVE employees, but also making 

material available at rest stops and weigh stations and including it in safety compliance 
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meetings with the trucking industry. This demonstrated the power of direct partnership 

with law enforcement and represented not only a new distribution method to reach 

drivers, but also a way to change law enforcement norms for public interaction, 

inspections, investigations, and other interactions with the trucking industry. TAT again 

recognized the power of this innovation and worked with the leader of motor vehicle law 

enforcement to create the state DOT model. Together, they have continued to promote 

this model among national law enforcement, leading to a total of 10 other states having 

adopted it in part or in whole by the end of 2014, and shifting a large portion of TATôs 

focus to partnering with law enforcement.  

Meanwhile, the use of coalition builds began to expand. Not unlike the previous 

significant developments, a key catalyst for the coalitions was when a leader in federal 

law enforcement emailed his organization promoting the coalition builds, leading to a 

few more. TAT began using them as a forum to promote other tools and models. In 2013, 

TAT began providing CB radios to law enforcement to support their investigations. This 

was made possible by the donation from a CB manufacturer, via an introduction from the 

T&L Executive in 2012.  

The T&L Executive became a board member in 2013, and his ongoing advocacy 

continued to bring new opportunities. Through his introduction, a large manufacturer 

trained its sales staff in 2013 and committed to a multiple-year financial sponsorship of 

TAT. These were the initial seeds of advocacy and innovation that began to come to 

fruition in 2014. Also through the T&L Executiveôs advocacy, TAT secured corporate 

sponsorship for its Freedom Drivers Project (FDP), an idea planted in 2011 by the media 

partner. The FDP is a 48-foot-long show trailer described by one of its information panels 
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as ña first-of-its-kind mobile exhibit designed to educate participants about the realities of 

domestic sex trafficking, and how the trucking industry is driving change in this area.ò 

According to TATôs annual report, it was recognized twice on the congressional 

floor. It was also recognized by the Projection Project as one of the ñ100 Best Practices in 

Combating Trafficking in Persons,ò featured on the United Nations Global Initiative to 

Fight Human Trafficking site. In its newsletter, TAT gave credit for its accomplishments 

to the trucking industry itself. 

2014. In 2014, the coalition build model was updated, the FDP was launched, and 

the foundation for the future shipping partners program was established. As described in 

detail in chapter 7, as the third action of focus, TAT approached one of its existing 

partners, a state attorney generalôs office, to hold a coalition build event. It was at this 

event that the coalition model ñclickedò for the SE. She recognized the power of 

partnership between the state trucking association and attorney generalôs office and took 

up the state trucking association executiveôs recommendation to ensure carriers attended 

in the future. As a result, TAT updated its coalition build model to put more protocol in 

place, including a prerequisite that the state trucking association be a partner prior to 

conducting a coalition build and that carriers attend. Thus, the current coalition build 

model now features cohosts of the state attorney generalôs office and trucking 

association, and attendees include an NGO; a survivor; local, state, and federal law 

enforcement; a representative from the national hotline; general managers of truck stops; 

and representatives of trucking companies. TAT also recognized the state trucking 

associationôs subsequent outreach efforts as another new model or ñexampleò for the 

industry.  
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TAT continued to copromote the state DOT model and donations of CBs to law 

enforcement through the coalition builds, expanding their use. And, the SE noticed that 

requests from law enforcement for cooperation on investigations started picking up in this 

general timeframe, which she attributed potentially to increased awareness and vetting of 

TAT as well as the implementation of the state DOT model.  

The large manufacturer who had previously trained its sales team, at TATôs 

request, went on to train its private fleet and started advocating among carrier partners. 

Inspired by its example and the potential of targeting shippers to influence carriers, TAT 

created its shipping partners brochure to ask shippers to train their fleets, encourage their 

partner carriers to do the same, and hire TAT-trained companies. Again, this action 

demonstrates an expanding pathway for influencing companies and drivers and an 

industry-prompted innovation. As the SE described: 

We hadnôt also even considered the manufacturers and approaching them with the 

information, and so when this company took the initiative to do that, hereôs a 

whole other entry point, right. That just changed our structure and our plans in 

terms of, okay, hereôs a whole bunch of other companies to approach with this 

information when and where we can. 

While the program was coming together by the close of 2014 and was poised to launch in 

2015, it appeared to be a promising new pathway. 

The FDP project was launched at a trucking conference. Among other events, it 

was used at a major antitrafficking conference including congressional representation. 

The SE identified the FDP as a future game-changer with likely opportunities for display 

at national sporting events or other events with large gatherings. 

According to TATôs 2014 annual report, 17 state trucking associations became 

TAT partners that year, for a total of 31. As reported by the hotline to TAT, there were 
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272 calls from self-identified truck drivers in 2014. And according to the TATôs 2014 

annual report, since the national hotline started in late 2007, 1,000 calls had been taken 

from those who identified themselves as truckers. Further evidence of TATôs established 

credibility included its providing antitrafficking training to leaders from 12 countries as 

part of a partnership with another organization in support of a Department of State 

program.  

Expanded Pathways 

As introduced in Table 4.3 and discussed above, together, TAT and its 

stakeholders created new pathways or mechanisms to reach drivers and ways for more of 

the industry to engage. As the SE said, ñBut usually, what we are trying to do is just 

completely surround trucking on every side.ò This evolution is illustrated in Figure 4.1.  

The following quote from the T&L Executive encapsulates this evolution: 

I think thatôs probably the biggest evolution Iôve seen is the expansion of the 

terminology around truckers. Itôs really the transportation community, and weôre 

using the truckers because theyôre the ones that are most exposed to it. But, we all 

play a role in being able to build an environment where they can conduct their 

work and perform their jobs safely and can play a role in helping us, you know, 

drive the image of the industry and just do whatôs right, and thatôs as simple as it 

gets. . . . So, I think itôs that evolution away from truckers as a name for the 

organization, including the entire industry from top to bottom, beginning to end of 

everyone that touches that entire supply chain, if you will. 

 

Successes and Challenges 

Many of the successes identified by the key informants were also major programs, 

milestones, and/or game-changing events; thus, they are only briefly introduced here. 

Partnerships and the increased credibility that they brought were one area. As the deputy 

director of TAT said:  
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Figure 4.1. Expanding pathways via TAT programs. AGO indicates attorney generalôs office; CDL, commercial drivers licensing. 
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Big, big trucking companies . . . have come on board as well as some of the big 

truck stop and travel plaza chains, the national chains. . . . I also think the federal 

agencies and the state trucking associations that have made a commitment to 

saying, ñWe want to implement this with our member companies. We want to 

show that we are committed to the fight against human trafficking.ò I mean, thatôs 

huge, to have the buy-in. 

In a parallel and virtuous circle to partnerships was the continued expansion of 

TATôs board to increasingly include members of the trucking and law enforcement 

sectors with substantial influence. As the SE described: 

The development of the TAT board has been really, really huge because . . . you 

start to get on the board people who have major reach, major decision-making 

power, major influence, and they believe in what youôre doing and own it for 

themselves.  

The SE also cited key program areas such as the training DVD, coalition builds, state 

DOT model, and Freedom Drivers Project.  

While not explored in detail in the three actions of focus for this study, the 

evolution of the paradigm shift in truckers was also important to the success to TATôs 

leadership, and arguably the movement as a whole. TAT sought to create ñtruckers 

against traffickingò both through grassroots mechanisms directly using ñmeaningò and 

through institutional mechanisms that first leveraged ñpowerò to change ñmeanings.ò As 

the deputy director of TAT explained: 

I would say some of our greatest success have also been the individual trucker 

evolutions that have taken place. . . . Their deepening understanding of the human 

trafficking issue, both sex trafficking as well as labor trafficking. . . . Just 

watching that compassion grow. . . . I think that deepening understanding has 

been, on my end, watching the grassroots level, not just the top-down, but from 

the bottom-up level. To watch thatôs been fascinating. 

She expounded on the overall paradigm shift she was observing as a result of 

TATôs work: 
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I think within the trucking industry, TAT played a huge role in that. . . . Based on 

early commentary, both from executives, general managers, as well as individual 

drivers, the girls were viewed as ópests.ô The girls were viewed as the óproblem,ô 

and the ósolutionô had been ñrun them off the lots.ò Hurt them, make them get 

away from your truck. Call them names. Get them away from you. . . . And so, 

switching that over and helping them view them as óthe victimô and view 

themselves as a potential óheroô and seeing Shariôs story on the video. Seeing that 

a trucker called in, and this girl, who they didnôt know the backstory of, but this 

girl now has a chance at a future. . . . And that was from a phone call that a 

trucker made. I think that it just, it flipped the paradigm. It helped them see things 

differently. 

She explained that multiple things have contributed to this paradigm shift, 

including the training DVD, social media, companies and agencies embracing TAT and 

the issue, and hearing it on the trucking radio show and from other experts. ñAnd, hearing 

it from the attorney general, and hearing it from a federal agent, and hearing from a 

survivorðjust hearing that, every month, every month, every month, hearing that 

messaging. All of it has definitely played a role.ò 

Another thing that was a success for TAT, but also core to its approach, was 

empowering others to grow the movement. As the president of the NGO focused on 

prevention of child exploitation described: 

[Another success is] watching these key stakeholders come in and then watching 

it trickle down. And watching one person who took a step forward to do 

something about this, who really became a solo voice out there. You know, taking 

what we were trying to do to empower them with that voice. And then watching 

someone else add their voice, and add their voice, and add their voice. And then 

the diversity of that. 

On the flip side, the leadership shared several challenges. The first were a lack of 

awareness of the issue or recognition of it as a problem, and a lack of awareness of and 

credibility of TAT. The deputy director explained, ñIt was definitely more of a focus 

internationally. And so, the idea that it was happening on our street corners, in our 
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homes, at our schools, in our industries was somewhat of a foreign concept.ò More 

specifically on the domestic focus, the SE expounded: 

In 2009 . . . it was not ótheô topic. It was just starting to get out there a little bit. 

Most people had never heard of it. You had this whole prostitution mentality of 

ñpeople are just choosing it, and donôt bother me about this. Itôs a free country. 

Whatôs your?ò . . . Just all of that kind of an uphill battle to overcome. 

Similarly, TAT faced the challenge of being both unknown and new, with no 

recognized credibility. The deputy director shared: 

I also think one of the challenges earlier on was, ñWho is TAT?ò Like, ñWho is 

this organization? Who are they? Can I trust them? Whatôs their legitimacy? Why 

should we do anything with this group?ò Like, ñWho are these people? Theyôre 

not even, theyôre outsiders to the trucking industry, so why should we listen to 

them?ò 

Along with this lack of name recognition came a lack of a track record or proof of 

impact. The SE also explained that even though TATôs ñaskò of drivers was fairly 

simpleðmaking a phone call if they saw somethingðshe recognized that a call did not 

come without a cost to drivers who were on the road for long days and just sought some 

rest when they got to a truck stop. 

Two other closely tied challenges were balancing TATôs nonprofit mission with 

the needs of its for-profit industry and balancing the need to authenticate the issue, while 

appreciating concern for the industryôs image. The deputy director of TAT said: 

How we balance what the mission of TAT is while actually being full partners 

with the trucking industry. Weôre sort of creating the roadmap for how a NGO 

works with for-profit industryða huge, for-profit industry. How do you do that 

while not compromising the integrity of what your mission and goals are but still 

working truly as partners with for-profit businesses? . . . So, how do you balance 

their need for positive image with once again the authentication of a problem?  
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In fact, a key topic raised throughout the case was image. The key informants 

discussed that image has always been, and continues to be, a challenge within the 

trucking industry. So, navigating ways and developing messages and approaches together 

that could both authenticate the issue and spotlight the industryôs proactive response was 

a consistent focus and challenge for TAT. As the SE said, ñWeôre saying, óLook at this 

industry that literally is leading the way.ô And so, a huge challenge for us is to 

consistently be on point with our message.ò A related issue was that the SE perceived that 

the media sometimes got the message wrong, doing more harm than good. 

Currently, while there was growing interest in the trucking community in raising 

awareness and expanding antitrafficking efforts, there also continued to be concern about 

image as well as a desire to acknowledge the good work that has already been 

accomplished. In fact, TAT anticipated a new phase of work and upcoming challenge. 

The president of the NGO focused on prevention of child exploitation explained this 

pivotal point:  

So, I think the new challenges are: Whatôs the rest of the story? Whatôs being 

done? How do we incorporate all of that in? Not negating that the problem is still 

out there, but, what have we done thus far? 

 

Case Themes and General Findings 

Themes and Operating Model 

As introduced in chapter 3, Appendix O includes the codes specific to TATôs 

development. This appendix also includes a corresponding frequency count and theme 

statements that summarize the essence or meaning of the coded segments and the 

relationship to other themes. Through the process of code/thematic mapping and 
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operational diagramming, I derived Figure 4.2, which illustrates core beliefs that 

underpin TATôs foundation; core elements of its mission and philosophy; the strategic 

enablers of its efforts; the nature and outcomes of TAT conversations; how it achieves 

innovation and scale; and how all of this builds its legitimacy and grows the movement.  

In brief, TAT was founded on a belief that the trucking industry is important and 

that the power of the trucking industry and the resource of drivers on the road need to be 

leveraged to remove power from traffickers who target the industry. Similarly, TAT had 

an underlying assumption that individuals and the community at large would step up to 

make a difference if they are empowered. TATôs overarching mission was to empower 

the trucking industry to combat trafficking as part of its regular operations, and it sought 

to do so through building positive partnerships, in which the issue is co-owned by the 

industry. Having positive conversations in spaces convenient for trucking and law 

enforcement was a key strategic enabler to all its efforts, because it was through them that 

individual paradigms were changed, people were moved to action, and champions were 

born. Likewise, it was through them that TAT brainstormed andðusing its other strategic 

enabler of unlocking innovation in industry championsðarrived at new targets and entry 

points for canvassing the transportation community. Ultimately, TAT added structure by 

creating ñexamplesò or ñmodels,ò which in turn offered viable pathways for people to 

engage and take actionðwhich was TATôs ultimate desired outcome. It was through 

these powerful partnersô reputations and advocacy, simple and adaptable models, and 

their respective outcomes that both the movement and TATôs legitimacy were growing. 

Ultimately, that meant that ñtruckers against traffickingò was not an organization, but a 

collection of abolitionists across the transportation community. In so doing, TAT itself 
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Figure 4.2. TAT operating model diagram from code/theme mapping. 
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served as a model for other domestic industries and foreign countries for how an NGO 

could partner to mobilize an industry to create structural change in the fight against 

trafficking. 

General Findings 

Through analytical memo writing and clustering of the codes and themes, there 

were six general findings across the case, as discussed below. These clusters are 

illustrated in Appendix Q. 

1. TAT reframed the problem. The problem was trafficking, not ñprostitutesò or 

truckers as previously perceived by many. And, the solution was the trucking industry 

and its individuals. ñProstitutionò at truck stops had been prevalent for decades. And yet, 

as key informants reported, the typical response from travel center general managers was 

to ñrun them off the lot.ò From TATôs experience, this was likely rooted in a belief that 

crime attracts more crime, and no business establishment wants that for its premises or 

customers. The belief was also based on a perception that all individuals providing 

commercial sex were acting by choice, when in fact they might be ñvictimsò under force 

or coercion. Here, the problem was ñsupplyò or the supposed ñprostitutes,ò who 

presumably ñjust wanted to be out there.ò From TATôs perspective, other antitrafficking 

NGOs defined the problem by demand, or the drivers purchasing commercial sex. TAT 

perceived their approaches to be more about blaming or shaming, when the offenders 

were a small minority of the population. 

But TAT chose from the start not to consider the trucking industry (e.g., drivers, 

truck stops) or prostituted people as the problem. To it, the problem was trafficking, and 

the trucking industry was the solution. This was no mere reframing. It was a ñturn-the-
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tables-upside-down,ò Kuhnian type of paradigm shift. TAT chose not to blame and target 

the one trucker in 10 who might be buying commercial sex, but rather to focus on 

mobilizing and equipping the nine other truckers the ñvictimò passed by to make a call to 

report. Thus, victims required assistance, and drivers reporting potential cases were a 

potential solution. While traffickers maintained power over victims by moving them 

frequently, truckers could exercise power over traffickers by being the ñeyes and ears of 

the highways,ò and the trucking industry could provide supportive infrastructure, together 

with law enforcement, to ñclose loopholes to traffickers.ò  

2. TAT empowered the trucking industry, setting a model for an NGO-

industry partnership. With as much concern for the trucking industryôs image as 

trucking itself had, TAT was mobilizing the trucking industry by empowering, partnering 

with, and promoting it. In so doing, it was building an identity for the community as 

ñtruckers against traffickingò and setting an example of an NGO-industry partnership for 

other sectors and nations combating trafficking. TAT recognized that the trucking 

industry had always been concerned about its image and some negative connotations in 

the general public. Based on its fundamental beliefs in the trucking industry and truckers 

themselves, TAT positively and proactively sought to partner with and empower the 

industry itself to lead the way in combating trafficking. TATôs focus on mobilizing a 

single industry was in and of itself an innovative approach. In so doing, TAT 

demonstrated deep sensitivity in its communications and approaches to help the industry 

authenticate the problem of trafficking and highlight the positive work to combat it 

without implicating it. Similarly, as successes were achieved, it readily credited trucking 
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and invested in opportunities to celebrate it, both promoting a positive image and 

growing the movement itself. 

3. TAT created an antiïsex trafficking structure. Through its positive approach 

of appreciative inquiry, TAT spurred the trucking industry to create and grow an 

antitrafficking structure, not trying to change the existing sex trafficking structure. While 

TAT clearly wanted to eradicate trafficking, its approach was not one of seeking to 

directly attack the structure of sex trafficking by trying to prevent the demand for 

commercial sex. Rather, it was seeking to create an antiïsex trafficking structureð

similar to a two-sided Janus coinðin which intervention was employed to empower 

drivers and victims, while removing power from traffickers. This was reflected in the 

positive, empowering, and long-term focus it employed. Critical to TAT was educating 

people on the issue and providing viable, sustainable actions that people could take. This 

approach was in contrast to using sensationalism to create hype or immediate reactions, 

which can seem so oppressive as to immobilize. It also played into human natureôs desire 

to do or create something new more readily than changing or removing something 

existing. 

4. TAT champions were innovators. The heroes were the drivers, and the 

innovators were TAT champions, not the SE. Neither TAT nor the SE had a background 

in or unique knowledge of trucking. The SE had faith in the industry, its individuals, and 

Godôs leading this work. She brought her convictions, passion, and faith. TAT planted 

seeds of meaning through its outreach and looked for those seeds to take root and grow of 

their own fruition. TATôs innovations came largely through powerful individuals who 

ñtook the issue personallyò and committed to taking action. Through their embeddedness 
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(e.g., positions of power, resources, knowledge of the industry, and relationships across 

their sectors), they were able to take TATôs initial ideas and tools and add to them, 

creating innovative new targets, approaches, and models. TAT enabled this innovation 

through its positive and passionate outreach and use of simple messaging and simple 

suggestions for ways that people could engage. Furthermore, it took a stance of humble, 

yet confident, appreciative inquiry, fueled by a desire to educate and equip others to own 

this issue for themselves and to unleash what they knew to be possible within their own 

sector. Similarly, the SE was not the hero; the driver who made a call to report a potential 

victim was the hero.  

5. TAT used both champions and structure to scale. And yet, TAT was the 

main driver ofðand to be credited forðpackaging, promoting, and celebrating models 

enabling the expansion of the antiïsex trafficking structure. The SE was always on the 

lookout for ways to work with champions to create models and promote them across the 

nation. Without this enabling mechanism, TAT may have supported a few good 

implementations that never went much further. Further, without the SEôs foresight and 

investment of time and energy to propel the partnership with TAT champions and to 

document and promote their examples, new norms may not have grown as extensively 

across the industry, and the antiïsex trafficking structure within trucking may have not 

expanded as significantly. TAT both strategically and opportunistically used structures 

such as models to create new national norms and expectations. 

6. TAT, its stakeholder organizations, and the antiïsex trafficking structure 

itself coevolved. As depicted in Figure 4.3, as the broader social/political movement 
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Figure 4.3. Coevolution of TAT, antitrafficking within trucking, and the broader antitrafficking movement. DOT indicates, 

Department of Transportation; FDP, Freedom Drivers Project; LE, law enforcement; MS, manufacturers and shippers; STA, state 

trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; TI, trucking industry companies and associations; TS, trucking schools. 

Growth in number and type of partners, advocacy, and norms are illustrative, not actual. While models, pathways, and champions are 

not the only factors influencing expansion of the antiïsex trafficking structure within the trucking industry, they have been substantial. 
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helped to authenticate the issue and raise concern, TATôs efforts were seen as more 

relevant or important. Through its positive outreach, industry champions came on board. 

Through its collaborative efforts, new models were cocreated between the industry and 

TAT. And, as TAT champions marshaled their resources and advocated for these models, 

their joint work expanded the antitrafficking structure. This in turn produced results and 

success stories, gaining TAT visibility and legitimacy. With these models, structures, and 

legitimacy, TAT inspired and provoked the social movement at large. 

AntiïSex Traffi cking Structure in 2009 and 2014 

With TATôs story now told, it is possible to step back and create a picture of the 

antiïsex trafficking community specific to the trucking industry during the period of this 

study, appreciating how TAT itself fit in. A snapshot of the structure in 2009 and 2014 is 

provided in Figure 4.4, based largely on the input and perceptions of the key informants, 

not a comprehensive validation across other industry experts or documentation. 
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Figure 4.4. Growing antiïsex trafficking community within the U.S. trucking industry in 2009 and 2014. M indicates meaning; N, 

norms; P, power; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
aThe hotline provided these statistics to TAT. These included calls that were unrelated to human trafficking and excluded those 

originating outside the United States and its territories.
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TAT Game-Changing Events as Actions of Focus 

The changing structure between 2009 and 2014, together with an understanding of 

TATôs development, successes, and challenges, provides a context for identifying 

specific ñgame-changingò events perceived to have created structural change in the antiï

sex trafficking structure in the trucking industry through TAT and its stakeholdersô work. 

In her third key informant interview, the SE broadly discussed things that she considered 

ñgame-changers.ò (See Appendix R.) She then identified the six most important actions 

and defined in more granular detail the specific actions of potential focus for the study. 

(See Appendix S.) 

Table 4.4 provides an overview of each of the three actions of focus for the study. 

In addition to the timing and description of the action, the study participants are 

introduced, with an indication in parenthesis for how they are referred to throughout the 

remainder of the study. High-level common themes that can be seen across these actions 

include development of new TAT champions and encouragement or motivation to 

existing champions; creation or refinement of ñmodelsò for combating sex trafficking; 

and structural change at multiple levels that led to the growth of the anti-sex trafficking 

community through a coevolutionary process. A more detailed comparative analysis 

across these actions is discussed in chapter 8, together with the holistic case analysis.  
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Table 4.4 

Introduction to Actions 

 Action 1 Action 2 Action 3 

Timeframe 2012 2013 2014 

Description Transportation and 

logistics executive 

meets TAT and decides 

to champion in his 

company (primarily an 

individual action, 

supported by SE) 

Brainstorming meeting(s) 

held between a state 

attorney generalôs office, 

Department of 

Transportation/Motor 

Vehicle Enforcement, and 

TAT (small group meeting) 

Planning and conducting 

of a coalition build event 

with a state attorney 

generalôs office and state 

trucking association 

(small planning group 

and larger group at event) 

Study  

participants 

and 

abbreviated 

terms used 

in study 

¶ Social entrepreneur 

(SE) 

¶ Executive of a 

Fortune 500 

transportation and 

logistics company 

(T&L Executive) 

¶ SE 

¶ Representative of a state 

attorney generalôs office 

(AGR) 

¶ Leader of state motor 

vehicle law enforcement 

(LMVE) 

¶ SE 

¶ Project manager of an 

antitrafficking program 

in a state attorney 

generalôs office 

(AGPM) 

¶ Executive of a state 

trucking association 

(STA Executive) 

¶ Commander in another 

stateôs law enforcement 

(Commander) 

¶ Survivor of human 

trafficking (Survivor) 

Key  

outcomes 

Company rollout of 

TAT training and its 

practices becoming the 

ñgold standardò for 

carriers, and then the 

company and T&L 

Executive taking a 

larger advocacy role 

within the industry to 

influence carriers, 

shippers, and 

associations, which has 

secured more partners 

and sponsors and led to 

the shipping partners 

program  

MVE implementation of 

TAT materials, which 

evolved to become the state 

DOT model, implemented 

in part or whole in 10 other 

states by end of 2014, in 

large part due to LMVE 

taking an advocacy role 

across the nation 

TAT crystallizing its 

coalition build model to 

include prerequisites of 

having the state trucking 

association as cohost and 

carriers present; state 

trucking association 

taking an even larger 

advocacy role and 

catalyzing a model or 

example for other state 

trucking associations; 

increased involvement of 

truck stops with law 

enforcement; and the 

implementation of the 

state DOT model in one 

state and adopted in part 

in another 

Note. TAT indicates Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Rationale for Selection and Limitations 

As introduced in chapter 3, in an effort to minimize potential researcher bias, the 

researcher directed the SE to identify the three actions perceived as having created the 

most structural shift. The process for this identification was through the structured key 

interviews, by allowing the actions to emerge to the SEôs consciousness after having 

taken me as the researcher through TATôs development, successes, challenges, and 

milestones. The SE immediately identified the top three actions and only deliberated 

about the specific point of focus for Action 1, debating between the T&L Executiveôs 

decision to champion and his companyôs executive team deciding to train the entire 

company. Ultimately, she decided on the former.  

Structure of Action-Finding Chapters 

Each action of focus is treated as an ñembedded subunit of analysis,ò or as ña case 

within a case.ò Therefore, a separate chapter is dedicated to discussing the findings from 

each action before turning to findings on the holistic level of analysis. The structure of 

each action-finding chapter is described in Table 4.5, together with considerations and 

limitations.  
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Table 4.5 

Content and Structure of Action-Finding Chapters 

Section Description Considerations and limitations 

Action ¶ Description of the action ¶ Action descriptions were based predominantly on 

information provided in the focus group and 

supported by key informant interviews and 

participant interviews, as relevant. 

External  

structures  

and  

interactions 

¶ Table and discussion 

characterizing the action, the 

external structure before and 

after, and relevant interactions 

¶ Due to the nature of the actions and the breadth of 

their outcomes, data included evidence at a variety 

of external structural levels (e.g., stakeholdersô 

organizations, TAT, and the broader antiïsex 

trafficking structure). All were represented, as 

relevant, to provide a more comprehensive 

perspective of structural change resulting from the 

action. 

¶ The data revealed structural outcomes at various 

points in time. Rather than limiting ñexternal 

structureò and changes to a single, arbitrary point in 

time after the action (e.g., day after, 2 months after, 

etc.), immediate, near-, and mid-term changes were 

included, as relevant, to allow for a fuller 

understanding of the impacts of the action. Some 

changes were a direct result of the action, while 

others were less direct. 

Internal  

structures  

and  

interactions 

¶ Introduction to the 

stakeholders who served as 

participants and vignettes in 

tabular form describing their 

individual structures before 

and after the action and the 

relevant interactions 

¶ The vignettes, including my inferences regarding 

the most significant interactions, were sent to the 

participants for feedback.  

¶ All participants reviewed the vignettes and my 

inferences on the levels of significance, and they 

identified that the tables resonated. 

Synthesis ¶ Narrative discussion to 

synthesize the action, 

structures, and interactions 

¶ Response to the research 

question 

¶ Response to the subquestions, 

supported by a diagram that 

illustrates the change 

sequence across levels 

¶ The sequence of changes diagrams were a product 

of my analysis of the data and not directly built by 

the stakeholders (e.g., through a workshop 

technique). As with any complex action or change, 

there were multiple actors and ñpathsò that could 

have been followed. I thus attempted to depict what 

would appear to be the ñcritical path.ò 

¶ These were included in action chapters provided to 

and reviewed by all relevant participants. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

ACTION 1 FINDINGS 

The first of the three ñgame-changingò actions of focus for the study occurred in 

2012. Action 1 is the executive of a Fortune 500 transportation and logistics company 

(T&L Executive) meeting the Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) executive 

director/social entrepreneur (SE) at a conference during a networking break, engaging in 

subsequent reflection and dialogue, and deciding to advocate for training in his company. 

This chapter opens with a description of the action. It then presents the external structures 

and internal structures, together with their interactions and changes. The chapter closes 

with a synthesis including a discussion across all elements; responses to the research 

question and subquestions; and summary of key findings. 

Action 1 Description 

The action is first described by its situation, ends, norms, and meanings/values. 

Situation 

The T&L Executive met the SE at the TAT table at a transportation and logistics 

(T&L) conference in 2012, at which both were presenters and TAT was an exhibitor. 

While the T&L Executive was expecting to network with customers and to identify 

potential new products and technologies in this ñcommercialò networking setting, he was 

surprised to encounter an antitrafficking nongovernmental organization (NGO). He and 

the SE had a brief, 2.5-minute exchange. He then reviewed the materials a few times over 

the coming month.  

I had it in my briefcase as I was traveling and thumbed through it a couple of 

times . . . thinking about the conversation and thinking about the program and 
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thinking about the challenge that was out there in the industry. 

Seeing the DVD was a strong trigger for him by revealing how ñsickeningò the 

issue was: 

It was a personal trigger around this is a problem. And, this is something that is 

directly against my personal beliefs and what I felt was directly against the beliefs 

and values and standards that our organization holds for our employees and for 

our leadership and saw it as the opportunity to really try to support both a 

heightening of, or expansion of, our value set and how we could leverage the 

good of our people in our organization and use that to raise the standard within 

the industry.  

He researched TAT online to learn its legitimacy and reached out to TAT to learn 

more about the program, other organizationsô engagements, and what TAT resources 

were available. He then decided to recommend to his executive leadership team to roll 

out training to the drivers in his company. He described: 

And you know, frankly, it was one of those gnawing-at-your-gut type of 

experiences of: Okay, youôve heard about this. Youôve known of the problem for 

a while. This organizationôs really making it even more personal. And, frankly, 

youôre in a role where you can engage and maybe help do something about it. So, 

how much longer are you going to sit here and not do anything? 

Ends 

The T&L Executive was expecting to find customers, build relationships with 

new companies, and identify technologies and products. After his initial introduction to 

TAT, he sought to learn more about TAT and what was being done in the industry. Even 

as he was building a ñmoral justificationò to take to the executive team, his intention was 

simply to train the companyôs drivers. And while at the time he anticipated the company 

could share its work with others in the industry after a successful implementation, it was 

not his initial goal to roll out the training to all of the companyôs employees, nor to 

become such an active advocate across the industry. ñAt the time I really didnôt think 
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there was must [sic] possibility for supporting this need other than maybe getting support 

to create an awareness campaign within our own company. Taking this to a higher level 

outside of our organization wasnôt really contemplated early on.ò The SE was there to get 

TATôs message out. Upon meeting the T&L Executive, now her second contact at the 

company, she hoped the company would implement TAT training. She was especially 

hopeful of a positive outcome once she better understood the level of his role. 

Norms 

The setting was a networking portion of a conference, at which it is customary to 

have commercial tables/booths for exhibitors to share product and technology 

information. According to the T&L Executive, ñThere were several industry groups that I 

was attempting to meet. There were also several of our customers present, so I was 

attempting to find as many of them as possible. It was purely a commercial setting.ò For 

TAT, it was standard procedure to use these events to get its message out.  

Meanings/Values 

The T&L Executive was surprised to encounter TAT and described the meeting as 

ñfate.ò At the time, the environment and his own commitments were a distraction, and the 

message did not fully resonate. But as he reflected, he found that trafficking conflicted 

with his personal and professional values. He described it as a ñpersonal affront on a 

number of frontsò to him, and it pushed at him to qualify the credibility of TAT and to 

get engaged: 

Well, I mean, based upon thatðyou know, the background in the industry, 

coming from . . . a long family of truck drivers and having a personal stake, I 

guess, from a family connection perspective and a lot of people within my life 

that have been very influential. And, from a values perspective looking at this as 
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being something that . . . absolutely unacceptable on so many levels both for the 

individuals who are being targeted and then conversely the traffickers who are 

targeting the industry. So, it was a personal affront on a number of fronts for me. 

So, personally I had an issue with it. But then professionally, it was also 

something that I really had issue with. . . . So, there were a number of different 

emotional attachments there to the effort and to the opportunity.  

The issue further resonated when he connected with a subordinate who was aware 

of TAT and passionate about antitrafficking. To the TAT executive director, any of these 

kinds of conversations were driven by a belief and value that TAT wanted these 

conversations ñto truly lead to something fruitful.ò 

Action 1 External Structures and Interactions 

Table 5.1 outlines the external structures before and after the action, together with 

the relevant interactions. These are discussed individually in the narrative below and 

supported with stakeholder quotes. 

External Structure s Before Action  

Prior to this action, the T&L Company did not have an antitrafficking effort or 

programs of this nature. According to the T&L  Executive, ñThere wasnôtðeven though 

we have a number of community engagement and industry engagement programs, theyôre 

more at the institutional level and association level. . . . And, at a very personal level, 

with our employees, we really didnôt have anything to that degree.ò Thus, there was 

nothing in place in terms of corporate recognition of the issue (meanings), resources 

being spent (power), or company policies or procedures (norms). 

 By the end of 2011, TAT had two large truck stop partners and indications of at 

least nine carriers and two state trucking associations implementing TAT training. The 

SE described this as ñstarting to see some movement.ò However, it had not yet 
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Table 5.1 

Action 1 External Structures and Interactions 

External structure s 

before action 

Int eractions 

on action Action Action outcomes 

Interactions on 

external structure s 

External structure s 

after action 

T&L Company 

¶ M, P, N: Company had indus-

try and community programs 

at an ñinstitutionalò level  

TAT  

¶ M, N: TATôs methods were to 

ask companies to train 

¶ M, N: TAT was working with 

publicly-funded truck driving 

schools  

¶ P, N: TAT had two large 

truck stop partners and at least 

nine carriers and two state 

trucking associations 

implementing TAT training; 

not yet a carrier of this 

companyôs size or practices 

Generally 

¶ M: ñProstitutionò is 

ñshamefulò and voluntarya 

¶ M: Perceived in the industry 

as something that happens 

elsewhere  

¶ M, N: TAT perception that 

pockets of law enforcement 

were becoming more aware of 

trafficking at this time, though 

typically it was a case of 

ñarresting children as child 

prostitutesò 

¶ M, N: TAT only aware of one 

other antitrafficking NGO 

focused on trucking; its 

philosophy was of prevention 

by targeting demand for 

commercial sex versus TATôs 

to get company safety director 

to embrace and lead training 

I1. External factors 

on action 

¶ NA 

 

I2. External 

structure s on 

action 

¶ As the T&L Exec 

learned about the 

breadth of the 

issue, credibility 

of TAT and its 

materials, and 

what 

organizations 

were doing, it 

helped reveal the 

opportunity for 

the company to 

take a position; 

no specific peer 

pressure felt  

Situation 

¶ T&L Exec met SE at TAT 

table at conference  

¶ T&L Exec reviewed TAT 

materials over time  

¶ T&L Exec asked TAT for 

more info; decided to 

champion in his company 

Ends 

¶ T&L Exec: Expected to 

network and identify 

products; once he decided 

to champion, his goal was 

to convince company 

executives to train the 

companyôs drivers and set 

an example for industry 

¶ SE: Hoped company might 

implement training  

Norms 

¶ Networking portion of a 

conference, exhibiting and 

sharing info 

Meanings/values 

¶ T&L Exec was surprised 

to meet TAT and described 

it as ñfateò; issue didnôt 

resonate initially, but did 

upon reflection (it was an 

ñaffrontò)  

¶ To SE, any of these 

conversations were driven 

by a belief and value that 

TAT wanted these 

conversations ñto truly 

lead to something fruitfulò 

Intended 

¶ Company rolled out 

training to its drivers 

and set a standard for 

industry 

 

Unintended 

¶ Company also 

provided training to 

entire company and 

became financial 

sponsor 

¶ TAT codified and 

shared as carrier ñbest 

practicesò  

¶ T&L Exec became a 

TAT champion and 

conducted campaigns 

to influence 

manufacturers and 

trucking associations, 

resulting in new 

partners, sponsors, 

and a shipping 

partners program  

¶ Created a ñtrue 

partnershipò in which 

TAT was providing a 

way for company to 

engage, and the 

company used its 

imagination and 

expanded that  

I1. External factors on 

external structure s 

¶ NA 

 

I2. Action on external 

structure s 

Based on researcher inference: 

¶ Immediate: This Execôs 

commitment resulted in 

advocacy to his companyôs 

exec team, articulating his 

desire that the company make 

this a platform for its 

employees and a signal to the 

broader industry 

¶ Near-term: The companyôs 

decision to roll out training 

communicated new 

expectations to employees, 

and the positive feedback 

gave company the ñplatformò 

and built ñmomentumò to 

advocate with industry  

¶ Mid -term: The companyôs 

sponsorship and advocacy 

communicated its 

antitrafficking expectations 

and helped to ñopen the flood 

gates,ò leading to more 

partners and sponsors 

¶ Mid - and near-term: 
Company educated TAT on 

what could be done; their 

work has become the ñbest 

practicesò model, and this has 

expanded what TAT can and 

does ask of others  

T&L Company  

¶ P: Company created customized 

training; financially sponsored TAT 

¶ M: Over 24k employees trained; new 

hires trained 

¶ M: Positive employee feedback; 

company saw how real issue is 

¶ M: Company advocated and told 

industry where trafficking occurred, that 

it was not victimless, and how 

companies could personally engage 

¶ N: Training part of companyôs systems 

TAT 

¶ N, M: TAT codified ñbest practices 

model,ò used as standard 

¶ N, M: TAT worked with a shipper 

(based on Exec intro) to create the 

shipping partners program  

¶ P, M, N: Some shippers engaged in the 

issue/trained their employees 

¶ P: TAT secured new sponsors 

¶ P: T&L Exec and manufacturer became 

TAT board members 

¶ P, N: TAT working with private 

trucking schools and other carriers; 

secured largest national and other 

trucking associations (indirect) 

Generally 

¶ M: Rising belief that traffickers target 

industry; employees were exposed to it 

¶ M: General discourse changing from 

avoidance to ñhow do we close 

loopholesò a 

¶ M: Language changing from ñtruckersò 

to ñtransportation communityò 

¶ P: T&L Exec involvement created a 

ñbalance of powerò 

Note. Based on participant perceptions. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; exec., executive; NGO, nongovernmental organization; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, 

transportation and logistics.  
aAs observed by SE and not uniquely tied to this action. 
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solidified a carrier of this T&L companyôs size (though it was part of TATôs strategy), 

nor the large, national associations. This is an indication both of the limited but growing 

resources being spent and antitrafficking practices among the trucking industry. TATôs 

focus was both prevention and intervention, by working with the trucking industry in 

spaces more convenient for them, through any entry point, and especially to encourage 

safety directors to initiate training with the whole company behind the initiative. TATôs 

methods were to ask companies to use the DVD, wallet cards, posters, and stickers and to 

call the hotline. The companies that had come on as partners by this point had done 

training, but none of the companies were as large as this one, nor were their trainings as 

comprehensive. Meanwhile, TAT was also working with publicly-funded truck driving 

schools to show the DVD and give the wallet cards. 

More generally across the industry, from a perspective of meanings, the SE 

believed most considered the issue as ñprostitution,ò which was ñshameful,ò ñdirty,ò and 

voluntary and something that was happening but few wanted to talk about. (This is a 

general observation, not uniquely tied only to before this action.) The SE perceived that 

pockets of law enforcement were becoming more aware, but it was often still a case of 

ñarresting children as child prostitutes.ò The T&L Executive sensed that, in general, the 

issue at this time was perceived in the industry as something that happened elsewhere. He 

had no awareness of the issue before or insights into what his peer companies did or did 

not do, which was in no way representative of the industry, but as an executive of a 

Fortune 500 T&L company, was an indication of limited carrier awareness or efforts. He 

explained: 

I had no visibility whatsoever to the efforts that were being made or how much 

the issue had grown and how it had evolved, if youôll allow that termðfrom what 
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you may have been looked at as a traditional industry issue that had been there 

forever [likely referring to ñcommercial sexò or ñprostitutionò] but had always 

been overlooked into something that had become a major sex trafficking initiative 

targeting the industry. . . . You know, itôs always something that had been there, 

but itôs always something that had been aðhad a blind eye turned to it or . . . 

talked about it happened in some other state or in some other company and it 

really didnôt get a lot of focus around it. But walking in prior to that date and that 

interaction, this was nowhere on my radar as far as our specific industry goes.  

As for power, TAT was only aware of one other antitrafficking NGO with some 

efforts in the trucking industry. According to the SE, the other NGO focused on 

prevention by attempting to reduce demand for commercial sex and getting drivers to 

think twice.  

External Structure sô Interactions on Action 

Learning about the breadth of the issue, the credibility of TAT and its materials, 

and what organizations were doing helped the T&L Executive see the opportunity for the 

company to take a position (and created the foundation for building a case to do so), 

though he did not feel any specific ñpeer pressureò that his company needed to act 

because of any one company or brand. As the T&L Executive described:  

I think it was more just having a broader perspective on how pervasive the issue 

was and that there were some subsets of the industry that were beginning to take 

some action, that there was an opportunity there for us to take a position internally 

within our organization and do the right thing for our employees and then 

hopefully use that externally butðinitially it was all about how do weðhow do 

we do the right thing, setting a standard with our employees and crafting this as 

part of their training and build an awareness campaign . . . to support the effort. 

He continued that he did not expect anything in exchange from the antitrafficking 

community should the company join the effort. 



 

168 

Action Outcomes 

The primary intended outcomes that came to fruition were training the companyôs 

drivers and setting an example in the industry. When the T&L Executive decided to 

champion antiïsex trafficking efforts in his company, his initial request was to train the 

companyôs drivers. ñI had gone in with a pretty narrow focus of trying to heighten 

awareness with our drivers and build some momentum there, and they [executive 

leadership team] really helped build it and expand it to a point where we made it a 

company-wide initiative.ò He later continued, ñAnd initially it wasnôt a request to take a 

broad role with TAT or to take on any type of financial commitment with TAT. It was 

letôs partner with them on training materials and build an awareness campaign.ò 

However, it seemed that while the T&L Executive may not have formally or even fully 

consciously conceived of the companyôs taking such a strong industry advocacy role, the 

idea of setting an example in the industry was there at the outset:  

The desire of my personal front was that once we had gone through the effort that 

we would be able to go to some of our peers within the industry and demonstrate 

to them how it could be done, and hopefully provoke them to engage in . . . 

building an awareness campaign of their own and frankly build a coalition within 

the industry.  

As this suggests, there were many unintended outcomes. The company trained all 

of its employees (over 24,000) and went on to become a financial sponsor. In a key 

informant interview, the SE said: 

You know, we ask, ñHey, train your drivers with the DVD and hand out wallet 

cards.ò They know their industry way better than we do. So, when they developed 

and ñweôre gonna do this, and weôre gonna do this,ò I was completely blown 

away. There were things that he was talking about that . . . werenôt even on my 

radar screen because I just did not understand the industry to that level at that 

point. So, they were truly adopting it as their own, and creating . . . a set of best 

practices and a gold standard. 
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TAT codified and shared the companyôs ñbest practicesò with other carriers. In 

her participant interview, the SE explained, ñI also felt I needed to create the model or 

gold standard based off of their actions and promote it vigorously across the industry.ò  

The T&L Executive became a TAT champion and conducted campaigns to 

influence state trucking associations and manufacturers (which could influence their 

carriers). TAT subsequently secured new sponsors and a major manufacturing partner 

that inspired a new model, the shipping partners program. According to the SE, a ñtrue 

partnershipò based on a model of empowerment resulted.  

You know, we certainly were creating a pathway, we were creating a way for 

them to become involved, but they were expanding that pathway and they were 

using their own imagination to create more ways for the information and for the 

movement really to spread. 

External Structure s after Action  

Such outcomes led to material, structural changes. In the more immediate 

timeframe specific to the company and TAT, the company committed resources (power) 

to cobrand materials and train over 24,000 company employees (meanings), to make 

them aware of trafficking and encourage them to report any potential instances (norms). 

They also embedded this training into their orientation and training systems, modifying 

their own company norms. Through positive employee feedback, the company recognized 

ñhow real this issue was,ò giving it a ñplatformò to explain to industry partners the reality 

and the role they could play such that ñit became a little more personal as to what they 

could do to engageò (T&L Executive). The company conducted targeted outreach 

campaigns and continued to advocate in the industry at conferences and through outreach. 

The company sought to help explain where sex trafficking occurs, that it is not victimless, 
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and that individuals can ñtake action without getting directly involvedò (T&L Executive). It 

also became a financial sponsor to TAT, another example of its use of power. 

TAT codified the carrierôs ñbest practices modelò and used that as the standard for 

carriers. Some of the shippers the T&L Executive contacted subsequently engaged in the 

issue and trained their employees, demonstrating changes in company resources (power), 

communications (meaning), and standards (norms) as well as indicators of incremental 

movement in those areas for the now-growing antitrafficking structure. Based on the 

T&L Executiveôs introduction, TAT subsequently worked with a shipper to create the 

shipping partners program, a new model for engaging another set of companies that could 

both train their drivers and influence carriers.  

The companyôs advocacy led to financial sponsorship from a manufacturer, 

donations of CB radios, and sponsorships for the Freedom Drivers Project, representing 

an expansion of the budget for TAT and thus of the antitrafficking structure. As the SE 

said, ñIt has changed our budget for sure, opening up more financial resources to expand 

programs and do more within the industry in order to get the word out.ò And while 

perhaps not directly tied to this action, TAT also started working with private trucking 

schools, making inroads with other carriers, and secured a partnership with the largest 

national trucking association and other national trucking associations, arguably a ripple 

effect of increased TAT legitimacy. 

The T&L Executive became a TAT board member. His participation in meetings 

with other industry stakeholders created a ñbalance of power within the industry,ò 

according to the SE. Similarly, an executive from a manufacturer also became a TAT 

board member based on the T&L Executiveôs initial introduction. The SE summarized 



 

171 

structural changes as  

expanding our horizons, leading to board seats, expanding our approach to the 

manufacturing field, looking for new partnerships there, really relying on this 

executive in particular for just some really solid input and wisdom in terms of 

how to engage other industry stakeholders, especially when it comes to obstacles 

or some resistance.  

More generally, the T&L Executive sensed that industry perceptions were 

changing, from not believing this issue affected them to seeing that traffickers were 

targeting the industry and that employees were exposed to it. The SE believed that the 

general discourse had changed from an avoidance of ñprostitutionò to ñhow do we close 

loopholes to traffickers who are exploiting trucking businesses for criminal gain?ò 

(Again, this was a general observation discussed in Focus Group 1 and not uniquely tied 

to this action.) These impressions appeared to be evidenced by the engagement of 

industry players. As the T&L Executive described: 

When looking . . . from a longer time horizon I can see where the efforts of TAT 

and my direct involvement in those efforts have contributed to a much greater 

awareness of human trafficking within our industry. That awareness ranges from 

growth in the number of companies (fleets and manufacturers) who have joined 

the effort to combat human trafficking. It has also been evidenced through the 

financial commitments that those organizations have made to TAT, and if thereôs 

ever a measure of where a companyôs priorities lie, it is where they spend their 

money. We now see those organizations creating their own awareness programs 

and also engaging other organizations within their span of influence to also get 

involved. We now have so much momentum and visibility within the industry that 

one of the major associations representing the national trucking industry and also 

responsible for improving the image of trucking has taken a more active role in 

working with TAT. 

External I nteractions  

No external interactions were identified on the action or on the external structures 

before or after the action.  
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Interactions of Action on External Structures After  

There appeared to be several ways that the action interacted with the external 

structuresðthat is, ways that it influenced the subsequent structures and/or produced 

exchanges of reciprocal expectations of behaviors, their norms and sanctions. 

Immediately, the T&L Executiveôs commitment resulted in advocacy to his companyôs 

executive team, articulating his desire that the company make this a platform for its 

employees, which would be a signal to the broader industry. As he described: 

I was putting together my request internally . . . of how we may be able to take an 

active role in building a training and an awareness platform for our employees . . . 

[to build] a moral justification . . . around the role that we play in the industry and 

the standard that we try to set as an organization and how this is something that 

weôve felt, or Iôve felt, that we needed to be out front and center talking about, not 

only with our employees but also setting a standard for the industry.  

He saw this as an opportunity for an ñexpansion of, our value set and how we could 

leverage the good of our people in our organization and use that to raise the standard within 

the industry.ò This belief was shared among his executive team. As he said: 

I had to present it to them as a request to allow us to build a program. And 

fortunately we had a CEO who wasðhe also had a strong value system and 

recognized that this was something that we needed to take action upon. And that 

[executive leadership] team actually helped to build an expansion of what I had 

taken forward. 

Thus, in the near term, the companyôs decision to roll out training companywide 

communicated new expectations to its employees related to antitrafficking norms. And 

the feedback was positive, with indications of alignment with their own personal values 

and many of their own outreach activities, paving the way for company advocacy. As the 

T&L Executive described:  

[We] received a lot of really good, positive feedback from the various employee 

groups around their personal values and how they felt that it was great that we 
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were getting involved and others that had had some experience with similar 

groups through different organizations and had personal attachments toðthrough 

some other initiatives out there. And so it was well received and really helped us 

build a lot of momentum around taking a broader role in supporting some of the 

other efforts that Truckers Against Trafficking has brought forward. 

In this broader role, the companyôs financial sponsorship and advocacy across the 

industry was communicating its antitrafficking expectations (new meanings, use of 

resources and influence, and antitrafficking norms). As the T&L Executive described:  

It gave us the ability to engage some of our supplier partners in the industry to 

talk about the need and to talk about what we had done and how they may be able 

to engage to build similar programs. And, we had varying degrees of response. 

Some that said, ñLet us look at it.ò And others have said, ñThatôs not something 

that we can do at this point in time.ò And others have said, ñAbsolutely, this also 

mirrors our value system, and we want to build an awareness campaign and take 

an active role as well.ò So, that was probably equally rewarding, beyond seeing 

the support within our own organization, is seeing some of the rest of our industry 

partners take an active role and step in and support different levels of engagement 

for different elements of the initiatives that are out there.  

The SE said: 

They used their influence and position in the trucking industry. Theyôre a member 

of every state trucking association. They know a lot of other carriers. Theyôre 

certainly a member of the big national associations, who were already our 

partners. But, they also work with the manufacturers. 

The companyôs advocacy role created a ñdomino effect,ò leading to more partners 

and opportunities. The SE said: 

This kind of helped us to open the flood gates. And again, people were able to see 

in the industry, okay, well so and so is on board with them and so and so. . . . 

That, again, gave us credibility within the industry. It gave us visibility within the 

industry. You know, people began to talk, which was really helpful. 

The SE indicated the importance of this company and the T&L Executiveôs 

influence on others and in building TATôs credibility: ñI think the reason why the major 

association was paying attention, partly is who this company is, who this particular 

individual is.ò She continued: 
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And so the context from which he can speak [family background in trucking and 

career in the industry], and then let alone the power and the influence that he has in 

his position and with his company, it levels the playing field to some degree. And it 

gives TAT, it gives this issue, it gives this movement a much more viable voice. So, 

I would say that those are some of the ways that itôs structurally different. 

Furthermore, the company educated TAT on what was possible, and the best 

practice model expanded what TAT could and did suggest or ask of other companies. The 

SE explained, ñItôs expanded our horizons on what weôre able toðitôs basically 

expanded our ask. I mean, what weôre able to, given our understanding now of the 

capacity of certain companies, that weôre able to recommend or encourage them to 

implement.ò The power in influencing the industry has continued. She said, ñEven today, 

2014, we continually point to this company as the gold standard really of carriers. And, 

óYou want to know what you can do as a carrier? Well, hereôs a great example.ôò 

Action 1 Internal Structures and Interactions 

Participant Introductions  

As briefly introduced above, this action featured a primary actor, the executive of 

a Fortune 500 T&L company who became a ñTAT championò and subsequent board 

member. The action was supported by the SE, who contributed also to the action and 

subsequent structural changes.  

Stakeholder Internal Structures and Interactions 

Tables 5.2 and 5.3 provide vignettes for each participant, including supporting 

detail and participant quotes, categorized by structure or interaction and its timing.  
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Table 5.2 

Action 1: Transportation and Logistics Executiveôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction 

of stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of  

stakeholder with 

other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact of action 

on internal structures 

Stakeholder internal structure  

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: Prior 

to meeting TAT, the T&L Executive 

not only had no role with regard to 

antitrafficking, but it wasnôt something 

he recognized as a need or had any 

ñframe of reference regarding the 

actions of the antiïsex trafficking 

community within the transportation 

sector.ò He perceived that ñthere was 

no recognition of sex trafficking within 

the industry to my knowledge.ò As he 

was introduced to TAT and the need, 

he had confidence that his companyð

based on its values and those of its 

employeesðcould be an example to 

the industry. As he described, ñThat 

values system is what gave me the 

confidence that if there were any 

company in our industry that could set 

an example for others to follow, it 

would be ours.ò As he learned about 

TAT, he sensed that TATôs work 

would be ñaccretiveò to his. 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The 

T&L Executive grew up with a family 

background in trucking and close 

relationship with his grandfather who 

was a truck driver, and credited this 

background with forming in him a 

sense of right and wrong and standing 

up for others. As a Christian and 

father, the T&L Executive focused on 

instilling beliefs in his own child of 

respect for everyone. Based on his 

upbringing, through his own actions, 

he tried to instill the value of respect 

for women in his son.  

Key to triggering the Executiveôs decision was 

seeing TAT materials, and key to enabling it was 

having subsequent conversations with the SE about 

the work TAT had been doing and what was 

needed in commercial transportation. Once aware 

of trafficking, he took it personally, both for the 

victims (as a father) and for the industry (as an 

executive). He described it as a ñgnawing-at-your-

gutò experience. He also shared, ñI felt that I had to 

do something. Both for those being abused by the 

traffickers, but also for the good of the 

transportation industry to a lesser extent [emphasis 

added]. . . . By taking a stand I was helping those 

who couldnôt help themselves (and in some 

instances didnôt know that there was a different life 

to be lived), as well as helping to establish a voice 

within the industry about right vs wrong and how 

inherently the professionals within this industry are 

very upstanding individuals who are willing to take 

a stand and do what is right when presented the 

opportunity to do so.ò It appeared that his personal 

characteristics drove him to take a stand, bolstered 

by the desire to protect his industry and a sense that 

his companyôs value system and TAT would 

support the opportunity. The T&L Executive 

explained, ñIt was after those clarifying discussions 

with that executive director and some personal soul 

searching [emphasis added] that I felt compelled to 

elevate this need to our leadership team.ò  

Significance: Based on the above quotes, it seemed 

that while both personal characteristics and role 

and perceptions were factors influencing the T&L 

Executiveôs action, the former was very significant 

(3), while the latter was significant (2). 

The T&L Executive was 

surprised to see TAT at the 

conference, where most of the 

interactions were commercial, 

largely focused on 

networking for business. His 

initial assumption was that 

TAT was addressing 

trafficking as it related to 

immigration. The SEôs 

passion for the topic made an 

impression, but he found 

himself too distracted by the 

environment and his 

upcoming presentation for the 

ñgravity of the initiative or 

the need to really take root.ò 

His subsequent review of 

TAT materials in the 

intervening month and 

discussions with the SE to 

learn more about the issue 

and the need within the 

transportation space, coupled 

with ñpersonal soul 

searching,ò compelled him to 

advocate to his leadership. He 

shared, ñIt actually took a few 

weeks for me to come to 

terms with the fact that I 

needed to do something.ò 

 

The action did not produce a 

change in the T&L Executiveôs 

personal values, but did 

increase his awareness around 

the issue and prevalence of sex 

trafficking as well as belief for 

ñhow it will require the entire 

industry working together to 

really make a difference.ò 

Likewise, it opened up new 

action horizons to him by 

revealing that he could use his 

role to influence not only his 

company, but also the industry 

at large. It appeared that those 

action horizons continued to 

evolve. 

 

Significance: The action (and 

subsequent outcomes) had a 

very significant (3) impact on 

the T&L Executiveôs role and 

perceptions as evidenced 

through his ongoing active 

advocacy. It had a somewhat 

significant impact on his 

personal characteristics (1). 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: 
After deciding to advocate for 

training within his company, the 

T&L Executive took a very active 

role in championing the issue, both 

within the company as well as 

across the industry, including 

speaking and getting other 

organizations to create initiatives 

and support TAT. He noted, 

ñTaking this to a higher level 

outside of our organization wasnôt 

really contemplated early on.ò 

While this opportunity was not on 

his radar at the time of the action, 

the action (and likely subsequent 

immediate outcomes) made him see 

that he ñcould leverage my role 

within the industry to help raise 

awareness in the industry and call 

out this issue for the problem that it 

really is.ò He also noted that ñhow 

significant that role could be is still 

evolving.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The 

T&L Executive did not experience 

any difference in beliefs or values. 

However, his worldview expanded 

to appreciate how widespread the 

issue of sex trafficking is and how 

the transportation industry is both a 

target and enabler. 

Note. ES indicates external structures; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and logistics; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of 

significance based on researcher inference). 
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Table 5.3 

Action 1: Social Entrepreneurôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyð

interaction of stakeholder 

with action 

I4. Interaction of stakeholder with 

other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact of 

action on internal structures 

Stakeholder internal structure  

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: As 

executive director of TAT, the SEôs role 

was running the organization in its efforts 

to educate, equip, and empower the 

trucking industry in combating trafficking. 

The SE felt that while TAT materials were 

available, prior to the action, trafficking as 

an issue was not really on the trucking 

industryôs radar. She saw no real 

constraints from the antitrafficking 

community, nor another large 

nongovernmental organization with a 

different approach to antitrafficking in the 

trucking industry. ñNothing was 

constraining my actions.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The SE 

believed that trafficking was ñone of the 

greatest social evils of our time.ò As a 

Christian, the SE was motivated to ñglorify 

God . . . through standing up to injustice.ò 

She believed that she was dependent upon 

God and that ñsomething greater is at work 

in my personal motivation and in the 

audience.ò Her confidence was not only in 

God and His moving this work, but also 

that TATôs approach of empowerment 

worked, that involving and empowering 

the trucking industry itself (rather than 

shaming them) was key to success, and 

that there were good people wanting to do 

the right thing, who just needed to be 

empowered with ways to combat 

trafficking. 

The SE was doing her job, 

which she saw as ñto whole-

heartedly believe and promote 

the mission of TAT and 

recruit, maintain, and build 

partnerships with industry 

stakeholders.ò And, she felt 

that in determining her 

involvement with the T&L 

Executive, there was ñtotal 

alignmentò across her role and 

relationship with 

antitrafficking and personal 

characteristics. 

 

Significance: Role and 

perceptions was a very 

significant (3) factor in the 

SEôs involvement in the 

action. Given she saw ñtotal 

alignmentò of her internal 

structures and interactions 

with the T&L Executive, it 

appeared her personal 

characteristics were an 

equally significant (3) 

influence. 

 

The SE was personally positive and 

hopeful as she interacted with the T&L 

Executive. She found that he was 

somewhat surprised or shocked that 

TAT was exhibiting at such a 

conference and described the 

interaction as brief, effective, and very 

positive. 

 

The action and the companyôs 

subsequent rollout to all 

employees educated the SE on 

what could be done and 

expanded her horizons of what to 

ask of companies. It confirmed 

that TATôs model of 

empowering the trucking 

industry was working, that God 

was behind it, and it made her 

more confident and optimistic 

for future efforts. While her role 

did not materially change, her 

possibilities for action expanded 

significantly. And while she did 

not experience material changes 

in her personal beliefs, the action 

and subsequent outcomes only 

bolstered her personal 

confidence. Together, these 

arguably fueled her fire for 

subsequent work. 

 

Significance: The action (and 

subsequent outcomes) 

significantly impacted the SEôs 

role and perceptions (3) as her 

possibilities for action were 

greatly expanded. It had a 

somewhat significant (1) impact 

on her personal characteristics, 

via bolstered hope, but brought 

no material changes in beliefs. 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The SE 

continued to serve as executive director 

of TAT. The Fortune 500 transportation 

and logistics companyôs rollout was a 

significant symbol to her of TATôs 

growing recognition or popularity. It also 

opened up new possibilities of action for 

her and expectations of others. As she 

described, ñIt expanded my horizons on 

what could be done within a large carrier, 

and so I became more educated on what 

to ask for. I also quickly recognized that 

we had a model to tout to other carriers 

and wanted to market it shrewdly within 

and out of the industry.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: Meeting the 

T&L Executive and his committing to 

champion TAT (and subsequent company 

rollout) reinforced for the SE that TATôs 

model of empowerment worked and 

made her ñmore hopeful that this was 

working and that God was behind it.ò She 

continued to have the same other beliefs 

and values. 

 

 

Note. ES indicates external structures; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and logistics; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of 

significance based on researcher inference). 
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Action 1 Synthesis 

This section provides a synthesis of the action, interactions, and changes; 

addresses the research question and subquestions; and summarizes key findings. 

Action 

The nature of this action was that of a personal decision by the T&L Executive, 

informed by his interactions with the SE. The catalyst was meeting TAT at a networking 

portion of a conference. The T&L Executive described, ñIt was just fate that our paths 

crossed, I believe, and we were able to make that connection and share a little bit of 

information and background, and thatôs where the dialogue started.ò While he was struck 

with TATôs presence at the conference and the SEôs passion, it took reviewing the 

materials over the coming month for the issue to resonate. And once it did, he 

experienced an ñaffrontò of his personal and professional values and inquired to learn 

more about TAT, the issue, and organizations taking action. Once he decided to 

champion antiïsex trafficking in his company, his expected outcome was to train his 

companyôs drivers. But, a whole host of unexpected outcomes resulted, including training 

the entire company, becoming a financial sponsor to TAT, becoming a TAT board 

member, and perhaps most importantly becoming a ñTAT championò and active industry 

advocate, leading to growth of the antiïsex trafficking structure.  

Interactions on the Action 

These interactions are critical to consider, because they illuminate what 

influences key ñgame-changingò actions or events to even come about. As described 

above, the meeting was fortuitous, yet based on both leadersô representation of their 



 

178 

organizations at a conference. The primary influence on the action did not appear to 

come from the antiïsex trafficking external structure, but rather the micro level of 

the T&L Executiveôs internal structures of personal characteristics, supported 

heavily by his role and perceptions of the external structures, including the 

antitrafficking community. The primary trigger for the T&L Executive was watching 

the DVD and realizing how horrible sex trafficking is. Drawing on his personal 

characteristics, he took it as an attack of his personal and professional identity and 

values and he determined to take a stand. After describing this conflict of values and 

his desire to set a standard for the industry, he said, ñIt was really an internal look 

and a personal mission.ò Drawing from his role and perceptions of the external 

structures, he optimistically believed that if any company could set an industry 

standard, it would be his. Further, as he learned more about TAT, he felt it would be 

supportive of his actions. He said, ñMy only frame of reference at the time was from 

TAT and the feeling was their actions would be accretive to my efforts.ò Arguably, 

as he interacted more with TAT and gained understanding of the external structureð

including the scope of the issue, what organizations were already doing, and what 

TAT materials were availableðthe external structure became an enabler to him and 

the company at the meso level as he put together a case for executive leadership 

decision.  

Interactions of the Action on Structures 

The action (and its immediate outcomes) produced important influences or 

interactions on both stakeholder internal structures and external structures. These are 
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critical because they form the essence of why the action was a ñgame-changer.ò Arguably 

these occurred in coevolutionary cycles.  

First, the T&L Executive took action by proposing training to his executive team. 

In doing so, he was setting forth new expectations at the meso level of the company and 

its employees. As the leadership team embraced these views, they changed company 

external structures by rolling out training. The SEôs internal structures changed as she 

learned about and was encouraged by what a single company could accomplish and 

began to envision a model. Employeesô internal structures changed as they embraced and 

enacted the program, thereby reinforcing and modifying the companyôs new social 

structure and growing the antitrafficking structure. Positive feedback from employees 

illuminated for the T&L Executive just how he could use his role, expanding his action 

horizons personally, and giving momentum for the company itself in influencing broader 

structural change across the industry at the macro level. In describing what influenced the 

company to take this broader level of engagement, he said,  

It was more of a personal conviction and really seeing what could be done 

whenever you started committing some resources and working together to really 

heighten the awareness around the need. So you know, the first step was really for 

us to do it, it had to be something that we had doneðcommitted resources to, 

built the plan around. And then, after we had done it, and seen the results of it and 

gotten really positive feedback from our employees, and recognized through some 

of that feedback how real this issue wasðyou know, it really kind of gave us the 

platform from which we could talk to some of our partners in the industry and 

say, ñThis is real. This isnôt something thatôs going to go away without us all 

working together, and every one of us has a role to play.ò 

Meanwhile, the SE worked with the T&L Executive and company to create a 

ñmodelò as the new industry norm. Both independently and together, the two leaders and 

organizations advocated to advance the model. In so doing, TATôs and the macro-level 

antitrafficking external structures began to grow through new legitimacy, expanded 
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budget, and more influential partners. Further, the norms continued to change with the 

addition of yet another model, the shipping partners program. These external structural 

changes naturally modified the SEôs own internal structures, encouraging her and 

expanding her action horizons, as well as further expanding the T&L Executiveôs 

horizons.  

Arguably and critically, this entire sequence was only possible because of the 

influence and power of both the T&L Executive and the company. In fact, the SE had 

been communicating with one of the T&L Executiveôs subordinates prior to this action, 

an individual she described as having a real heart for the issue but no decision-making 

power. As she said, ñHe was trying to move it up the flagpole, but he was not anywhere 

in a position like this person was to actually do it.ò She continued, ñSo, the next thing I 

know is, I am getting an email from his [the T&L Executiveôs] subordinate going, óOh 

my goodness. Iôve never seen our company move like theyôre moving on this. And weôre 

about to go into a corporate meeting.ôò Clearly the T&L Executive had an audience with 

and influence on the executive leadership team. But again, it still required the executive 

team committing both to change the standard first in its company and later agreeing to 

use its industry weight to influence other carriers, manufacturers, and associations. Had 

this executive had less influence, the company may not have recognized the need. Had 

the company itself not had strong power within the industry, this action could have 

resulted in a ñgood exampleò to share with others, but fallen short of being able to 

influence the industry to join the antitrafficking efforts.  

Similarly, while all interactions and elements of structural change were important 

predecessors to others, perhaps most important were the micro-level expanded action 
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horizons of the SE and the T&L Executive, for these empowered the leaders to champion 

the growth of the antitrafficking structure in new ways. Without them, it is possible the 

result could have simply been a single implementation in a single company, for it is not 

organizations that drive change, but rather individuals who mobilize organizational 

resources to lead a collective charge. 

Structural Changes 

Importantly, this series of new expectations manifested in structural changes over 

time. As suggested above, perhaps most significant was that it expanded the legitimacy 

and power base of both TAT as an organization and the macro-level antiïsex trafficking 

structure by bringing more partners, more financial resources, and champions from within 

the industry that can influence industry. However, this could not have been achieved if 

meanings had not changed for the T&L Executive within the action itself and then 

subsequently for him, the SE, and employees. 

Answering the Research Question 

It is now appropriate to synthesize the results more succinctly to answer the 

research question as related to Action 1: How do dynamic interactions between social 

structures and stakeholder actions shape social change? Action 1 transpired because of a 

serendipitous meeting at a conference. In this action, it was the T&L Executiveôs micro-

level internal structures that interacted and most drove the action. A conflict of values 

was supported by both his role and his perceptions of external structures (by being 

confident in his companyôs values and optimistic of its ability to set an example) and by 

seeing the antiïsex trafficking structure as an enabler (seeing positive examples and 
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identifying an opportunity and legitimate TAT resources). Here the importance of his 

individual ñwiringò is evident: it was not only his value system, but also his optimism in 

his company and seeing the antiïsex trafficking community as an enabler (e.g., seeing the 

opportunity to set an example, not being discouraged by the small size of antiïsex 

trafficking efforts at the time).  

The interactions of the action on structure were coevolutionary, cycling from 

meso-level external changes in the company to internal changes in the employees, SE, 

and T&L Executive, and back to external structure. Perhaps most important for achieving 

structural change of scale at the macro level were internal structural changes for the T&L 

Executive (an expanded view of his role) and SE (new action horizons), which 

empowered them to mobilize the resources of their organizations and those of others to 

set new expectations of the trucking industry and grow the antiïsex trafficking structure. 

The most significant external structural change overall was the increase in powerbase and 

support for TAT. 

Answering the Subquestions 

The research subquestions sought to understand how meaning, power, and norms 

shifted across micro (individual), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) levels. 

Figure 5.1 charts the sequence of changes across these structural dimensions and levels of 

analysis.  
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Figure 5.1. Action 1 sequence of changes across levels. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; co., company; exec., executive; SE, 

social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and logistics. 
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Importantly, the figure reveals that change started within the action itself by the 

T&L Executive having an individual meaning change and feeling empowered to take 

action. In seeking integrity or alignment of norms, he resolved to take action to request 

that antitrafficking efforts be incorporated into company structures to mirror both his 

personal values and those of the company and its employees. Arguably, the rest of the 

changes may not have progressed without his having a position of power. A sequence 

pattern was revealed: in general, there was often meaning change, followed by 

empowerment or readiness to use influence, and then resolve to take action for alignment. 

This started at the internal structural level, rose to the external structural level, and then 

cascaded down again, with each stage punctuated with actions.  

Action 1 Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings for Action 1. 

¶ Nature of action: The action was unplanned and individual in nature; the T&L 

Executive met the SE by chance and had subsequent exchanges with her, 

ultimately deciding to champion the issue. Thus, they had minimal expectations 

leading up to the action, and the interactions fortuitously produced emergent 

changes over time. 

¶ Interaction on action: The T&L Executiveôs micro-level personal characteristics 

and roles and perceptions most propelled his decision, though the macro-level 

external structure was somewhat significant because of TATôs resources and 

existing efforts in the industry. 

¶ External structural  changes: The scale of change was ultimately big and the 

type was revolutionary. The most significant external structural change was the 



 

185 

expanded legitimacy and power base that TAT and the macro-level antitrafficking 

structure realized as a result of the advocacy and new expectations of the industry. 

¶ Internal structural changes: There were much more substantial changes to roles 

and perceptions than personal characteristics. 

¶ Interaction on structure:  Expanded micro-level action horizons for the T&L 

Executive and SE were most significant because they fueled critical interactions 

on and changes in external structure. As their horizons expanded, so did their 

advocacy. Without this, the very significant interactions on external structure in 

the form of the executive communicating new macro-level expectations of the 

trucking industry and the SE expanding her ask of carriers and shippers would not 

have come to fruition, nor would the subsequent partnerships and sponsors.  
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CHAPTER  6: 

ACTION 2 FINDINGS  

The second of the three ñgame-changingò actions of focus for the study occurred 

in 2013, approximately one year after Action 1. Action 2 involved an initial meeting 

between representatives of a state attorney generalôs office (AGO), its Department of 

Transportation (DOT)/Motor Vehicle Enforcement (MVE), and another public agency, 

followed the same day by another meeting, together with Truckers Against Trafficking 

(TAT) on the phone, to brainstorm potential partnerships in antitrafficking efforts. This 

chapter opens with a description of the action. It then presents the external structures and 

internal structures, together with their interactions and changes. The chapter closes with a 

synthesis including a discussion across all elements; responses to the research question 

and subquestions; and summary of key findings. 

Action 2 Description 

The action is first described by its situation, ends, norms, and meanings/values. 

Situation 

A representative of the state attorney generalôs office (AGR) met the executive 

director/social entrepreneur (SE) at a workshop she presented at a few months prior to the 

action. He expressed interest in working with the trucking industry and potentially 

partnering with TAT and realized the importance of securing DOT as a partner.  

The AGR organized a face-to-face meeting in 2013 with a leader of MVE 

(LMVE), his boss, and other state representatives to explore what a partnership could 

look like. This was followed the same day with a second meeting in which they called the 
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SE for further discussion and brainstorming. As the SE said, ñHe [the LMVE] knows his 

office. I know TAT. And, we started tossing around: Well, how could we potentially 

work together? And thatôs really what that first phone call was.ò 

Ends 

The AGR reported that the AGOôs intent was for the antitrafficking initiative to 

form a relationship with DOT. The LMVE did not express any specific expectations from 

the MVEôs perspective; however, the initial conversation flipped a switch for him in 

seeing that the organization could play a part. He then sought to learn how they might 

partner. The SE had no specific expectations (based on her limited understanding of the 

role of the MVE), but saw it as an interesting opportunity and looked forward to ñturn 

that cornerò and to more extensively partner with government agencies and law 

enforcement. 

Norms 

The setting was a work meeting, guided by the norms of exploring what each 

party could do independently and together in the fight against trafficking.  

Meanings/Values 

The LMVE said for the MVE, engaging in an antitrafficking initiative represented 

an opportunity to positively work together with the trucking industry. The AGR said it 

was critical to the AGO to build relationships with both governmental and 

nongovernmental organizations, so this represented an opportunity to work with and 

through the DOT to forge partnerships with the trucking industry. 
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Action 2 External Structures and Interactions 

Table 6.1 outlines the external structures before and after the action, together with 

the relevant interactions. These are discussed individually in the narrative below and 

supported with stakeholder quotes. 

External Structures Before Action 

A few months before the action, the AGO established an antitrafficking initiative. 

As for meanings, the AGR indicates that around this time, from the perspective of the 

AGO there was almost ñdenialò among law enforcement of the issue and failure to 

understand the differentiation between ñprostitutionò and ñtrafficking.ò He explained that 

mandatory training for new law enforcement officers had been in place for a few years, 

but that it was unlikely that previous officers would have been trained. He stated, ñPrior 

to 2013 this was not on anybodyôs radar other than our attorney general. . . . So really 

2013 was your start point.ò  

As for power within the state, the AGR perceived the attorney general as the most 

influential in antitrafficking. He indicated that few resources were dedicated to 

antitrafficking in the state. While several government and nongovernmental organizations 

were working on antitrafficking, he noted that they were not getting traction and lacked 

common focus or leadership. Part of the state antitrafficking initiativeôs role was to 

provide leadership and ñcommon directionò to antitrafficking efforts. As for norms, a 

state antitrafficking law had been passed several years before, but according to the AGR, 

few cases were being filed or prosecuted. He said that before the establishment of the 

antitrafficking initiative of the AGO (which occurred just months prior to Action 2), ñit  

 



 

189 

Table 6.1 

Action 2 External Structures and Interactions  

External structure s 

before action 

Interactions 

on action Action Action outcomes 

Interactions on 

External structure s External structure s after action 

MVE 

¶ M, N: MVE generally 

aware, but did not play an 

active role; some officers 

working at edges of cases 

State 

¶ M: Almost ñdenialò; failure 

to differentiate between 

ñprostitutionò and 

ñtraffickingò 

¶ M: Mandatory training only 

for new law enforcement 

officers 

¶ M: Except for state AG, 

trafficking not on othersô 

radar  

¶ P: State AG perceived as the 

most influential  

¶ P: Few resources in this 

state dedicated to 

antitrafficking 

¶ P, N: Several govern-

mental/nongovernment 

organizations working on 

issue, but no common focus 

or traction  

¶ P, N: State antitrafficking 

initiative in place prior to 

action; part of role to 

provide leadership and 

ñcommon directionò  

¶ N: State antitrafficking law 

passed several years before, 

but few cases filed or 

prosecuted 

TAT  

¶ N: TAT had no previous 

efforts or model of engaging 

with MVE 

I1. External factors 

on action 

¶ NA 

 

I2. External 

structure s on action 

¶ AGO saw need to 

partner with DOT, 

trucking, and TAT 

(partly due to TAT 

education) 

¶ MVE did not see 

breadth of issue or 

lack of resources as 

a constraint; chose 

to look at available 

resources, 

including its own 

structure and access 

to other 

organizations 

¶ MVE recognized 

an opportunity to 

build positive 

relationship with 

trucking industry 

¶ The roles/power of 

these agencies and 

representatives and 

opportunity for 

more extensive 

partnerships were a 

strong influence on 

TATôs engagement  

Situation 

¶ AGR held a meeting 

with the LMVE, his 

boss, and other state 

representatives to 

explore partnership; later 

that day they called SE 

for further brainstorming 

Ends 

¶ AGR/O: Intent was to 

form a relationship with 

DOT 

¶ L/MVE: Did not express 

any specific expectations 

¶ SE/TAT: Had no 

specific expectations, 

but saw an opportunity 

for more extensive 

partnership with 

government and law 

enforcement 

Norms 

¶ Work meeting, guided 

by norms of exploring 

partnership  

Meanings/values 

¶ L/MVE: Engaging in an 

antitrafficking initiative 

represented an 

opportunity to positively 

work together with 

trucking industry  

¶ AGR/O: Sought 

relationships in/out of 

government, so this 

represented an 

opportunity to partner 

with/through DOT and 

trucking industry 

Intended 

¶ Partnership created 

between DOT/ 

MVE, AGO, and 

TAT 

 

Unintended 

¶ Resulted in the 

ñstate DOT 

model,ò a new 

category of ways 

for TAT to partner 

with law 

enforcement 

¶ TAT fostered a 

coalition build, 

bringing carriers 

and truck stops 

together, resulting 

in broadening the 

movement through 

increased 

relationships and 

audiences for 

dissemination of 

materials 

¶ LMVE became a 

ñTAT championò 

and advocated 

across the nation, 

leading to 

opportunities for 

TAT to do the 

same, and 

ultimately other 

states adopting the 

model 

I1. External factors on 

external structure s 

¶ NA 

 

I2. Action on external 

structure s 

Based on researcher 

inference: 

¶ Expanded TATôs 

partnerships with law 

enforcement; created 

a ñsecond streamò of 

TAT work  

¶ MVE and TAT set 

new expectations of 

norms for trucking, 

MVEs, and DOTs 

across the nation 

(e.g., use resources 

and implement the 

state DOT model) 

via SE and LMVE 

¶ AGR/O were 

increasingly 

empowered and 

equipped to 

influence state 

legislature and other 

organizations  

MVE 

¶ M: MVE staff embraced and owned antitrafficking 

efforts  

¶ M, N: MVE employees got training and discussed 

during inspections, stops, etc.; materials distributed at 

rest stops, weigh stations, and in commercial drivers 

licensing; and training used in safety meetings with 

companies  

¶ P: MVE using relationships and resources of other 

agencies and trucking industry (e.g., as distribution 

points) 

¶ P: MVE used asset forfeiture funds to pay for TAT 

materials 

¶ N: MVE started collecting data as part of interdiction 

stops  

State 

¶ M: Less about ñprostitutesò and more about ñvictimsò  

¶ M: Access to training more drivers through 

relationship with state trucking association  

¶ M, N: Enhanced awareness across law enforcement, 

rising requests for training or support in creating 

protocols, and increased attention to enhancing 

service delivery  

¶ P, M: L/MVE using influence to reach other agencies, 

nongovernment boards, national associations, and 

trucking industry  

¶ P, M: Many non- and governmental affiliates doing 

outreach and training 

¶ P, M, N: Support from state legislature; enhanced 

laws, more resources and training  

TAT 

¶ M, P: TAT began spending a lot of time focused on 

law enforcement 

¶ M, N: TAT pitched this model and educated law 

enforcement nationally 

¶ P: LMVE became a TAT board member 

Nationally  

¶ N: 10 other states adopted the model in part or whole 

Note. Based on participant perceptions. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; AG, attorney general; AGO, attorney generalôs office; AGR, representative of a state attorney generalôs office; DOT, 

Department of Transportation; LMVE, leader of Motor Vehicle Law Enforcement; MVE, Motor Vehicle Enforcement; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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was very hit and miss as far as any kind of enforcement action at all, whether or not it 

involved trucking or anything else.ò 

According to LMVE, a few MVE interdiction officers were aware of trafficking 

and ñhad worked someðaround some edges of some cases.ò And while the MVE was 

generally aware of the issue of trafficking through publications they subscribed to, it was 

ñnot to the extent where the light bulb ever went on and said, óYou know, we can play a 

part in this.ô So, that really kind of actually turned it on, the thought process for us, and 

got us to start to become active in it.ò  

From the perspective of TATôs external structure and the broader antitrafficking 

community, there was no previous model or active way of engaging with MVEs. 

External Structuresô Interaction on Action  

Based on initial exposure to TAT and the education it provided, the AGO 

recognized the need to get the right players to the table, including DOT, as a way to reach 

the trucking industry. According to the AGR, ñWe recognized early on that DOT . . . 

thanks to TATôs education . . . had to be part of this. And so thatôs why we made the 

initial outreach to them.ò 

In the first discussion with the AGR that day, the MVE did not see the breadth of 

the issue or lack of resources as a constraint but rather chose to look at what resources 

were available, including its own unique organizational structure and access to other 

organizations and their resources. As the LMVE said: 

A topic such as human trafficking is so large and so broad and there are so many 

moving parts and players that have to be all working together that to be effective, 

. . . we looked at whatðyou know, where we could best contribute. And, instead 

of thinking about what we couldnôt do because of limited resources or just the 

scope of the work that weôre in, again, said, ñWell, what can we do with the 
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abilities we have, with the contacts we have, with the resources that we do have?ò 

And, at that time [we] ask[ed] the AGôs representatives, you know, ñWeôre all in, 

but how can we best help?ò And, they offered up the contact information of one 

of the programs that they felt would be effective and a good fit for us, which was 

the Truckers Against Trafficking. 

The MVE also recognized an opportunity to build a positive relationship with the 

trucking industry: 

When this concept was presented to us, and we started thinking about it and talking 

about it, it was exciting to think about the fact that itôs a good fit. . . . We looked at 

the fact . . . that we could work together with the industry on, in a positive way. 

For TAT, the nature of these governmental agencies and the membersô roles were 

a strong influence on its engagement and opportunity to get more heavily involved with 

law enforcement. Demonstrating a sense of reciprocal expectations, the SE said: 

When you start working with the attorney generalôs office and you start working 

with DOT, state agencies that have decision-making power that can effect change, 

and youôve got decision makers on the phone . . . you do that. I mean, you do 

whatever you can to make that happen. 

Action Outcomes  

The primary intended outcome of partnership between the AGO, DOT/MVE, and 

TAT was realized. A quote from the LMVE nicely summed it up: ñItôs really been a very 

strong bridge to bring the industry and the enforcement together on a common cause, 

which is to battle the crime of human trafficking.ò  

Additionally, several unintended outcomes also resulted. Through the 

brainstorming that day, followed by subsequent discussions and an evolutionary set of 

MVE implementations (e.g., training employees, outreach to companies and at truck 

stops, distributing materials at weigh stations and rest stops), it became clear to the SE 

that there was a new ñmodel.ò She explained: 
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As the leader of motor vehicle law enforcement started to come up with idea after 

idea, and I started to get a sense of the purview of his office, . . . my first thought 

was, ñWe need to write all this down, and because what you are doing is indeed 

creating a model, and start to pitch it to other states across the nation.ò 

The LMVE noted, ñI guess we never really looked at building a model. Thatôs 

something that TAT kind of coined.ò The SE explained that the state DOT model has 

ñbeen huge because whatôs done is given us a whole new category of ways we can 

partner with law enforcement.ò She later described: 

There are pockets of law enforcement that literally are just looking for, you know, 

ñWhat can we do? What are the specifics?ò So having this kind of model in place 

and just creating that pathway for them so they can take it and run with it has been 

extremely helpful because theyôve got an action point now. This is a jumping-off 

point for their unit, for their department to engage in. So itôs hadðitôs had a 

national effect. 

Through the growing partnership, TAT was subsequently instrumental in 

fostering a coalition build event and bringing representatives from carriers and truck 

stops together, resulting in broadening the movement through increased relationships and 

audiences for dissemination of materials. As the LMVE explained: 

That actually broadened the scope out even more. And, what weôre finding out is 

every time that we have conversations with people, every time we have 

opportunities to meet with people or involved in groups or presentations, it just 

continues to build from there, and we have additional contacts and additional 

relationships are built where weôre able to get the resources out even to a more 

broader audience.  

Finally, the LMVE became a ñTAT championò and advocated for the model and 

antitrafficking efforts across the nation, leading to opportunities for TAT to do the same, 

and ultimately other states adopting the model. Reflecting on her initial introduction to 

the LMVE and subsequent observations, the SE described, ñI did not realize what an 

incredible man I was on the phone withðand, just individually, as a person. Again, just 
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somebody who is a TAT champion, somebody who takes this extremely personally, is 

highly, highly motivated, and just uses the resources and the will of his office to effect 

change.ò The LMVE said, ñThe relationships weôve got are already built. So, weôre just 

going ahead and marshaling those to try to share with those folks what weôre doing in our 

state . . . what our staff has really embraced and taken ownership of.ò 

External Structures after Action  

As a result of these outcomes and interactions, there were structural changes for 

the MVE, the state, TAT, and the antitrafficking community at large. As related to 

meanings within the MVE, the staff have had and continue to receive training. The TAT 

wallet card was included in commercial drivers licensing issue and renewals, and TAT 

materials were distributed in all state rest stops and weigh stations. Additionally, 

antitrafficking training was also incorporated into meetings with trucking companies on 

mandatory safety compliance. The LMVE reported that the staff embraced antitrafficking 

efforts and ñfeel itôs their programò and took initiative to suggest additional efforts. He 

said, ñThey [the staff] have got so much pride and ownership in this now that theyôre 

coming to me and saying, óHey, can we do this?ôò 

As for power, the MVE was drawing on its relationships with related agencies and 

the trucking industry and their respective resources to combat trafficking (e.g., as points of 

distribution), expanding power and meaning across the broader antitrafficking structure. 

The LMVE explained the advantage of the MVEôs unique organizational structure: ñI think 

it allowed us to build and marshal the resources in a broader aspect because we can reach 

beyond just the resources and the borders of law enforcement. Weôre able to go into a lot of 

other areas that the public utilizes, which allowed us to get the information out in a much 
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broader concept.ò The MVE also secured approval to use asset forfeiture funds to pay for 

TAT materials.  

As for officersô own norms, they now provided TAT wallet cards and discussed 

the issue in all engagements (e.g., inspections, violation stops). Similarly, the MVE began 

collecting data as part of interdiction stops to lead to trafficking investigations. 

At the state level with regard to meanings, the LMVE indicated, ñI notice this 

when Iôm out in the communities. Iôm hearing less . . . óthese are just prostitutesô and now 

more that óthese are victimsô because of the education effort.ò The relationship between 

the state trucking association and the MVE was reinforced, which opened up the doors to 

reach even more companies and drivers.  

The AGR noted that there was enhanced awareness across state law enforcement, 

rising requests for training or support in developing protocols, and increased attention to 

enhancing service delivery to survivors. He said:  

I think that the call, the meeting that took place really was the start point for the 

change in the enforcement attitude in the state and for us to take a hard look at the 

service provisions that were being made for the victims in the situation. That 

being said, we have a long way to go. But, law enforcement is much more aware. 

I get calls on a regular basis now, and by that I mean every day, from some law 

enforcement entity thatôs either interested in training, or they have a situation that 

they need assistance with, or theyôre trying to develop a protocol or a policy. 

Furthermore, he reported that there were more governmental and nongovernmental 

affiliates conducting training and outreach. 

As related to power, the MVE, largely driven by the LMVE, was using its influence 

to reach other agencies, nongovernmental boards, national associations, and the trucking 

industry through using DOT communication outlets, speaking at law enforcement 

conferences, and publishing articles targeted at law enforcement and the carrier industry. 
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As indicated under interactions directly above, education from TAT helped the state 

antitrafficking initiative and MVE develop appropriate antitrafficking normsðrather than 

just sitting and waiting for it to happen. Overall, there was strong support from the state 

legislature, in part due to information TAT provided to the AGO and the state DOT model 

success, leading to enhanced laws, more resources, and increased training, representing 

changes across all structural dimensions (norms, power, and meaning). 

TAT experienced several structural shifts. As for power, the SE said, ñItôs 

structurally changed how we spend a lot of our resources and time.ò Similarly, through 

the LMVE introductions, TAT had greater access to law enforcement associations, 

organizations, and opportunities. Subsequently, the LMVE became a TAT board 

member. In terms of meanings, TAT pitched this model in its coalition builds and had 

new opportunities to present nationally to law enforcement and work with a training 

institute. All thi s materialized in structural changes across the antitrafficking community 

at large, including that 10 other states adopted this model in part or whole by the end of 

2014. 

External Interactions 

No external interactions were identified on the action or on the external structures 

before or after the action. 

Interactions of Action on External Structure s After   

For TAT, the action and subsequent model and other outcomes opened new ways 

to partner with law enforcement. In fact, the SE said, ñI feel like itôs almost like a second 

stream of what we do of our overall mission now.ò As the SE described: 
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Itôs really taken our partnerships with law enforcement to the next level once we 

understood from the DOT perspective the purview of their office, what could be 

done, the overlaps with trucking, and just flat-out providing any way we can assist 

to provide resources for interdiction officers making those stops. So thatôsðit 

really has just expanded our horizon and opportunity to get the word out there.  

More specifically and broadly, the MVE and TAT (through the leadership of the 

LMVE and SE) were setting new expectations of norms for MVEs and DOTs across the 

nation (e.g., they expected the industry and law enforcement to marshal their resources 

and for all states to implement the state DOT model). According to the SE, ñWe have 11 

states right now that are adopting the model in part or in whole [including this state]. You 

know, of course we want to see every state do that.ò 

The MVE used corporate communications and its staff used outreach to influence 

others, and the LMVE used his position and role on boards and relationships with other 

organizations to help promote the model and antitrafficking efforts. Of othersô reactions, 

he said: 

But you have a concept . . . something thatðthereôs like hardly anybody is going 

to argue that thatôs not a good effort. . . . Everybody you know would be 

heartbroken to have anyoneðsomebody they know get trapped in that lifestyle. 

And so, I mean it, once you share the message with people, itôs almost like itôs 

contagious. It really grows from there. . . . I think it just continues to evolve. 

The AGR and AGO were increasingly empowered and equipped to influence state legis-

latures and other organizations through the state AGOôs antitrafficking initiative. The AGR said:  

We have strong support in this last legislative session based largely in part on the 

information we were able to provide to the legislature, part of which came from 

T-A-T, and part of which came from all of our experiences in working with them 

to better educate our legislator to continue to support the effort. 

He later expounded:  
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And, we are able to, with the assistance of TAT, give very accurate and very 

factual information to legislator. And, what this does for us, it allows us to put 

resources in the right place and not the wrong place and to put the emphasis 

where it belongs in enforcement. Prior to my education by TAT and partnership 

with DOT, I have a feeling that we were going to go towards, ñWell, weôll just sit 

at truck stops, and wait for this to happen.ò And, thatôs not how you do this job, 

obviously. But, it took somebody like TAT, a national organization with 

professional, educated people, to provide that kind of information that I could 

then use when I get called to speak before the legislature. 

 

Action 2 Internal Structures and Interactions 

Participant Introductions  

The AGR was a key catalyst for this action and a sustained advocate and leader in 

the stateôs efforts thereafter. The LMVE, as a representative of DOT, was an initial key 

target. Since he subsequently became a ñTAT championò and TAT board member, he 

was a primary actor of focus. The action was supported by the SE. A few other state 

representatives were involved in one or more meetings, but were not identified as a key 

actor requiring participation in the study. 

Stakeholder Internal Structures and Interactions 

Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 provide vignettes for each participant, including 

supporting detail and participant quotes, categorized by structure or interaction and its 

timing.  
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Table 6.2 

Action 2: State Attorney Generalôs Office Representativeôs Internal Structures and Interactions 
 

Stakeholder internal structure 

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction of 

stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of 

stakeholder with other 

actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact of 

action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal structure  

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: 

The AGR had an active role as a 

leader of the antitrafficking 

initiative. He perceived that while 

there was limited belief that 

trafficking was problematic in the 

state, a few organizations were 

working to combat trafficking. He 

saw an opportunity to provide 

leadership given they lacked 

common direction. To him, this was 

constraining in that conducting 

outreach required in-person 

education in pockets across the state, 

yet enabling in that seeing just how 

little people knew was a motivation 

to continue awareness efforts. 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The 

AGR had a professional background 

in law enforcement and crimes 

against children and said, ñItôs very 

motivating to me, very important to 

me personally to take action 

whenever we can when innocent 

youth are involved in the horrendous 

things that happen to them.ò His 

military experience developed 

within him a ñblend of a 

democratic/autocraticò leadership 

style and a belief that there are times 

for leadership by consensus and 

times to be directive, which is how 

he approached this work. 

Based on the highway system in that 

state and the role of trucking, the AGR 

felt they needed to explore working 

with an organization like TAT. He said, 

ñI saw them as a huge asset to the 

overall mission for our group, and 

thatôs why we pushed for the meeting 

and then we gathered together.ò It 

appeared this was complemented by a 

sense that DOT would be supportive. It 

seemed there was alignment of both 

dimensions of internal structures. He 

said, ñI think that from all perspectives 

[referencing role and perceptions and 

personal characteristics] that I know 

that was absolutely the right thing to 

do.ò During the meeting itself, the 

additional input of TAT and the other 

governmental participants made it clear 

that TAT would be an important ally 

with a useful tool. 

 

Significance: The AGRôs role, likely 

sense of DOT support, and most 

importantly perception of TAT as a tool 

seemed to be a very significant 

influence (3) on the action. And while 

he saw alignment with his personal 

characteristics and his motivations to 

take action to combat crime, these were 

less emphasized regarding interactions 

and thus likely a little less significant 

(2). 

According to the AGR, 

the meeting featured 

learning about what each 

representative could 

contribute and if that 

could be used. And yet, 

the spirit moved quickly 

from exploration to one 

of partnership and asking 

what the group was going 

to do, not what it could 

do. ñIt was a fairly quick 

recognition that weôre all 

on the same page 

wanting the same thingð

and not only that, but we 

can help each other do 

it.ò 

While his internal structures 

remained similar to before, 

the action and its subsequent 

outcomes were encouraging 

to the AGR. They were a 

source of validation to the 

mission received from the 

AG and the AGRôs efforts. 

The experience opened up 

new relationships and 

educational outreach 

opportunities within trucking 

to him in his existing role and 

produced a personal self-

assurance or confidence that 

he was addressing this issue 

the right way. 

 

Significance: It appeared that 

overall, this action and its 

subsequent outcomes had 

some impact (1) on both the 

AGRôs role and perceptions 

through validation of the 

AGôs mission and greater 

access to the trucking 

community and personal 

characteristics through 

enhanced self-assurance. 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: 

Overall, the AGR observed that the 

action ñwas a validation of the mission 

that the attorney general gave me.ò 

While his role remained the same, the 

possibilities for outreach expanded. 

Because of TATôs participation, he said 

more stakeholders were willing to talk 

with the initiative, including some 

members of the trucking industry who 

might have otherwise been resistant. The 

AGR found TAT a helpful resource and 

sought to use it as much as possible. 

ñItôs yielding benefits in terms of 

potential interest generated by other 

groups that werenôt aware about it now, 

kind of the ripple effect.ò  

 

B. Personal characteristics: The AGR 

reported that this is ñrelatively the same 

except . . . feeling encouraged because . . 

. what weôve been able to achieve in a 

rather short period of time since that 

meeting took place is nothing short of 

amazing to me [emphasis added].ò He 

expounded that positive results produced 

a kind of self-assurance ñthat what 

youôre doing is rightò and ña confidence 

level in the fact that youôre addressing 

the problem the right way and in the 

right tempo, with the right people.ò 

Note. AG indicates attorney general; AGR, representative of a state attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; ES, external structures; TAT, Truckers Against 

Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference). 
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Table 6.3 

Action 2: State Motor Vehicle Law Enforcement Leaderôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure before 

action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction of 

stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of 

stakeholder with 

other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

 of action on  

internal structures 

Stakeholder internal structure  

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The LMVE 

is a veteran of law enforcement with an 

extensive network. Neither he nor his agency 

had a large, antitrafficking effort, though a 

few officers were working some cases. He 

sensed that neither the public nor law 

enforcement saw trafficking as a problem in 

the state. He believed it to be on the radar of 

some law enforcement, but noted that it 

could sometimes be more reactive than 

proactive. He and his agency believed that 

the trucking industry was a potential partner 

in combating trafficking. He said, ñAt that 

time . . . I thought the only way that I would 

be able to . . . make a difference is to provide 

training to the field staff.ò He also shared, 

ñUntil sitting down and talking with the AG 

and talking with TAT that we really didnôtð

it really didnôt resonate in my mind that, you 

know what, we can do something about 

thisðwe can play a part.ò Further, he ñdidnôt 

have a clear vision . . . prior to that meeting 

that there was that much support for us to be 

involved as an agency.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The LMVE 

understood that sex trafficking occurred. He 

believed it was ñmodern day slavery and it is 

ethically, morally, and criminally wrong 

there.ò He had a strong personal belief and 

motivation to make things better. He said, 

ñIôm lookingðin my personal life and in my 

work life . . . how can I play an active part in 

that, how can I utilize any of the gifts or 

skills that Iôve been given into helping others 

succeed.ò Also, his parents instilled in him a 

need to focus on what he could do, not what 

he could not, and to ñdo what you can with 

the tools . . . before you.ò 

Given the LMVEôs interest in being a 

partner in that first meeting with the AGR 

and in learning about TAT and its resources, 

it is likely he both sensed agency support and 

drew on his personal characteristics. He said, 

ñI just personally thought that this is 

something that . . . itôs ethically wrong, itôs 

morally wrong, itôs criminally wrong. You 

need to do something about it instead of sit 

and talk about it and read magazines about it 

and go to training about it. . . . What can we 

do like, right now? Well, right now what we 

can do is create an awareness. And . . . how I 

can help create awarenessðis to partner 

with TAT and start bringing our people on 

board.ò 

 

The LMVE found TATôs energy refreshing 

and said, ñJust by the conversations with 

TAT . . . I just felt there was something 

genuine about this one. And, I just felt 

right.ò He also noted that he sensed they 

were not self-promoting, but just wanted to 

ñpour themselves into this effort.ò He added, 

ñOur beliefs aligned pretty similar, the ED of 

TAT and I did. . . . Just in the conversations 

we had, weðI could tell that.ò  

 

Significance: It appeared that the LMVEôs 

personal characteristics, as evidenced in his 

belief that trafficking is wrong together with 

his optimism and need to contribute, were 

very significant (3) in determining his 

actions, coupled with a sense of alignment of 

beliefs with the SE. This was likely further 

bolstered to a lesser degree (2) by his sense 

that his leadership would be supportive of 

the agency taking a role and confidence in 

TAT and the resources it could provide. 

He noted in the initial 

discussion that some 

concern was 

expressed regarding 

resources. But, ñI 

thought, you know, 

weôve got X [number 

removed] people, and 

weôre never going to 

get any more. And so, 

then I just started 

thinking about what 

could we do.ò He 

expressed to the AGR 

an interest to be a 

player, and that he 

was not sure what 

resources they had. 

The AGR called the 

SE to include TAT in 

a brainstorming 

conversation. The 

LMVE sensed an 

alignment of beliefs 

with the SE and that 

TAT was genuine, 

not seeking self-

promotion. Even 10 

minutes after the 

meeting, he called the 

SE back to discuss 

more ideas. 

With his leadershipôs support, he 

assumed an antitrafficking mantel 

as part of his role, influencing his 

agency and trucking and law 

enforcement nationally. Increased 

exposure and education compelled 

him and the agency to ñcontinue to 

push on.ò Personally, he came to 

better understand the prevalence of 

trafficking and felt an even stronger 

commitment to protect others.  

 

Signficance: The action has had a 

very significant role (3) in shaping 

changes in the LMVEôs role and 

perceptions by illuminating how he 

could integrate antitrafficking 

efforts into his agencyôs activities 

and influence the industry. It had a 

somewhat significant impact (1) on 

his personal characteristics, 

through increased worldview and 

commitment to protection of others.  

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The 

LMVE integrated antitrafficking into 

his role, was involved in the state 

initiative, and saw a change in his 

action horizon. He said, ñAs we started 

to get involved, it seemed as though 

each action we took just opened the 

door to another opportunity. We had 

the support of my boss, and he gave us 

the opportunity to make decisions on 

our involvement as we progressed.ò He 

immediately sought to create 

awareness and an antitrafficking 

culture in the MVE. He integrated 

antitrafficking efforts into the agencyôs 

activities. He said, ñItôs a natural fit 

where weôre stopping vehicles, weôre 

checking vehicles, . . . thatôs our gig.ò 

He secured asset forfeiture funds and 

believed reporting works. The LMVE 

used his network to advocate, using the 

MVE as an example. ñIt was a natural 

fit to be able to just start going out and 

utilizing the relationships I built and 

start talking to the people I knew in the 

industry around the state.ò His ñeyes 

have been opened more,ò which has 

only motivated him and his agency. 

B. Personal characteristics: 
Education and exposure have increased 

his worldview around traffickingôs 

prevalence. Because of his value for 

life and family and belief in making a 

difference, he stopped to think ñwhat 

part can I play in my profession and in 

my daily life to protect the innocence 

and help provide a society that these 

young people can safely move about 

and enjoy all life has to offer.ò 
Note. AG indicates attorney general; AGR, representative of a state attorney generalôs office; ED, executive director; ES, external structures; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; MVE, Motor Vehicle Enforcement; 

SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference).  
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Table 6.4 

Action 2: Social Entrepreneurôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction of 

stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of stakeholder 

with other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures Stakeholder internal structure after action 

(Note: The SE described her internal 

structures before Actions 2 and 3 as the 

same as before Action 1.) 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: As 

executive director of TAT, the SEôs role 

was running the organization in its efforts 

to educate, equip, and empower the 

trucking industry in combating 

trafficking. The SE felt that while TAT 

materials were available, prior to the 

action, trafficking as an issue was not 

really on the trucking industryôs radar. 

She saw no real constraints from the 

antitrafficking community, nor another 

large nongovernmental organization with 

a different approach to antitrafficking in 

the trucking industry. ñNothing was 

constraining my actions.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The SE 

believed that trafficking was ñone of the 

greatest social evils of our time.ò As a 

Christian, the SE was motivated to 

ñglorify God . . . through standing up to 

injustice.ò She believed that she was 

dependent upon God and that ñsomething 

greater is at work in my personal 

motivation and in the audience.ò Her 

confidence was not only in God and His 

moving this work, but also that TATôs 

approach of empowerment worked, that 

involving and empowering the trucking 

industry itself (rather than shaming them) 

was key to success, and that there were 

good people wanting to do the right thing, 

who just needed to be empowered with 

ways to combat trafficking. 

The SE took a very active level of 

involvement in the call because she 

was the only TAT representative, 

and the AGR had asked her to 

brainstorm partnership 

opportunities. Thus, it seemed that 

her motivation was largely through 

her professional role and by the 

opportunity presented. As the 

conversation progressed and she 

learned more, she was ñeager to 

share ideas, and receive/toss around 

ideas being presented from others.ò 

 

Significance: It seemed that her role 

and perceptions were the most 

significant influence (3) in driving 

her participation. While elsewhere 

she noted her role and perceptions 

and personal characteristics 

overlapped, the latter was not 

emphasized in this context. 

The SE noted that the MVE 

leader asked a lot of questions. ñI 

could tell that his wheels were 

already beginning to spin as he 

began to toss out a few ideas that 

might work.ò Similarly, she 

contributed suggestions for 

implementation. She described, 

ñThe call was very collaborative, 

high energy, and I believe all 

participants felt like we had 

something here.ò 

The meeting invigorated 

the SE, motivating her to 

follow up on the meeting 

actions; stimulated her 

thinking as the partnership 

progressed; and, over 

time, expanded her 

expectations for the 

partnership between 

trucking and law 

enforcement. Her 

relationship with the 

LMVE and positive 

progress encouraged and 

inspired her. 

 

Significance: The action 

expanded the SEôs action 

horizon, causing a very 

significant (3) interaction 

on her role and 

perceptions. She 

emphasized seeing her 

role and perceptions and 

personal characteristics as 

overlapping and her 

responses as a continuum. 

Thus, while she less 

emphasized personal 

characteristics, it 

appeared her personal 

characteristics were 

equally (3) impacted. 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The SEôs role 

as TAT executive director remained the same, 

but her possibilities for action and expectations 

of the antitrafficking community grew. As she 

described, ñOnce I understood the possibilities 

for expansion through our partnership with the 

DOT, my imagination took over.ò She 

continued, ñI also became convinced that TAT 

needed to develop this óstreamô of its work and 

began to recognize the significance and 

incredible value trucking and law enforcement 

have when working together to close loopholes 

to traffickers.ò She had more opportunities via 

the LMVE to present and had greater 

expectations of law enforcement. She described, 

ñI also now expect to see this model become 

nationally replicated, and am even more open to 

óentry pointsô into the trucking industry and 

beyond that further this work.ò  

 

B. Personal characteristics: The SE was 

ñextremely encouragedò by her ñcollegial 

relationshipò with the LMVE, whom she 

described as ña true TAT championò and ñreally 

a champion of the movement on a whole.ò She 

shared, ñI take great heart that a person who 

wields so much power and influence is using it 

all to further the cause.ò The SE saw her 

personal characteristics and role as overlapping. 

So, it would seem that the relationship with the 

LMVE and the opportunities and successes 

resulting from this action towards eradicating 

the social injustice of trafficking have been a 

professional and personal encouragement to her 

in her pursuit of ñKingdom of God work.ò  

Note. AGR, indicates representative of a state attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; ES, external structures; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; MVE, Motor 

Vehicle Enforcement; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference). 
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Action 2 Synthesis  

This section provides a synthesis of the action, interactions, and changes; 

addresses the research question and subquestions; and summarizes key findings. 

Action 

This action was a series of two meetings on the same day to explore partnerships. 

Since the participantsô responses included aspects of both meetings, it seemed impractical 

to separate them; however, the primary focus was on the latter meeting, in which the 

AGR included the SE via teleconference. This meeting was characterized as high energy 

and collegial. In a spirit of brainstorming, the LMVE offered up what his agency could 

do given its unique structure, and the SE peppered in her own suggestions and 

contributions. The discussion progressed from a spirit of learning what each party could 

contribute to a discussion of what all parties could do together and motivation to follow 

through on action items. In fact, while the LMVE had not yet seen the TAT materials at 

that stage, even 10 minutes after the meeting, he called the SE back, sharing more of his 

ideas and intentions for implementation. The intended outcome of partnership came to 

fruition, as did a series of unexpected outcomes. These included the evolution of the 

ñstate DOT modelò and a flagship partnership for TAT with a law enforcement agency, 

opening up a new target and pathway to combat trafficking. Consequences also included 

the LMVE becoming a ñTAT champion,ò who contributed significantly to the expansion 

of the antiïsex trafficking social structure. 
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Interactions on the Action 

Both external and internal structures played key influences in Action 2, with 

the former bringing this ñgame-changerò about and the latter propelling and 

directing its course. It appeared that initially external structures created the 

opportunity and were a momentum leading into the action, but Iôm convinced that 

without the LMVEôs own internal structures at the micro level, the action may not 

have played out as it did. For example, a necessary precursor for this action 

materializing was not only the AGR having met TAT, but perhaps more importantly, 

his and the AGOôs perceptions of the external structures that the trucking industry, 

DOT, and TAT were potentially critical to his stateôs antitrafficking initiative. 

Similarly, TAT recognized an opportunity to build a partnership with law 

enforcement, which could expand its efforts. As the AGR seized the opportunity and 

conducted the meeting, the external structure was a very significant enabling 

influence. As a representative of the state, the LMVE sensed an opportunity at the 

macro level to build a positive relationship with the trucking industry and leverage 

the unique resources at the MVEôs disposal given its unique organizational structure 

and relationships. Arguably, however, the optimistic spirit of these discussions and 

their subsequent outcomes were most propelled by the LMVEôs own micro-level 

internal structures. In the initial meeting, through his role and perceptions of the 

external structure, he sensed agency support. And through his personal 

characteristicsðincluding his beliefs about traffickingôs ills, need to use his skills to 

make a difference, and personal wiring to look optimistically for what could be 

possibleðhe expressed initial readiness to partner. In the second meeting, his 
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emerging confidence in TAT and its resources and sense of alignment of beliefs with 

the SE further catalyzed his participation in the meeting and commitment for 

subsequent involvement. 

Interactions of the Action on Structures 

As a ñgame-changer,ò the action not only changed internal structures, but also 

interacted to create ripple effects of scale across meso- and macro-level external 

structures over time, through a coevolutionary process. 

During the course of the action, both the SEôs and the LMVEôs micro-level 

internal structures changed as they mutually discovered an opportunity and the otherôs 

resources, catalyzing them to lead their organizations in taking action and implementing. 

After the LMVE experienced these personal changes within the action itself, he led his 

agency in implementing external structural changeðusing resources to set new norms 

and roll out training at a meso level. As successes were achieved and new opportunities 

emerged, there were likely iterative cycles between leadersô own action horizons 

expanding and external structural change at multiple levels, including the MVE, state, 

and nation. For example, with his leadershipôs support and as new opportunities emerged, 

the LMVE actively leveraged existing relationships and resources to advocate across the 

nation. Similarly, as the SE increasingly learned about the purview of the MVE and 

DOT, the model revealed a new pathway and targets to the SE, and the LMVE opened 

doors to advocate. This convinced her of the need to focus on this work as a ñsecond 

streamò and she was encouraged along the way. So ultimately and over time, as the two 

leaders were more empowered and action horizons expanded, they led the charge to 

promote the state DOT model nationally, representing a new set of expectations of the 
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trucking industry and law enforcement and expanding the macro-level antitrafficking 

external structure.  

Not dissimilarly, the AGR was initially encouraged by the successful meeting and 

saw it as validating the AGôs mission, representing a small, fairly immediate micro-level 

internal structural change. As MVE implementation and TATôs outreach support were 

proving successful and resulting in external structural change, it manifested in his internal 

structures as new opportunities for his own outreach as he continued to lead 

antitrafficking efforts in his state. As significant statewide changes were realized at the 

macro level, he had increased confidence and self-assurance.  

Structural Changes 

Material changes spanned across the MVE and the state as well as within TAT 

and across the antitrafficking structure. Most significant, 10 other states adopted the state 

DOT model in part or in whole by the end of 2014, representing significant macro-level 

change. However, as with Action 1, the external changes would not have been possible 

without first realizing micro-level internal structural changes in the key championsðthe 

SE and the LMVE.  

Answering the Research Question 

I now turn directly to the research question as related to Action 2: How do 

dynamic interactions between social structures and stakeholder actions shape social 

change? Action 2 transpired because of the preexisting relationship between the AGR and 

SE, and his and the AGOôs conviction of the need to explore a partnership with DOT and 

an organization like TAT. It was enabled by the fact that the MVE saw a macro-level 
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opportunity to partner with trucking and to leverage its resources. In this action, however, 

I believe it was the LMVEôs internal structures that most drove the action forward. 

Initially, this came through his emerging sense of leadership endorsement and his 

personal beliefs, optimistic predisposition, and need to make a difference. As he was 

introduced to TAT, he was supported by confidence in TAT and a sense of alignment 

with the SEôs beliefs. While it could be countered that the enabling nature of the external 

structure was more significant, it was the necessary precursor, not the primary driver. 

There was perceived opportunity, but no specific mandate or other compelling budgetary 

or legislative force on the LMVE. For example, a leader with a different disposition in 

the same situation might have focused exclusively on the obstacles to implementation, or 

taken a more compliant yet passive approach to train MVE staff, but not pushed the 

envelope.  

The interactions of the action on structure occurred in a coevolutionary manner. 

As the MVE implementation progressed and new opportunities arose, the micro-level 

action horizons for the LMVE, SE, and AGR expanded. The successes equipped the 

organizations, and the new action horizons empowered the leaders to expand statewide 

efforts and advocate nationally for the adoption of the state DOT model by other states, 

setting new, macro-level expectations nationwide.  

Answering the Subquestions 

The research subquestions sought to understand how meaning, power, and norms 

shifted across micro (individual), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) levels. 

Figure 6.1 charts the sequence of changes across these structural dimensions and levels of 

analysis.  
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Figure 6.1. Action 2 sequence of changes across levels. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; AGR, representative of a state 

attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; MVE, Motor 

Vehicle Enforcement; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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The figure reveals that change started with a pre-endorsement by the DOT 

leadership (meaning and power) at an external structure level and was catalyzed when the 

LMVE recognized an opportunity (meaning) and felt empowered (power) to take actions 

that would align with his beliefs and expectations of self (norms) at the individual 

structural level. Simultaneously, the SE also learned about the MVE (meaning) and felt 

empowered (power) by its purview and extensive relationships and resources. As with 

Action 1, resources were committed, norms established, and training developed at a 

meso, external structural level, followed by implementation in the action realm. 

Employees experienced subsequent meaning and empowerment changes at the individual 

structural level followed by enacting new norms at the action level.  

A difference between the actions is the sense that in Action 1, the T&L Executive 

first had a meaning change (learning about trafficking and its pervasiveness and not just 

ñprostitutionò) and then took this to his leadership. In Action 2, the MVEôs leadership 

was approached first and provided initial signs of acceptance of the idea (meaning) and 

endorsement (power). The LMVE already knew about trafficking, so his meaning change 

was more about recognizing and feeling empowered by an opportunity through his 

agency.  

In Action 2, the MVE was also in closer ñproximityò to trafficking, and thus there 

were more opportunities to incorporate antitrafficking norms into its standard protocols 

(e.g., distribute wallet cards and look for signs of trafficking during inspections, violation 

stops, etc.). As with Action 1, Action 2 could not have occurred without the LMVE 

holding a position of power. He was in a senior leadership role and able to influence his 
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agency; had his leadershipôs endorsement and access to DOT and other organizationsô 

relationships and resources; and held positions of influence in other organizations. 

Action 2 Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings for Action 2. 

¶ Nature of action: Action 2 was a planned brainstorming meeting of the AGO, 

DOT/MVE, and TAT after TAT had already met the AGO and been prequalified 

as a potential partner. Expectations were more advanced than in Action 1. 

¶ Interaction on action: The LMVEôs micro-level personal characteristics and 

roles and perceptions most propelled this action, although the macro-level 

external structure was very significant because the MVE recognized an 

opportunity to partner with trucking and an ability to use unique organizational 

resources. 

¶ External structural change: The scale of change was big and the type was 

revolutionary, particularly across norms. The most significant external structural 

change was the adoption of the state DOT model in part or whole in 11 states, 

representing macro-level change. 

¶ Internal structural change: There were slightly more changes in role and 

perceptions than in personal characteristics. 

¶ Interaction on structure: Micro-level expanded role and action horizons for the 

LMVE and SE were most significant because they fueled critical interactions on 

and changes in external structure. As their horizons expanded, so did their 

advocacy efforts (in scope and scale). Without this, the very significant 

interactions on macro-level external structure in the form of setting new 
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expectations for DOTs/MVEs across the nation would not have come to fruition, 

nor would subsequent implementations have materialized. 
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CHAPTER 7: 

ACTION 3 FINDINGS   

The third of the three ñgame-changingò actions of focus for the study occurred in 

2014, approximately one year after Action 2. Action 3 was the planning and conducting 

of a coalition build meeting in 2014 in partnership with a state attorney generalôs office 

(AGO) and state trucking association (STA). This chapter opens with a description of the 

action. It then presents the external structures and internal structures, together with their 

interactions and changes. The chapter closes with a synthesis including a discussion 

across all elements; responses to the research question and subquestions; and summary of 

key findings. 

Action 3 Description 

The action is first described by its situation, ends, norms, and meanings/values. 

Situation 

Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) had been partnering with the AGO and the 

STA for several years. According to the executive director/social entrepreneur (SE), 

ñThey [AGO] were looking for more ways to partner with us. And so, we handed them 

the basic document on the coalition builds.ò She later explained, ñThe previous 

partnership was a good stage, a good context for proceeding forward with the meeting.ò 

A project manager of the antitrafficking program in the AGO (AGPM) said, ñBecause of 

that relationship, [TAT] contacted us about setting up this coalition build in our state, and 

then we pulled in the state trucking association as well to get involved.ò  
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The event was planned and conducted by these three partners and attended by 

members of the antitrafficking task force, federal and state law enforcement, truck stop 

general managers, and a survivor. The SE noted, ñWe put in the room the people we 

wanted to see move this forward, move the needle after the meeting.ò As with other 

coalition builds, this event featured training, dialogue, and networking with the goal of 

building a local coalition between trucking and law enforcement to combat trafficking 

within the state. The SE indicated that she was ñimpressed with the quality of dialogue 

generated among the participants, the excellent training provided by all presenters, and 

the enthusiastic response from law enforcement.ò A survivor of human trafficking 

(referred to here as the Survivor), who served as a speaker, noted how compassionate 

participants were and indicated that ñit just seemed like everyone there was highly 

motivated to get involved, to combat human trafficking.ò  

A commander in another stateôs law enforcement (referred to here as the 

Commander) also attended as an observer. His boss had previously been introduced to 

TAT at a conference, at which the leader of state motor vehicle law enforcement (LMVE) 

and SE had promoted the state Department of Transportation (DOT) model. The 

Commanderôs boss had expressed interest in the model and planned to use TAT 

resources; as a result, the Commander came to this coalition build to observe and learn 

more. The Commander described the event:  

It seemed like they were bouncing ideas off of one another. And, it was a 

combination of education as well, . . . the presenters kind of educating the group 

to what human trafficking is and some of the resources. And then, the group was 

bouncing in some ideas off of each other: ñHey, how can we, you know, what can 

we do? How can we help?ò 
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From all accounts, it seemed that the Survivorôs story made a strong impact on 

participants and that participants were actively engaged and interested to learn more 

about how they could partner in antitrafficking efforts. 

Ends 

Coalition builds were standard practice for TAT, and the expectation for them 

was to bring law enforcement and the trucking industry together to ñbuild coalitionsò and 

close loopholes to traffickers. For TAT, this specific action was a natural next step of 

partnership. The SE expounded (on behalf of TAT) on her expectations: 

The hope certainly was to give it new blood, new life, [to] put this issue back on 

peopleôs radar screen to continue to build that relationship or see that relationship 

between the AGôs office and the state trucking association continue to grow. And, 

you know, get . . . a better feel for what was going on locally from police. 

According to the AGPM, the AGO looked at this as an opportunity to get the 

truck stops more aware of human trafficking and engaged in the antitrafficking efforts. 

She said: 

I think going into it we had the expectation of reallyðwe had engaged the 

trucking industry carriers and the state trucking association previously, but we 

really hadnôt done as much in terms of reaching out to truck stops themselves. . . . 

So, we were looking forward to getting those individuals from the truck stops 

themselves into the room to really talk about the issue. 

An executive of the state trucking association (STA Executive) indicated that the 

association was looking to learn what else it could do: 

Every day, I think our association knows we can be doing more. And, even if we 

were the top state hosting all kinds of initiatives to combat this and create 

awareness, I just donôt think we would ever feel like weôre doing enough. So, I 

went into it knowing that we werenôt doing enough, and knowing that this might 

be something that could kind of help build on that. But, I certainly didnôt 

understand the impact it was going to have until that day. 
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She later expounded:  

I didnôt know how or whyðwhat we were going to do. But, I know that weôve 

got probably more support than a lot of states did with the attorney generalôs 

office. Weôre in a very fortunate position to have the relationship. We justðwe 

need to utilize it more, and we know that.  

Norms 

TAT provided coalition build hosts with a document to guide the development of 

the events, including the goals and a list of planning steps. Coalition builds themselves 

usually involved providing a human trafficking 101 training, having a survivor speak, and 

promoting dialogue and networking among the attendees to enhance understandings of 

the local situation and identify how attendees could better work together going forward. 

Meanings/Values 

For TAT, coalition builds were not only standard practice, but also a 

ñquintessentialò program driven by a ñbelief that we need to assist in bridging the gap 

between the trucking industry and law enforcement.ò Similarly, the AGPM indicated that 

core to antitrafficking efforts was collaboration, and the coalition build represented a 

good example of trying to build buy-in within the trucking industry and collaboration 

between it, law enforcement, and victim service providers. 

Action 3 External Structures and Interactions 

Table 7.1 outlines the external structures before and after the action, together with 

the relevant interactions. These are discussed individually in the narrative below and 

supported with stakeholder quotes. 
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Table 7.1 

Action 3 External Structures and Interactions  

External structure s 

before action 

Interactions 

on action Action Action outcomes 

Interactions on 

external structure s 

External structure s 

after action 

¶ P: Strong partnership between 

TAT, AGO, and STA for a 

couple years 

This AGO/host state 

¶ P, N: State antiïhuman 

trafficking task force in place 

for several years 

¶ N: State antitrafficking law 

for several years; local, state 

and federal law enforcement 

reps investigating and 

prosecuting 

¶ M, N: Promoted national 

hotline 

¶ M: Provided training and/or 

materials for carriers and 

commercial drivers licensing 

schools, with TAT and STA  

¶ M: Conducted some limited 

outreach to truck stop 

partners, with limited buy-in  

STA 

¶ M, N: Provided training and 

materials to carriers through 

partnership with AGO/TAT 

¶ M: Included some info in 

newsletter 

Other State CVE 

¶ N: Focused on driver and 

vehicle safety and looking for 

stolen property, drugs, or 

terrorism, not human 

trafficking 

TAT 

¶ M, N: Had been conducting 

coalition builds since 2012 

and promoting state DOT 

model since 2013 

I1. External 

factors on action 

¶ NA 

 

I2. External 

structure s on 

action 

¶ TAT recognized 

strong 

partnership with 

AGO and STA 

and was thus 

eager to get all 

parties, 

including law 

enforcement, 

together 

¶ Reciprocal 

expectations 

among three 

partners  

¶ TAT expected 

its partner truck 

stop chains to 

send GMs to 

coalition builds 

 

Situation 

¶ TAT approached the 

AGO, an existing partner, 

to hold a coalition build; 

the AGO involved STA 

¶ Event included members 

of the antitrafficking task 

force; law enforcement; 

truck stop GMs; the 

Survivor; and an 

observing Commander 

from another state 

Ends 

¶ TAT: Bring new life to an 

existing partnership; get a 

feel from police what was 

happening on the ground 

¶ AGO: Get the truck stops 

more aware and engaged 

¶ STA: Learn how it could 

be doing more 

Norms 

¶ TAT used a coalition 

build hostôs list to guide 

the planning; events 

included training, 

dialogue, and networking 

Meanings/values 

¶ TAT: Coalition builds 

were a ñquintessentialò 

program built on the 

belief of the need to 

bridge law enforcement 

and the trucking industry 

¶ AGO: An example of the 

need for collaboration  

Intended 

¶ Involved truck 

stop GMs and 

connected 

trucking to law 

enforcement; 

stimulated 

playersô 

imaginations 

on how to 

participate; 

and 

encouraged 

enhanced 

collaboration 

within the 

state 

 

Unintended 

¶ TAT modified 

its coalition 

build model  

¶ STA took a 

more active 

role, and TAT 

considered it a 

ñmodelò for 

others 

¶ The observing 

state adopted/ 

implemented 

the state DOT 

model; host 

state adopted it 

in part by end 

of 2014 

I1. External factors on 

external structure s 

¶ NA 

 

I2. Action on external 

structure s 

Based on researcher 

inference: 

¶ Immediate: Catalyzed 

attendees to consider how 

to align communication 

systems and to begin 

enhancing their future 

efforts and collaboration 

¶ Near-term: STA and 

TAT reset participation 

expectations with absent 

truck stop partner  

¶ Near-term: STAôs 

increased advocacy was 

communicating 

expectations for its 

members  

¶ Near-term: STA role 

was equipping AGO to 

influence truck stops 

¶ Near-term: TAT enacted 

a new expectation that 

STAs be partners before 

the coalition builds and 

that carriers attend  

¶ Mid -term: Observing 

state set new CVE 

expectations; SE 

connected others with 

Commander  

This AGO/host state 

¶ M: AGO continued truck stop outreach  

¶ P, N, M: Local police now had CBs 

¶ P, N, M: Local police conducted truck 

stop outreach, and thus adopted the 

state DOT model in part 

STA 

¶ M, P: Had Survivor speak; promoted 

issue in all its communications; 

distributed materials  

¶ P: Supported TAT to get absent truck 

stop partner to agree to future events 

¶ P: Intended to work with Survivorôs 

NGO on fundraising  

Other state CVE 

Adapted/implemented state DOT model:  

¶ M: Trained state inspectors and hung 

TAT posters in facilities 

¶ M: Promoted to partner agencies  

¶ N: Inspectors discussed with drivers  

¶ M, N: Conducted ñride-alongsò with 

investigators so CVE staff could learn  

¶ N: Conducted undercover surveillance 

and targeted enforcement (with the 

latter incorporating antitrafficking 

norms)  

TAT 

¶ P: Provided CBs to police in both states 

and materials to observing state 

¶ N: TAT now only held coalition builds 

when STA was a partner; events 

included carriers  

¶ N: TAT used STA as model/example 

Other 

¶ P: Hotline added to law enforcement 

network 

Note. Based on participant perceptions. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; AGO indicates attorney generalôs office; CVE, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement; DOT, Department of 

Transportation; GM, general manager; NGO, nongovernmental organization; STA, state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking;  
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External Structure s Before Action  

A couple of years prior to this event, TAT and the AGO became partners. Based 

on TATôs suggestion to engage a statewide agency or association to further its trucking 

outreach, the AGO became partners with the STA. The SE said, ñI think itôs fabulous that 

in this case that the attorney generalôs office has such a great relationship with the 

trucking association.ò 

At the state level, there was a strong foundation in terms of power and norms. An 

antiïhuman trafficking task force had been in place for several years and comprised both 

governmental and nongovernmental organizations, including law enforcement and victim 

service providers. Similarly, the state had an antitrafficking law, and according to the 

AGPM, law enforcement officials across local, state, and federal levels were engaged in 

investigations and prosecutions. The AGPM described:  

So the prevention piece that you mentioned is . . . training and education, doing a 

lot of in-person trainings or webinars or conference calls, providing consultation 

to agencies that might encounter trafficking victims or trafficking scenarios. We 

developed . . . a great deal of materials to outreach and education on the issue of 

human trafficking. And then, of course, our law enforcement partners work to do 

the investigating and the prosecuting of these cases. We have law enforcement 

representatives from local, state, and federal partners here. . . . And then, our 

victim service providers, our care coordinator is here. 

In terms of meanings, the AGPM reported that TAT educated them on the 

trafficking language specific to trucking. Through the STAôs invitation, the task force 

provided training to carriers. It also had conducted some outreach to truck stops, with 

limited buy-in. As the AGPM shared, ñOur task force (and I personally) had also reached 

out to multiple truck stops to ask about training their employees and posting human 

trafficking materials in their locations, and we had not had much response prior to this 
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action [the coalition build].ò It regularly promoted the national hotline and provided 

training support and TAT materials to commercial driverôs license schools.  

The STA had some basic efforts in the dimension of meanings. It invited the task 

force to speak to members. The STA Executive explained: 

We had some carriers that very quickly brought us into their orientation. But, I 

think until we are able to get more carriers to embrace it . . . thatôs really our goal. 

And so, thatôs really all we were doing, is we just started the initial 

communication through the attorney generalôs office where we started quoting 

more stats and put[ting] in a little bit more information here and there in the 

newsletter, but it wasnôt until the coalition that we really started more initiatives. 

According to the out-of-state Commander, his stateôs commercial vehicle 

enforcement divisionôs norms were focused primarily on driver and vehicle safety and 

looking for stolen property, drugs, or terrorism, not on human trafficking. 

TATôs own antitrafficking norms and meanings included the use of coalition 

builds since 2012 and advocating for the state DOT model since 2013. 

External Structuresô Interactions on Action  

The external structure was a key influence in catalyzing this action and bringing it 

to fulfi llment, including the existing partnership among TAT, the AGO, and the STA. As 

the SE said: ñI was able to recognize the strong existing partnerships. So, it made me very 

eager to want to get everybody in the same room together, especially with law 

enforcement.ò Similarly, because of the partnership, it would seem that there were likely 

reciprocal expectations among the three organizations that likely motivated the positive 

interaction.  
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In planning coalition builds, TAT also expected its existing truck stop chain 

partners to participate in coalition builds, which, with one exception, likely influenced 

actual participation. As the SE said: 

I would say that thereôs certainly an expectation in our partnerships with our 

general manager[s] with large truck stop chains who were present at that meeting 

that the expectation is that they come. But, there was also because of their 

involvement, I would say corporate involvement, in prior meetings, they 

recognized the validity and the value of these meetings and so, for example, one 

truck stop chain had 14 representatives in that room. 

Action Outcomes 

The action resulted in intended and unintended outcomes. As planned, it served as 

a forum for involving the truck stop community and fostering enhanced collaboration 

among the trucking industry and law enforcement within the state. The AGPM said, ñI 

think we did see a lot of interest raised [among truck stop representatives] and also those 

connections with law enforcement being able to establish those relationships.ò As the SE 

stated:  

What it did was it propelled action. It motivated people who had the influence to 

actually effect change in the area to actually do something. And, I think it 

stimulated the imagination in terms of . . . ñWhat else can we be doing?ò And, I 

think that thatôs, to a large degree, what the point of these meetings are all about.  

However, as the SE indicated, ñThe outcomes were so much bigger than that 

[TAT expectation of infusing partnership and getting a feel from local police of what was 

happening on the ground] for us.ò Through this event, TAT recognized even more the 

power of the partnership between the AGO and the STA. As the SE described:  

You know, I believe in that state that they have a model in terms of that 

partnership with the AGôs office. For us, that made such a difference. . . . These 

meetings are supposed to be catalysts to mobilize the local response. Let the local 

law enforcement, the local task force then be the true partners with the trucking 
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industry while theyôre there. They can work together. They can put their heads 

together. They can keep this information fresh and work on new initiatives. 

As a result of the action, TAT modified its coalition build model to require (a) the 

respective state trucking association to be a partner before holding a coalition build and 

(b) the presence of carriers. As the SE noted, the latter was inspired by the STA 

Executive during the meeting: 

At one point in the meeting, towards the end, the STA Executive turned to me and 

said, ñHow do you not have carriers represented in this room? Thereôs, the 

resources are so rich you need to have carriers.ò And, she was completely correct. 

And so I literally changed the structure of how we do those meetings based on 

that comment. 

The SE said that as a result, ñWe put much more protocol in place, based around that 

coalition build. . . . It just kind of really came together.ò 

The STA hoped it would learn how it could take a more active role, and it 

subsequently did become a more active advocate through some increased outreach and 

communications. The STA Executive described: 

We were able to hear from a victim and it was so impactful that the trucking 

industry actually asked her to speak at a separate event that reallyðthe attendees 

were trucking companies and companies that service the trucking industry and we 

didðwe do plan on working more. . . . So, that was really impactful. I still have 

our members asking about what that looks like and how they can get involved. 

In addition, TAT began to consider the STAôs efforts as a ñmodelò for others. The 

SE said: 

I asked the state trucking association, ñCould you write down what youôre 

doing?ò That also can become a helpful model for other state trucking 

associations [who ask], ñWell, what are some of these other things that we can do 

to be a true partner?ò And so, we have that working model as well. 
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However, the SE indicated that perhaps one of the biggest outcomes was the state 

DOT model being replicated by the visiting Commander in his state. She said: 

I think thatôs probably one of the biggest outcomes from this is people adopting 

and replicating parts of the state DOT model which we pitched during that 

meeting, seeing that offsite state take it and run with it. But then, following up 

with the undercover operations and then assisting other law enforcement in 

different parts of the country as wellðI think those are the biggest outcomes. 

In his participant interview, the Commander said,  

It was good to have all those different people, I guess different organizations 

represented to kind of see, you know, as a team effort, to see what we could do to 

combat human trafficking. Thatðbeing thereðgave me ideas to bring back to my 

state. 

He described that it helped him imagine how he could work with private-sector 

truck stops and with criminal investigators in a partner unit. He said,  

From being out there, it gave me an idea, ñOkay, I can do this here in my state.ò 

And, itôs going to be a little different, but at least it gave me some ideas where 

ñHey, you know what, we can do this in my state.ò 

In the focus group he described:  

Everything happened after the coalition build. I just started thinking . . . and they 

talk about the survivor that spokeðshe was fabulous. And, it reallyðas soon as I 

got back to my state, I said, ñThis is what needs to be done.ò And, so we started 

implementing this program.  

External Structure s after Action  

These outcomes materialized in external structural changes across multiple levels. 

As for meanings within the hosting stateôs antitrafficking task force, the AGO continued 

truck stop outreach. Similarly, the local police conducted truck stop outreach, and thus by 

the end of 2014 the host stated had adopted the state DOT model in part. The local police 

also received CB radios from TAT to support their investigations.  
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The STA expanded its outreach and advocacy efforts, demonstrating a moderate 

change in meanings. Subsequent to the coalition build, it had the Survivor speak at its 

annual event. The STA now mentioned TAT on its website and in all publications, 

including its membership directory. It also included a relevant article in its weekly 

newsletter and distributed TAT materials at events. It used its power to support TAT in 

securing commitment from a truck stop partner who was absent at the coalition build to 

participate in future events. And, it had plans to work with the Survivor on some 

fundraising initiatives related to her planned nonprofit organization. Commenting on the 

significance of the coalition build and the STAôs subsequent efforts, the AGPM said:  

I mean, theyôd already been a great partner on this issue, but as she mentioned 

theyðbecause of that event and because of specifically the survivorôs testimony 

of her experienceðit really compelled them to get even more involved and maybe 

boost the issue of sex trafficking even more than they already were. 

The STA Executive acknowledged that these were small steps forward and both that the 

coalition was a useful ñpushò and that another push was needed. 

Upon returning to his own state, and with the pre-endorsement of his leadership, 

the observing Commander championed the tailoring and adoption of the state DOT model 

in his commercial vehicle enforcement division. TAT provided both materials and CB 

radios. As for meaning, all state inspectors and relevant agencies began receiving annual 

1-hour training, and TAT posters were displayed in their facilities. He and his division 

also encouraged partner agencies to engage. As in Action 2, this organizationôs norms 

also changed as well. Inspectors were encouraged to talk about trafficking with drivers 

and provide TAT wallet cards. Some staff conducted ñride-alongsò with criminal 

investigators so that commercial vehicle enforcement staff could learn more about 

trafficking and what to look for. The division also conducted targeted operations on an 
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approximately monthly or bimonthly basis. This included undercover surveillance and 

targeted enforcement at truck stops; the targeted enforcement included looking for 

trafficking (among other things), providing drivers with TAT wallet cards, and including 

criminal investigators to engage with drivers in a consensual setting to search for 

actionable evidence. The Commander said:  

Since going to the coalition build, we have made . . . human trafficking training 

mandatory for all our inspectors. Not only that, but we also have a small group 

that I put together that were based on their abilities that once a month, or every 

other month, we actually do surveillance or targeted enforcement at some 

trafficked truck stops and rest areas.  

Shortly after the event, TAT provided CB radios to both states and materials to 

the commercial vehicle enforcement of the observing state, demonstrating a small 

structural shift in the use of its power. TATôs own norms now included a modified 

version of the coalition build. As indicated above, this included requiring the state 

trucking association to be a partner prior to hosting a coalition and including carriers in 

the event. TAT also now used the STA as an example for other state trucking 

associations. 

Finally, as a result of its attendance at the event, the national hotline signed up 

more law enforcement personnel to its network and protocols. 

External Interactions  

No external interactions were identified on the action or on the external structures 

before or after the action. 



 

222 

Interactions of Action on External Structure s After  

In the immediate-term, it appeared that the coalition build meeting catalyzed state 

attendees to consider how to align communication systems and to begin enhancing their 

future efforts and collaboration. According to the STA Executive: 

One of the things that I noticed that I thought was so impactful was the 

conversation that took place. There were so many different types of people in this 

meeting. . . . And, they were talking about the systems that they have and the 

lingo that they use and the codes and things. . . . But, they were all trying to kind 

of figure out a way to get their systems to where there was something that was 

consistent where they could communicate effectively and immediately. One of the 

things that I noticed with the state antiïhuman trafficking task force was really 

like a T-connector that not a lot of people know about. 

And, according to the AGPM: 

So, we were looking forward to getting those individuals from the truck stops 

themselves into the room to really talk about the issue. And, I think we did see a 

lot of interest raised and also those connections with law enforcement being able 

to establish those relationships. And, I think we have seen participation. And we 

have continued efforts to provide both outreach to the truck stops, but also 

collaboration on law enforcement initiatives to hopefully, again, apprehend 

perpetrators and identify and serve victims. 

These statements, together with the fact that by the end of 2014 the state had adopted the 

state DOT model in part, suggested there were likely emerging sets of new reciprocal 

expectations and norms.  

Additionally, when the STA and TAT followed up with the absent truck stop 

partner, it reset expectations among a partner regarding participation in the future. The 

SE explained: 

One of our largest chains was absent. And, we have since, with her [STA 

Executive] help, sought to rectify that situation through a series of conversations 

and meetings with them as well. . . . We hope in 2015 to have their participation 

in all of these moving forward. 
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The STA was now more strongly communicating desires for or expectations of 

carrier members to join in the antitrafficking effort. As a result of the STA inviting the 

Survivor to speak at an annual meeting, the STA Executive said, ñI still have our 

members asking about what that looks like and how they can get involved.ò  

In the near-term, the coalition build, and the STAôs subsequent work, laid the 

foundation for the task force to advance its outreach and improve its influence on truck 

stops. And, armed with STAôs new tactics, TAT was using it as an example to other state 

trucking associations of the role they could and should play. Furthermore, TAT was more 

boldly enacting new expectations of trucking associations and AGOs as related to 

coalition builds. The SE said: 

We also have made the decision that we will not do a coalition build in a state 

where we donôt have a partnership with the state trucking association. So, we may 

actually have law enforcement all ready to go on that side, but weôre holding off. 

We actually postponed two in this year that were ready to go on the law 

enforcement side, but we want the state trucking association to be there because 

weôve now expanded those meetings to include large carriers. And frankly, we 

just want the association in the room to impress upon them, ñThis is a big deal.ò . 

. . That is our plan with those moving forward. 

The observing stateôs adoption and implementation of the state DOT model was 

also creating new meanings and norms and shifting resources among commercial vehicle 

enforcement and in parts of other law enforcement segments. As the Commander shared: 

It was a push for me. Okay. You know what? It opened my eyes: ñHey, this is out 

here. This is whatôs going on. You have a survivor telling you how terrible her 

experiences were.ò And thatôs what I brought, when I came back to the state. I 

said, ñLook at this . . . the needle in the haystack. Guess what? That needle is a 

human being,ò . . . so we made it a point that we areðafter that meeting, Iôm 

opening the eyes orðas a partner, weôre going to open our eyes and say, ñLookð

watch, be observant of whatôs going on with these drivers at truck stops and rest 

areas. Just keep your eyes open, and hereôs resources, and this is who you call.ò  
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The SE also now pointed to the Commander as an example and introduced him to 

others to learn how they could integrate antiïhuman trafficking into their work. Of the 

multiplier effect, the SE explained: 

I also did not expect for the out-of-state law enforcement member to come, and 

then the result that has happened from his motivation and inspiration around this 

issue in that state, which consequently, by the way, has also led to other states to 

contact TAT wanting to know who to look to, who to ask questions, how to go 

about it in terms of undercover operations. Iôm now able to send them to that 

Commander as well. So, itôs like a chain effect. It just continues to spread. 

 

Action 3 Internal Structures and Interactions 

Participant Introductions 

As briefly introduced above, this action featured the SE, the AGPM, and the STA 

Executive as partners in planning and conducting the coalition build who continued to 

advance their efforts thereafter. Also included in the study was the Survivor who spoke at 

the event. Not only did she credit the event with bolstering her confidence and expanding 

her horizons with regard to her own antitrafficking work, but sharing her story also 

seemed to be a key catalyst for coalition build outcomes. And finally, the out-of-state 

Commander was included as a key observer of the event and subsequent TAT champion. 

Stakeholder Internal Structures and Interactions 

Tables 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 provide vignettes for each participant, including 

supporting detail and participant quotes, categorized by structure or interaction and its 

timing.  
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Table 7.2 

Action 3: Social Entrepreneurôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction 

of stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of stakeholder 

with other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal structure  

after action 

(Note. The SE described her internal 

structures before Actions 2 and 3 as the 

same as before Action 1.) 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: As 

executive director of TAT, the SEôs role 

was running the organization in its efforts 

to educate, equip, and empower the 

trucking industry in combating 

trafficking. The SE felt that while TAT 

materials were available, prior to the 

action, trafficking as an issue was not 

really on the trucking industryôs radar. 

She saw no real constraints from the 

antitrafficking community or another 

large NGO with a different approach to 

antitrafficking in the trucking industry. 

ñNothing was constraining my actions.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The SE 

believed that trafficking was ñone of the 

greatest social evils of our time.ò As a 

Christian, the SE was motivated to 

ñglorify God . . . through standing up to 

injustice.ò She believed that she was 

dependent upon God and that ñsomething 

greater is at work in my personal 

motivation and in the audience.ò Her 

confidence was not only in God and His 

moving this work, but also that TATôs 

approach of empowerment worked, that 

involving and empowering the trucking 

industry itself (rather than shaming them) 

was key to success, and that there were 

good people wanting to do the right 

thing, who just needed to be empowered 

with ways to combat trafficking. 

The SE said, ñWhen it comes to 

TAT and these programs, Iôm 

going to give max effort. I really 

believe in these. I feel they are 

propelling national change, 

pockets, small pockets, but they are 

getting the ball rolling, stirring 

peopleôs imagination of how they 

can take action in their specific 

city. I just believe in them; I see the 

effects of them. It makes my level 

of involvement high.ò 

 

She noted there were no competing 

interests as she determined her 

level of engagement. 

 

She said, ñMy role in all of this was 

to bring it together, to cast the 

vision, help take care of the details 

and help people realize the 

pathways they have available to 

them to affect change in this area.ò 

 

Significance: It appeared that her 

role and perceptionsðin the form 

of confidence in the coalition build 

models and perceived role in 

casting vision for the groupðwere 

a very significant (3) influence on 

her action. Personal characteristics 

were not addressed as an influence, 

although since they reflect 

confidence in empowerment and 

belief in others, it is likely they 

were somewhat significant (1). 

The SE characterized the 

planning as smooth and the 

interactions as ñhelpful and 

cordial, excited for the 

outcomes the meeting would 

bring,ò and said there was a 

common belief in the meetingôs 

potential. It was clear to her that 

the AGO believed in the TAT 

mission and had already seen 

the benefits of working with the 

trucking industry, and the state 

trucking association was also a 

helpful planning partner.  

 

The only ñtensionò for her was 

the absence of a truck stop 

chain. 

 

The SE reported that in the 

meeting itself, she was 

passionate and fully engaged. ñI 

could tell that the dialogue was 

rich, that trucking and law 

enforcement were engaged, and 

with everyone else, was very 

moved when the Survivor 

shared her story/trained the 

room.ò 

 

The STA Executive proactively 

challenged the SE to expand the 

meeting structure in the future, 

and the SE reported she ñwas 

struck by the necessity of the 

idea and that it came from 

trucking.ò  

Neither the SEôs role nor her 

worldviews or beliefs changed 

significantly. However, the event 

did open up new possibilities for 

her action. Having seen the power 

of a successful partnership 

between the AGO and STA and 

STAôs ability to influence carriers, 

she held firm to the expectation 

that state trucking associations 

would partner before hosting 

coalition builds. Likewise, her 

expectations of state trucking 

associations and coalition builds 

grew. 

 

Overall, she was ñheartenedò and 

ñencouragedò that the coalition 

build model was working and that 

partners were taking significant 

action. 

 

Significance: The impact on her 

roles and perceptions seemed to 

have been significant (2), as 

evidenced by more boldly enacting 

new expectations of state trucking 

associations. The impact on 

personal characteristics was 

somewhat significant (1) via 

encouragement. 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: While the 

SEôs role remained the same, the action 

and its outcomes, including strengthened 

relationships between law enforcement and 

trucking, both reinforced to her that the 

coalition build model worked and showed 

her how it could be improved. The 

subsequent outcomes ñopened my eyes to 

the other ways state trucking associations 

could play a role in promoting TAT/this 

issue to their member companies,ò thus 

changing her expectations of state trucking 

associationsô future engagement. 

Regarding coalition build events, she said, 

ñMy expectations for these meetings 

continue to evolve and I adapt their 

structure in order to accommodate the 

potential for ever-widening industry and 

law enforcement/government agency 

involvement in this field.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: ñWhile my 

personal worldview and beliefs and values 

stayed the same, I was extremely heartened 

by this meeting.ò The SE noted being 

encouraged both by the evidence that the 

current coalition build model was working 

and by the evidence of subsequent 

increased efforts of the state trucking 

association and law enforcement in both 

states. 

Note. AGO indicates attorney generalôs office; ES, external structures; NGO, nongovernmental organization; SE, social entrepreneur; STA, state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against 

Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference). 
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Table 7.3 

Action 3: Attorney Generalôs Office Project Managerôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder  internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction 

of stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of stakeholder 

with other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal  structure 

after action 

A. Role and Perceptions of ES: The 

participant was a representative of the 

AGO and task force member as well as 

partner to TAT and the state trucking 

association. In these roles, she had done 

outreach to trucking carriers at several 

events. She believed that there was 

limited awareness within the trucking 

industry, though some carriers had 

familiarity with the issue or TAT. As for 

her own action horizon, she said, ñAs a 

member of the state anti-human 

trafficking task force and a partner of 

TAT and the state trucking association, I 

felt we had good opportunities for 

educating trucking carriers about this 

issue. However, our task force (and I 

personally) had also reached out to 

multiple truck stops to ask about training 

their employees and posting human 

trafficking materials in their locations, 

and we had not had much response prior 

to this action.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The 

AGPMôs worldview included believing 

that trafficking was a problem in the state 

as well as domestically and 

internationally. She believed that victims 

were exploited and often in desperate 

circumstances due to backgrounds of 

trauma or abuse. She was convinced that 

society members had a responsibility to 

speak up and take action in support of 

victims. 

The AGPM was involved in the 

coalition build because of her 

antitrafficking role, including 

regularly planning outreach and 

training events. She also indicated 

that the AGO was dedicated to 

partnering in combating trafficking 

within the trucking industry.  

 

In describing this action and what it 

meant to her personally, she 

responded that she saw the 

coalition build as an ñopportunity 

to engage more officially and 

effectively with truck stops; 

opportunity to bring both truck 

stops and additional local law 

enforcement offices to the table; 

opportunity to continue previous 

partnership with TAT.ò 

 

Significance: In describing how she 

chose her course of action, the 

AGPM emphasized her role, which 

appeared to be a very significant 

(3) influence. Meanwhile, it is 

likely that she also drew somewhat 

(1) on her personal characteristics, 

including her worldview and belief 

that society should take action in 

support of victims. 

The representative described the 

planning as efficient and said 

that the team worked together 

well. While there were some 

scheduling and resource 

challenges, task force partners 

helped provide speakers, and 

TAT provided any unmet 

resources, as needed. The 

AGPM was largely focused on 

managing the event and the 

agenda. While she was ñnot 

personally able to interact as 

closely with many attendees,ò 

she observed that others ñwere 

able to network and get to know 

one another well.ò 

 

The AGPMôs role was not 

significantly impacted; however, 

she both experienced and saw new 

and expanded opportunities to 

partner with trucking, impacting 

her activity horizon. And while 

her personal worldview and values 

did not change, the coalition build 

reinforced for her the importance 

of collaboration and partnership. 

As she described, ñI developed 

stronger and additional 

relationships related to this 

industry and was more convinced 

than ever of the importance of 

collaboration.ò 

 

Significance: Both her role and 

perceptions and personal 

characteristics were somewhat 

impacted (1) by the action, 

through enhanced relationships 

and outreach opportunities in 

trucking and strengthened 

personal belief in collaboration, 

respectively. 

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The 

AGPM had the same role and similar 

perceptions after the coalition build. 

However, she noted, ñI saw our trucking 

association partner, the state trucking 

association, become even more involved in 

anti-human trafficking efforts after this 

action. Their increased involvement led to 

additional opportunities to partner on 

antitrafficking efforts in the trucking 

industry.ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: While the 

AGPM did not experience significant 

changes in worldviews or values, she did 

note that the collaboration levels within the 

coalition build confirmed for her ñthat it is 

critical for various sectors to work together 

and develop personal relationships in order 

to address human trafficking. Each partner 

is critical in identifying, reporting, 

investigating and serving, so it is 

imperative for each partner to be at the 

table and engaged.ò 

 

 

Note. AGPM, indicates project manager of an antitrafficking program in a state attorney generalôs office; AGO, attorney generalôs office; ES, external structures; TAT, Truckers Against 

Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference).  
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Table 7.4 

Action 3: State Trucking Association Executiveôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyðinteraction 

of stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of 

stakeholder with other 

actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal  structure 

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The 

STA Executive saw her role as ña 

support to the attorney generalôs office 

and TATðwe gave them a forum to 

speak and educate our members.ò She 

felt that her association ñcould certainly 

be a voice and help support and 

educateò but it was largely to help them 

get the word out, not necessarily 

because of an obligation or duty. As for 

her own possibilities for action, she felt 

they were to educate the trucking 

association members about the issue 

and need for driver training. Despite 

this, she wasnôt fully convinced that it 

was realistic to expect drivers, often 

focused on minding their own business 

and delivering their freight, to get 

involved. 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The 

Executive grew up valuing and 

embracing a strong work ethic. She 

made decisions based on morals and 

ethics and sought to raise her children to 

do the right thing. She was aware of and 

understood the numbers related to 

trafficking, but ñnever felt a true 

connection to the issue of traffickingò 

prior to meeting the Survivor in the 

action. 

Joining in the planning and 

conducting of the coalition build was 

a straightforward decision for the 

Executive because of the resources 

behind it. (Presumably, this refers to 

those of the AGO and TAT.)  

 

The AGO presented a lot of 

convincing data, which the STA 

could push out to educate its 

members. It was this, together with 

their saying ñwe need more voices; 

we need your help,ò that made it an 

easy decision for the Executive to 

participate. 

 

Significance: Based on her feedback 

that the data and resources on 

trafficking and the AGO direct 

request were compelling factors, it 

appeared that role and perceptions 

were very significant influences in 

her decision (3). She may have also 

subconsciously drawn somewhat (1) 

on her personal characteristics of 

strong work ethic and making ethical 

decisions.  

The STA Executive 

experienced no conflicts 

in her interactions with 

others. She sought to 

learn about the 

importance of the issue 

to trucking and the role 

that the trucking 

industry/her association 

could play. She believed 

her feelings were similar 

to othersô and that it was 

ña sad situation and one 

that I want to help make 

a difference in but not 

sure what one person can 

do other than óget the 

word out.ôò 

Hearing the Survivor at the 

coalition build created a new 

personal understanding of 

trafficking (e.g., worldview) 

that prompted a new sense of 

ñobligationò (e.g., belief or 

conviction) both professionally 

in combating trafficking 

through her role in trucking 

and personally through 

conversations with family/ 

friends or connections at 

church. She said, ñThe 

coalition build . . . changed my 

whole perspective.ò 

 

Significance: It appeared that 

the coalition build had a 

significant (2) impact on both 

her personal characteristics 

and role and perceptions, as 

demonstrated through a new 

connection to trafficking that 

enhanced her worldview and 

increased her motivations and 

action horizons both 

personally and professionally.  

 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: Her role remained 

the same, but she now saw new possibilities among 

drivers for combating trafficking and the use of her 

role. The STA Executive had a greater sense of 

ñobligationò to reach the trucking industry, likely 

driven by new connection to the issue through the 

Survivorôs story. (I sensed this impacted her 

personally and professionally). She had ñhad more of 

a desire to get more specific information out to our 

membersò and a belief that if others heard from a 

survivor they would be impacted as she had been. 

This motivated her to invite the Survivor to speak to 

association members. She also had a greater belief or 

expectation that truckers could/would simply make a 

phone call. She noted, ñI think what I realized is that 

people in general are good people and want to do the 

right thing.ò She continued, ñI realized how easy it 

was for them to just . . . call the hotline and not stay 

involved. And itôs really just a phone call. . . . So, it 

was more reasonable for me to think that they would 

get involved.ò She subsequently led her association in 

stepping up their outreach. 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The STA Executive 

didnôt perceive there was much change in her beliefs 

or principles for decision-making. However, she had 

noticed an increased awareness and interest in the 

issue of trafficking. ñI think itôs just personally being 

more aware of it, being more interested in when I 

hear it, my ears perk up.ò She shared, ñItôs given me 

a platform even with my family and my friends and 

other people within the industry to talk about it more 

than what I ever would have even considered. It 

would have never even been a topic for me in the 

past.ò 

Note. AGO, indicates attorney generalôs office; ES, external structures; STA, state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very 

significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference). 
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Table 7.5 

Action 3: Commanderôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyð

interaction 

of stakeholder with 

action 

I4. Interaction of 

stakeholder with other 

actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal  structure 

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: Prior to 

the action, the participant was a 

commander in state law enforcement but 

with no personal awareness of human 

trafficking. He knew a little about 

ñprostitutionò at ñtruck stops.ò But, he did 

not see an antitrafficking role or impact on 

commercial vehicle enforcement. He 

viewed his role, and that of his division, as 

an inspector, not investigator. He said that 

without awareness and training, ñwe 

werenôt lookingðwhen we did inspection 

on a truck, or talked to a driver, we werenôt 

looking at the passengers. We werenôt 

looking to see if thereôs anybody else, and 

whether they were trafficking anyone in 

the truckò until after the coalition build.  

 

B. Personal characteristics: He said, 

ñThings are usually black and white to 

me.ò And, ñIôm a person that . . . believes 

in right and wrong. You can do right, or 

you can do wrong.ò Human trafficking was 

not part of his worldview. He perceived 

prostitution to be a crime, and the 

offenders not as victims, but as individuals 

who ñput themselves in the situation.ò He 

expounded, ñIn my mind, theyôre not being 

forced to do it. They can stop at any time. . 

. . Theyôre only hurting themselves. I 

didnôt really think of them being 

trafficked.ò 

He was motivated to 

attend due both to 

personal and 

professional forces. He 

said that on a personal 

level he wanted to be 

involved because he is a 

father. As for a 

professional level, he 

said, ñWith the role Iôm 

in with the commercial 

vehicle enforcement 

division, when I see 

something that weôre 

missing . . . and itôs 

important, I want us to 

be a part of that. . . . I 

want to make sure that 

we are not leaving any 

stone unturned.ò 

 

Significance: It 

appeared the 

Commander drew very 

significantly (3) on both 

his role and perception 

via his need to make sure 

the division was not 

missing anything and his 

personal characteristics 

as a father. 

Since this was the 

Commanderôs first 

exposure to the issue, and 

he was from another state, 

he took an observerôs 

stance. He said, ñSo, I was . 

. . almost like a fly on the 

wall, just listening to the 

presentation and . . . to the 

group bouncing ideas off 

each other.ò And, ñI donôt 

think I offered anything up. 

It was more, I was just 

taking everything in.ò  

 

In describing the meeting, 

he noted that it was a 

combination of presenters 

providing education on both 

the issue and available 

resources and participants 

brainstorming. ñIt seemed 

to me that everyone wanted 

to contribute, that everyone 

had something to add,ò he 

said. ñThe group was 

bouncing in some ideas off 

of each other: óHey, how 

can we, you know, what can 

we do? How can we help?ôò 

 

The action changed both the Commanderôs 

personal characteristics (through new 

meanings of human trafficking and 

empathy for victims) and role and 

perceptions (through expanded action 

horizons of what he and his agency could 

do).  

 

These propelled him to implement the state 

DOT model. As he said, ñI think with 

having her [Survivor] here, with them 

[presenters] . . . laying out, óHey, these are 

the resources that weôre using to combat 

human trafficking,ô . . . It got me thinking, 

óOkay, you know what? Iôve been on the 

job a good amount of time. I havenôt 

thought about this before. But . . . thereôs a 

lot of resources available to me that I can 

call upon, and we can be a part of this, and 

we can save some lives.ô Because I tell the 

guys at work as a part of this, I said, óYou 

know what? It may be trying to find a 

needle in a haystack. But the difference is, 

itôs actually a human being that weôre 

finding. So, itôs worth it.ôò 

 

Significance: The action had a very 

significant (3) impact both on the 

Commanderôs personal characteristics 

through new meanings and on his role and 

perceptions through expanded action 

horizons. These prompted him to 

implement the state DOT model. 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: Armed with 

TAT materials and ideas from the coalition 

build, the Commander could now envision 

opportunities to combat trafficking in his state, 

also using his experience and resources. He 

implemented the state DOT model through 

trainings, ride-alongs with investigators, and 

targeted surveillance and enforcement. He 

retained the same role in law enforcement, yet 

had incorporated antitrafficking initiatives as 

ñanother thing that weôve added in our 

toolbox.ò And while he did not have a formal 

role in antitrafficking, he saw that his division 

had an important part to play: ñI think we 

haveðfirst of all, itôs an important role, and itôs 

something that weôre going to continue.ò He 

also saw that in his role he could reach a lot of 

people, who in turn reach a lot of people.  

 

B. Personal characteristics: He said he still 

saw things in black and white, good and bad. 

However, the coalition build, and specifically 

hearing from the Survivor, prompted an 

understanding of human trafficking and its 

victims, fostering empathy. He shared that 

because of such personal training, ñyou kind of 

have a face with it, and . . . it pulls at your heart 

strings.ò He said, ñParticularly after the 

coalition build and getting some experience 

with human trafficking, . . . I have more 

empathy for the victims. . . . I have more 

compassion.ò 

Note. DOT indicates Department of Transportation; ES, external structures; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; 1, somewhat significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance 

based on researcher inference). 
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Table 7.6 

Action 3: Survivorôs Internal Structures and Interactions 

Stakeholder internal structure  

before action 

I3. Active agencyð

interaction 

of stakeholder with action 

I4. Interaction of 

stakeholder with 

other actors 

I3. Interactionðimpact 

of action on internal 

structures 

Stakeholder internal  structure 

after action 

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The participant 

is a survivor of human trafficking who was 

actively working to start a nonprofit to both 

increase awareness by sharing her story and 

provide a restoration home to survivors. She 

would especially like to reach girls from middle 

school through college with respect to 

prevention. She described, ñMy role is really 

sharing my story with people who can make a 

difference, like those in authority.ò While in 

previous years she was hesitant to share her story 

due to peopleôs reactions, in recent years she 

gained encouragement from her pastor and 

confidence in doing so. She had shared her story 

in conjunction with a couple large events and had 

been encouraged by a political figureôs interest 

for their states to work together.  

 

B. Personal characteristics: As a survivor, her 

worldview was to appreciate victimsô realities 

and often lack of family support. As a Christian, 

she said she prioritized her relationship with 

God. She described herself as ña strong-willed 

person and very compassionate for othersò and 

said she was ñwilling to stand up for those who 

cannot stand for themselves even when no one 

else will.ò Her biggest motivation was to be the 

help for others that she did not receive. Family 

was extremely important to the Survivor, and she 

wanted ñto give that sense of family because I 

believe everyone should have someone to watch 

them shine.ò She also believed that healing and 

overcoming were possible. 

The Survivor had 

previously contacted the 

AGO to see how she could 

support law enforcement 

efforts. The AGPM and 

another ñcame . . . to hear 

my story. I mean that just 

spoke volumes to me, and it 

let me know how passionate 

they were about combating 

human trafficking.ò And so 

when she was contacted 

about the meeting, she said, 

ñI was all for it.ò  

 

Significance: While not 

emphasized here, it is likely 

her personal characteristic 

of standing up for others 

was somewhat significant 

(1) in influencing her to 

participate. However, it 

appeared that her role and 

perceptions were a very 

significant (3) influence in 

this specific opportunity, 

driven not only by her 

current and planned 

antitrafficking work, but 

perhaps mostly by the 

passion the AGO 

demonstrated.  

Of the coalition build, 

the Survivor said, ñIt 

just seemed like 

everyone there was 

highly motivated to 

get involved, to 

combat human 

trafficking.ò She was 

overwhelmed with the 

amount of 

compassion expressed 

by the participants, 

especially noting that 

from law 

enforcement. 

ñEverybody was 

amazing to me. I 

donôt think Iôve ever 

had so many people 

be so compassionate.ò  

The action was personally 

encouraging to the Survivor. ñIt 

was just such overwhelming 

compassion. It really encouraged 

me to continue. And, it really let 

me know that this is something I 

can do to make a difference.ò She 

indicated that it empowered and 

strengthened her. 

 

It also expanded her action 

horizons and revealed new 

opportunities to make a difference 

in law enforcement training and 

with lawmakers. She also said, 

ñAnd, this meeting was kind of 

the beginning for me, where itôs 

really giving me the motivation to 

push harder so that I can find 

ways to talk to law enforcement 

and lawmakers about this.ò 

 

Significance: The action was very 

significant (3) on both the 

Survivorôs personal 

characteristics through 

encouragement and empowerment 

and in her role and perceptions 

through expanded action 

horizons.  

A. Role and perceptions of ES: The Survivor noted 

how her sharing her story at the coalition build helped 

put a face on the issue for participants. ñAfter the 

meeting is when I realized that I could make a 

difference with law enforcement training. Before that, 

I didnôt realize that was a possibility.ò She continued, 

ñAfter just hearing their comments, I was like, óWow, 

I could really make a difference this way, if those 

doors were opened.ôò It opened up an opportunity to 

speak to the trucking association and potential to be 

included in law enforcement training and prompted 

her to consider how she could influence lawmakers. 

ñMy motivations were increased because I was very 

encouraged by everyone present that sharing my story 

could make a difference for others.ò She felt more 

urgency to complete the book sheôd been working on 

for years. And in so doing, she was prompted to reach 

to an attorney to see how an unresolved issue could 

be fought. Together, they decided not to pursue the 

specific issue, but it prompted her to ask, ñIs there a 

way that we could use this situation to change laws, 

so that it will be harder for somebody to do this to the 

next girl?ò 

 

B. Personal characteristics: The Survivor described 

the coalition build as ña huge personal blessing to me 

to see all of them there and for their willingness to 

step up for these girls.ò She also said, ñAs more 

people have gotten involved Iôve become more 

encouraged and feel more empowered and 

strengthened. Itôs been a little bit easier to push 

through because I feel like I actually can make a 

difference.ò 

Note. AGPM, indicates project manager of an antitrafficking program in a state attorney generalôs office; AGO, attorney generalôs office; ES indicates external structures; 1, somewhat 

significant; 2, significant; 3, very significant (levels of significance based on researcher inference). 
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Action 3 Synthesis 

This section provides a synthesis of the action, interactions, and changes; 

addresses the research question and subquestions; and summarizes key findings. 

Action 

The nature of this action was a collaborative effort among the existing partners of 

TAT, the AGO, and the STA to plan and conduct a coalition build. The impetus for it was 

the SE recognizing an opportunity to leverage the existing coalition build program or 

ñmodelò in this state to revitalize the partnership and advance local coalitions between 

trucking and law enforcement. The planning went smoothly as the partners worked 

together and TAT and antitrafficking task force members stepped up to cover any unmet 

needs. A Survivor from within the state shared her story as part of training, helping to put 

a ñfaceò on the issue and motivating personal change among attendees. Attendees 

demonstrated compassion towards the Survivor and were even more motivated to take 

action within their organizations. Their feedback illuminated for the Survivor how she 

could make a difference in law enforcement training, and she later realized an 

opportunity to impact lawmaking. Relationships were bolstered between trucking and law 

enforcement, and attendees were motivated to take future action. Meanwhile, the out-of-

state Commander left armed with examples that inspired him to implement the state DOT 

model in his own agency, and the hosting state adopted it in part by the end of 2014. The 

STA went on to become a stronger advocate. TAT realized the power of having state 

trucking associations as planning partners and changed its coalition build model to 
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include this as a prerequisite. It also began promoting this STAôs example as a model to 

others. 

Interactions on the Action 

These interactions are critical to consider, because they illuminate what 

influences key ñgame-changingò actions or events to even come about. Unlike the 

first two actions, the primary influencer on this action appeared to be the macro-

level external structures. The catalyst for the event was TAT recognizing the power 

of its partnership with the AGO and STA and of its own coalition build model as an 

antitrafficking norm successfully used elsewhere. The state, through the AGO, 

already had strong antitrafficking structures, and the AGO was likely motivated by 

the reciprocal expectations of its existing partnership with TAT and the opportunity 

the coalition build represented to advance collaboration with truck stops. Similarly, 

the STA was likely motivated by the reciprocal expectations of partnership and the 

opportunity to learn what else it could do. And finally, participation in the coalition 

build appeared to have been high, largely because of the reciprocal expectation that 

came with the TAT partnership with truck stop chains. 

Within the internal structures of the representatives of these three 

organizations, their micro-level roles and perceptions were the strongest influence in 

motivating their engagement in the action, representing the enduring nature of the 

external structuresô memory traces within them. As discussed above in Internal 

Structures, the SE sought to ñgive max effortò to both TAT and coalition builds; the 

AGPM was involved because of her antitrafficking role; and the STA Executive was 

compelled because of the resources behind the initiative and the direct ask of the 
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AGO. Even the Survivor, whose personal characteristics seemingly compelled her to 

advocate for others, seemed most motivated by her role and perceptions, and in 

particular, because of the AGOôs direct request and having seen its passion for 

antitrafficking previously.  

As it relates to the observing state, I believe that external and internal 

structures likely played an equally compelling influence on the Commanderôs 

participation. The out-of-state Commanderôs leader had already been introduced to 

the state DOT model and expressed interest in getting TAT materials, representing a 

strongly enabling meso-level external structure. Additionally, however, the 

Commander himself was highly motivated to attend based on his internal 

structuresðboth being a father and a consummate professional, who wanted to 

ensure his agency was not ñleaving any stone unturned.ò 

Interactions of the Action on Structures 

While arguably this action was not as significant of a ñgame-changerò as Actions 

1 and 2, it did materially impact structures, again in a coevolutionary manner. The SE, 

AGPM, and STA all experienced expanded micro-level action horizons as a result of the 

coalition build and its subsequent outcomes. For the STA Executive, she felt a ñtrue 

connectionò to trafficking, better appreciation that it was reasonable to expect truckers to 

make a call, and increased motivation to advocate (internal structural changes) as a result 

of the coalition build, prompting her to lead the association in greater advocacy (meso-

level external structural change), setting new expectations for the industry. The SE also 

experienced immediate micro-level internal structural changes at the coalition build, 

including being personally encouraged and identifying the necessity for trucking 
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associations to be partners and for carriers to be present at coalition builds. This then led 

TAT to set new macro-level expectations in other states and push for increased trucking 

association partnership and carrier participation (external structural change). And, the 

subsequent STA advocacy (an external structural change) illuminated a new set of 

expectations the SE could exert on other state associations (internal structural change), 

prompting her to create a new TAT model or norm for state trucking associations (macro-

level, external structural change). At the coalition build itself, the AGPM experienced 

slight internal structural change through her belief in collaboration being underscored. 

More significantly, however, the STAôs subsequent advocacy (external structural change) 

expanded her action horizons (internal structural change) for trucking outreach. 

The Survivor and the Commander, the two other study participants who were less 

involved in antitrafficking structures before this action, experienced even more 

significant changes in their micro-level internal structures of personal characteristics and 

roles and perceptions of the external structures. During the coalition build, the Survivor 

experienced internal structural changes by realizing that she could make a difference in 

law enforcement training and having increased confidence and determination to do so. 

She went on to speak at the STA event, which encouraged carrier interest in 

antitrafficking efforts and likely led to some meso-level external structural change 

through additional company trainings. She also worked more urgently on the book she 

had been writing, which, through a chain of events, led her to believe that she could also 

impact lawmaking (internal structural change). This positioned her to take new actions 

that could impact meso- and macro-level external structural changes of norms in the 

future. The Commander also experienced micro-level internal structural changes during 
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the event through new understandings of trafficking and expanded action horizons, 

including being empowered and motivated to implement the state DOT model. He went 

back to do just that, impacting meso- and macro-level external structural changes in 

motor vehicle law enforcement (MVE) and the state. TAT could now use this state as an 

example to inspire and coach others. 

Structural Changes 

Material changes were manifest over time as a result of Action 3 and its 

interactions; arguably, most significant was the implementation of the state DOT model 

in the observing state, with the host state having adopted it in part by the end of 2014. 

While changes may have resulted in some enhanced local collaborationðand were 

certainly critical to closing loopholes to traffickersðgiven the strong, preexisting 

antitrafficking platform in this state, the delta did not appear to be as sizable. However, 

the fact is that at the macro level, the observing stateôs implementation of the state DOT 

model changed commercial vehicle enforcement awareness and norms within its borders, 

and the host state was positioning itself for the potential of such changes as well. While 

there did not yet appear to be significant structural change as a result of TATôs updated 

coalition build model and the new model for state trucking associations, much as the 

Transportation and Logistics (T&L) Company set an example for the industry in Action 1 

and the state DOT set an example for law enforcement in Action 2ðboth resulting in 

significant structural changeðit is likely that the STAôs example could ultimately foster 

some structural change for associations across the nation at the macro level. 
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Answering the Research Question 

It is now appropriate to synthesize more succinctly the answer to the research 

question as related to Action 3: How do dynamic interactions between social structures 

and stakeholder actions shape social change? Action 3 transpired because of interactions 

of the macro-level external structures. That is, the SE recognized an opportunity to 

leverage existing antitrafficking partnerships and TATôs coalition build model in this 

state, which already had a substantial antitrafficking external structure. Strong reciprocal 

expectations and commitment to the cause among partners further motivated 

participation.  

Within the action, I believe the Survivorôs story was an integral component, 

which put a face on the issue; fostered new meanings for some and increased motivations 

for most; and likely served as a key catalyst for attendeesô resolve to enhance efforts. 

Specifically for the five participants in this study, the action itself prompted immediate 

internal structural change. The changes were less significant for the existing TAT 

champions, namely, the SE, AGPM, and STA Executive, as they were for the Survivor 

and Commander. However, the action prompted the SE to see new opportunities for the 

coalition builds, leading to macro-level structural change. And, internal structural 

changes prompted the Executive to lead the STA to more active advocacy, which in turn 

prompted expanded micro-level action horizons for the SE and the AGPM. While 

admittedly, the impacts of these changes are not very significant, they demonstrate how 

integrated changes are and how empowering one individual can have a multiplier effect. 

Here, the Executiveôs increased agency led to macro-level external structural change, 

which further increased the agency of both the SE and AGPM, which not only further 
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expanded their horizons, but empowered their organizationôs efforts and was expanding 

the impact of the partnership as a whole. Additionally, the impact of the SEôs expanded 

action horizonsðvia new expectations of state trucking associations, carriers, and 

coalition buildsðcannot be underestimated. It seemed that the success of this coalition 

build, the insights of the Executive, and the example of the STA emboldened the SE to 

lead TAT in exerting more authority and requiring more of state trucking associations 

and carrier partners in the future. 

The Survivor also experienced immediate and subsequent micro-level internal 

structural change via a new belief that she could impact law enforcement and lawmakers 

and a greater sense of motivation and urgency. While the effects of this empowerment 

were not yet fully realized, it appeared she was poised to significantly advance her 

antitrafficking efforts, with real potential to impact external structures at both the meso 

and macro levels. 

Perhaps most immediate and substantial was the coalition buildôs interaction on 

the Commander and in his state. Similar to the LMVE in Action 2, there was a sense of 

leadership endorsement prior to the action. However, unlike the LMVE and similar to the 

T&L Executive in Action 1, there was limited personal understanding of human 

trafficking prior to the coalition build. Therefore, the action had a very significant impact 

on his micro-level internal structures, revealing new meanings of human trafficking and 

feelings for victims (via the Survivorôs story) and expanded action horizons (via 

examples from the coalition build and resources from TAT). He immediately returned to 

his state to put changes into effect, impacting the state MVEôs meaning, power, and 

norms, affecting the meso and macro level. In this way, we see yet another example of 
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the incredible power of creating another TAT champion in a position of power, with 

extensive experience, influence, and contacts. Arguably, his implementing the state DOT 

model and becoming a champion was enabled and expedited by his own leadershipôs 

previous interest and likely direction. And, the multiplier effect comes into play, as TAT 

was able to introduce other states to the Commander to inform their efforts. 

Answering the Subquestions 

The research subquestions sought to understand how meaning, power, and norms 

shifted across micro (individual), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) levels. The 

sequence of changes across these structural dimensions and levels of analysis are 

depicted in Figures 7.1 (for the Executive, SE, and AGPM) and 7.2 (for the Survivor and 

Commander).  

Action 3 was catalyzed by TATôs prompting to hold the coalition build. All five 

study participants experienced some micro-level internal structural changes during the 

coalition build itself, and four of five experienced changes across all three structural 

elements of meaning, power, and norms. This action included more actors, and the study 

benefited from more participants than in the previous two actions. Study of this action 

revealed even more clearly the interconnected nature of internal structural change leading 

to both action and external structural change that empowers other participants to unleash 

similar expanded horizons and organizational steps to create external structural change.  

As related to the Commander and his stateôs changes, it is likely that there was a 

similar change cycle as experienced in Action 1 when the T&L Company implemented 

its antitrafficking program and in Action 2 when MVEs implemented the state DOT 

model.
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Figure 7.1. Action 3 sequence of changes across levels for the Executive, Social Entrepreneur, and Attorney Generalôs Office Project 

Manager. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; AGO, attorney generalôs office; AGPM, project manager of an antitrafficking 

program in a state attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; Exec., executive; STA, state trucking association; 

TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking.  
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Figure 7.2. Action 3 sequence of changes across levels for the Survivor and Commander. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; 

AGO, attorney generalôs office; Comm., Commander; CVE, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement; DOT, Department of Transportation; 

STA, state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Action 3 Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings for Action 3. 

¶ Nature of action: Action 3 involved the existing partners of TAT, AGO, and 

STA planning and conducting a coalition build. The stage of partnership was 

more advanced than the previous two actions of focus, bringing higher 

expectations. 

¶ Interaction on action: The macro-level external structure was most significant in 

driving this action, as TAT recognized an opportunity to expand upon its existing 

partnership and benefited from reciprocal expectations. 

¶ External structural change: The scale of change was smaller and more 

incremental than the previous two actions of focus. Similar to Action 2, norms 

were most affected, as the most significant change was the macro-level 

implementation of the state DOT model in the observing state and host state 

having adopted it in part by end of 2014. 

¶ Internal structural change: Overall, there were slightly more changes in roles 

and perceptions than personal characteristics. 

¶ Interaction on structure: Changes in micro-level meaning and action horizons 

for the STA Executive and Commander unlocked interactions on external 

structures and subsequent meso- and macro-level changes. This prompted 

interactions in the observing stateôs external structures through new norms of 

commercial vehicle enforcement.  
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CHAPTER 8: 

HOLISTIC LEVEL CASE FINDINGS 

Chapters 5 through 7 presented the findings for each of the three actions of focus 

as ñembedded casesò and addressed the research question and subquestions at that level 

of analysis. As previously introduced in chapter 3 and illustrated in Appendix M, this 

chapter now rises to a holistic level of analysis to discuss the findings across the three 

actions of focus and the case at large. Linking and synthesizing levels of analysis across 

space and time necessarily required taking a step back from the data, which introduced a 

degree of researcher inference and speculation. First, a cross-action analysis is presented 

in tabular form, comparing the timing, context, initiation, significance, and outcomes of 

each. These elements are then discussed in more detail, and common themes of 

conversations, champions, and empowerment are expounded upon. Next, a table and 

narrative discussion address changes in the nature of game-changing actions, interactions, 

and external and internal structures across these actions. Building upon these, the chapter 

presents direct findings in response to the research question and subquestions.  

Comparative Analysis Across Actions 

Before more explicitly answering the research question and subquestions across 

these three actions at a holistic level, it is useful to first provide a comparative analysis 

across these actions. This is presented in Table 8.1 and discussed in the following 

narrative.  
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Table 8.1 

Comparative Analysis Across Actions  

 Action 1 Action 2 Action 3 

Description T&L Executive meets TAT and decides to champion 

in his company 

Brainstorming meeting(s) between AGO, 

DOT/MVE, and TAT 

Planning and conducting of a coalition build  

with TAT, AGO, and STA 

Timeframe 2012 2013 2014 

Context for 

partnership 

 

Meeting a new partner 

 

Brainstorming and forming a partnership 

 

Expanding existing partnership 

 

Fortuitous meeting with a new contact at conference; 

T&L Executive felt TATôs efforts could be 

ñaccretiveò to his own 

AGR, an initial TAT contact, fostering 

introductions and brainstorming conversation; 

A sense of partnership formed even during the 

meeting 

TAT asking existing partners to hold coalition build meeting; 

Meeting bolstered existing partnerships and fostered new 

connections among participants and the generation of ideas on 

how to align systems 

Initiator ñFateò TAT contact TAT 

Overall significance  

to TAT 

First major booster to TAT 

 

¶ Focused primarily on trucking industry 

¶ Expanded the ask of carriers, TATôs core work 

stream; yet, also expanded horizons to new target 

and program of shippers  

¶ Served as initial boost to TATôs legitimacy  

¶ T&L Executiveôs involvement created a ñbalance of 

power within the industryò (SE) 

 

Second major booster to TAT 

 

¶ Focused primarily on law enforcement  

¶ Expanded horizons to new target of MVE and 

the ask of law enforcement 

¶ Created a new critical stream of TATôs work  

¶ Bolstered TAT credibility, especially within 

law enforcement 

 

 

Key reinforcement of TATôs work and strengthening of TATôs 

resolve to enact and uphold expectations  

¶ Focused primarily on refining how trucking and law 

enforcement could bridge the gap to close loopholes  

¶ Reinforced/modified coalition build model 

¶ Expanded the ask of STAs 

¶ With established credibility and new insights, TAT began to 

exert greater expectations via prerequisites of partnership and 

inclusion of carriers 

 

Similar outcomes ¶ Created two new champions (T&L Executive and 

Manufacturer)  

¶ Created one new champion (LMVE) ¶ Created new champion (Commander)  

 Champions 

Model(s) 
¶ Created two new models (carrier best practices and 

shipping partners program) 

¶ Created one new model (state DOT) 

 

¶ Reinforced/modified coalition build model  

¶ Created new model for STAs 

Advocacy 
¶ Led to T&L Executiveôs advocacy, use of influence, 

and significant ripple effect  

¶ Led to LMVEôs advocacy, use of influence, 

and significant ripple effect 

¶ Led to Commanderôs and STA Executiveôs use of influence 

and some ripple effect  

TAT horizons 

¶ Expanded TATôs ask of carriers 

¶ Expanded TAT horizons to target shippers 

¶ Expanded TAT horizons to target 

DOTs/MVEs  

¶ Expanded TATôs ask of law enforcement 

¶ Expanded TAT ask of STAs 

Finance ¶ Led to new sponsors and donors ¶ Led to use of asset forfeiture funds ¶ Not applicable 

Motivation 
¶ SE encouraged by company rollout and saw it as 

symbol of possibilities 

¶ SE encouraged by the LMVEôs support  

¶ AGR felt more self-assured, confident 

¶ SE encouraged by STA steps 

¶ Survivor encouraged by participant feedback and compassion  

Different outcomes ¶ Ripple effect also included new partnerships with 

associations 

¶ Ripple effect also included improvements in 

state law, funding, and services 

 

¶ Reinforced/solidified an existing model 

¶ Expanded use of state DOT model through implementation in 

observing state and host state having adopted it in part 

Note. AGO indicates attorney generalôs office; AGR, representative of a state attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; MVE, 

Motor Vehicle Enforcement; SE, social entrepreneur; STA, state trucking association; T&L, transportation and logistics; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 



 

243 

These three actions occurred approximately 1 year apart from each other. They 

shared a similar context, in that all three were about forming partnership. However, they 

were initiated differently, and the ñstarting pointò for partnership was increasingly more 

advanced across the actions, representing increased purposefulness. That is, Action 1 was 

a fortuitous meeting at a networking portion of a conference in which parties sought to 

build partnerships. The Transportation and Logistics (T&L ) Executive indicated that 

through his subsequent exchanges with the Social Entrepreneur (SE), he believed the 

efforts of Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) would be ñaccretiveò to his own. Action 2, 

however, was a planned meeting focused on brainstorming partnership possibilities, as 

the Representative of the Attorney Generalôs Office (AGR) had already met TAT and 

was interested in pursuing partnership with trucking, the Department of Transportation 

(DOT), and TAT. He indicated that indeed the spirit of the meeting quickly moved from 

exploratory to partner formation. Meanwhile, Action 3 was initiated when TAT 

approached its existing partners in another state, the Attorney Generalôs Office (AGO) 

and State Trucking Association (STA), to conduct a coalition build, serving as a vehicle 

for advancing their partnerships as well as furthering coalitions between law 

enforcement and the trucking industry in the state at large. This reinforces a common 

theme throughout the entire case, which is that TAT sought to build partnerships with 

industry and law enforcement and to empower them in antiïsex trafficking efforts.  

The differences in how the partnerships were initiated suggest the importance of 

emergence from interaction and highlight how social entrepreneurial organizations can 

never be sure of how or when an action could lead to catalytic change. While there were 

only three actions of focus (and they were limited by selection bias) and thus a 
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conclusion cannot be drawn, it is interesting to note that those actions producing the most 

significant structural changes (Actions 1 and 2) were not initiated by the SE, nor were the 

outcomes within her complete control. However, they were possible because of TATôs 

outreach efforts and positive, empowering approach. I believe that embedded in TATôs 

approach were key elements that enabled or fostered partnership when presented with 

fortuitous opportunities and thus present a learning opportunity for other organizations.  

As detailed in Table 8.1, the implications of these actions for TAT were 

significantðby definition of their selection, they were ñgame-changers.ò The first two 

actions were significantly catalytic, resulting in new targets, new ways of engaging, new 

models and organizational examples, and new champions that bolstered TATôs 

legitimacy and opportunities. These were predominantly about new directions and the 

subsequent expansion of efforts. They demonstrate the coevolution of TAT and the antiï

sex trafficking structure (to be discussed in more detail later). The third was a different 

type of game-changer. It refined the existing model and added a new set of practices for 

state trucking associations. This was more predominantly about refinement of a model 

and expansion of efforts, including a new champion in another state and the 

implementation of the state DOT model. Interestingly, the first action bolstered TATôs 

work in trucking, its core industry of focus. The second expanded TATôs work into an 

increasingly important sector of law enforcement. And, the third refined the model for 

partnership between trucking and law enforcement by building local coalitions to close 

loopholes to traffickers. 
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Some other commonalities across these actions as addressed below are that (a) 

each was a ñconversationò; (b) champions were either created or further motivated; and 

(c) both the stakeholder and the SE learned and/or were empowered in each action.  

Conversations 

A critical element in all three actions was that at their heart, they were 

ñconversationsò or ñdialogues.ò As discussed in the action finding chapters, core to these 

actions was a change in meaning for individuals, who then felt empowered to take action 

within their organizations and across the trucking industry and/or law enforcement sector. 

In Action 1, the T&L Executiveôs dialogue was initially in person and then subsequently 

through follow-up emails. In Action 2, the leader of motor vehicle law enforcement 

(LMVE) joined in a brainstorming meeting together with the AGR and SE. In Action 3, 

the coalition build meeting included training and networking and facilitated dialogue 

among the participants. These conversations or ñmeeting spacesò were critical to foster 

individual meaning change and empowerment and to unlock opportunities.  

Champions 

Across these actions, some themes appeared among participantsô profiles, as 

shown in Table 8.2. Generally, if the individual was not already a TAT champion or 

antitrafficking advocate, he or she became one (Action 1, T&L Executive; Action 2, 

LMVE; and Action 3, Commander). If the participant was already an initial TAT contact, 

partner, or antitrafficking advocate, he or she was encouraged and/or motivated as a 

result of the action.  
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Table 8.2 

Participant Profiles 

Action Participant 

Status with TAT/ 

antitrafficking  

prior to action 

Status with TAT/ 

antitrafficking  

after action 

Evidence of encouragement 

or increased motivation 

1 SE Executive director and 

champion for TAT 
¶ Same role 

¶ Expanded action 

horizons 

Motivated to market model; encouraged 

¶ Company example ñspoke volumesò to SE 

¶ Action made SE ñmore hopeful that this was 

working and that God was behind itò 

¶ Felt TATôs model was ñspot onò 

¶ ñRecognized that we had a model to tout . . . 

wanted to market it shrewdlyò 

T&L  

Executive 

No formal role ¶ New champion  

2 SE Executive director and 

champion for TAT 
¶ Expanded role 

¶ Expanded action 

horizons 

Motivated to complete actions, develop new work 

stream; encouraged 

¶ ñRealized we had made a significant connection 

that day and was very motivated to follow 

through with the action stepsò 

¶ ñBecame convinced that TAT needed to develop 

this óstreamô of its work and began to recognize 

the significance and incredible value trucking and 

law enforcement have when working togetherò 

¶ Encouraged by ñcollegial relationshipò with 

LMVE 

¶ Took ñgreat heartò that a person with such 

influence would use it for the cause 

AGR Advocate for antiïsex 

trafficking with initial 

interest in TAT 

¶ Same role 

¶ Expanded outreach 

opportunity 

¶ Validation of attorney 

generalôs mission 

Encouraged; more self-assured 

¶ ñEncouraged because . . . what weôve been able 

to achieve . . . is nothing short of amazing to meò 

¶ Had ñself-assuring feeling that what youôre doing 

is right. . . . More of a confidence levelò 

LMVE No formal role ¶ New champion  

3 SE Executive director and 

champion for TAT 
¶ Same role 

¶ Expanded action 

horizons and 

confidence to set/enact 

expectations 

Encouraged  

¶ ñHeartened by this meeting [because of its 

outcomes]ò 

¶ ñEncouraged to see that a good portion of the 

existing structure (that I had worked to evolve 

over previous meetings) was impactfulò 

AGPM Previous partner for 

TAT 
¶ No significant change 

in role, but new 

outreach opportunities 

Reinforced need for collaboration 

¶ ñDeveloped stronger and additional relationships 

related to this industry and was more convinced 

than ever of the importance of collaborationò 

STA 

Executive 

Previous partner for 

TAT 
¶ Same role 

¶ Expanded action 

horizons and 

motivation 

More connected to issue; motivated to advocate 

¶ More ñconnectedò to the issue, with increased 

sense of obligation and desire to make an impact  

¶ ñItôs given me a platform even with my family 

and my friends and other people within the 

industry to talk about it more than what I ever 

would have even considered.ò 

Survivor Advocate for antiïsex 

trafficking  
¶ Expanded role and 

action horizons (more 

urgency and expanded 

focus) 

Encouraged; greater urgency and broader focus 

¶ ñMy motivations were increased because I was 

very encouraged by everyone present that sharing 

my story could make a difference for othersò 

¶ ñReally giving me the motivation to push harder 

so that I can find ways to talk to law enforcement 

and lawmakers about thisò 

Commander No formal role New champion  

Note. AGPM indicates project manager of an antitrafficking program in a state attorney generalôs office; AGR, representative of a 

state attorney generalôs office; LMVE, leader in motor vehicle law enforcement; SE, social entrepreneur; STA, state trucking 

association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and logistics. 
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For the most part, the new champions from each action did not previously know 

much about trafficking or see antitrafficking as part of their role. Once they learned of it, 

a combination of personal and professional factors influenced them to personally commit 

to the issue. Each one of these three champions appeared to be highly self-motivated in 

both their personal dispositions to ñtake a stand for peopleò and do the right thing (T&L 

Executive), ñdo something about itò by using skills and gifts (LMVE), and leave no stone 

unturned to save some lives (Commander). Neither the external structures in their official 

capacities nor in their roles and perceptions of the external structure (via their internal 

structures) constrained them. (That is, they could have thought, ñwe are only x number of 

people,ò ñwe donôt have money,ò ñitôs not in our protocols,ò ñitôs not really our role to 

begin with since we are a commercial business,ò or ñwe are inspectors, not 

investigators.ò) Instead, they saw opportunities. Being informed of TATôs resources, 

what others were doing to combat trafficking, the needs, and/or the organizational 

resources at their own disposal, they saw opportunities to make a difference. 

Additionally, it seemed that the championsô pre-endorsement of or confidence in 

their leadership and organizations also prompted or enabled their efforts. For example, in 

Action 1, the T&L Executive reported that due to the values of the company, its leaders, 

and its employees, he was confident that if any company could set the standard it would 

be his. In Action 2, the preliminary conversations with the AGR and his leadership 

showed the LMVE that there was initial leadership and agency support, prompting him to 

see that his agency could take a role. In Action 3, the Commanderôs boss was interested 

in the state DOT model and use of TATôs resources, prompting the Commanderôs 

observation of the coalition build. 
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Bidirectional Empowerment 

Despite their optimistic perspectives and leadership endorsement, however, it was 

questionable whether the participants would have seen the ñopportunitiesò versus the 

ñconstraintsò if TAT had not initially taken a positive, empowering approach. In these 

conversations, as in all its outreach, TAT sought to empower and equip through training, 

models, and materials. In fact, in some of its materials, the mission statement included a 

phrase indicating that it existed to educate, equip, and empower the industry to fight 

trafficking ñas part of their regular jobsò or ñin the course of their everyday work.ò TAT 

was overt about its intent that stakeholders themselves own this fight as part of their roles 

and responsibilities. Note its goal of ñmarshalling the resources of the trucking industry 

to combat the crime.ò TAT was only an enabler of that process. These conversations and 

the materials seemed to both motivate and empower stakeholders with how they could 

make a difference through their own roles, resources, and influence. TAT then looked to 

help the stakeholders themselves unlock the opportunities at their disposal, based on their 

expertise and influence, to fight trafficking.  

Yet, interestingly, TAT itself learned from these conversations and ultimately was 

empowered. In Action 1, the T&L Executive and his company completely expanded the 

SEôs original ideas of what a carrier could do and even opened her eyes to new pathways 

to influence driversðby targeting shippers. Action 2 revealed to the SE the purview of 

MVE and opened her eyes to how the MVE could change its own protocols to detect 

trafficking as well as use its relationship with public agencies and the trucking industry to 

influence driver awareness and reporting. Action 3 showed the SE a whole new range of 

activities that state trucking associations could implement and how the coalition build 
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model should be adapted to ensure a united front between the trucking association and the 

AGO. In each of these instances, the SE was enlightened and her action horizons 

expanded. She was also personally encouraged. This new knowledge and reinforced hope 

strengthened and empowered new lines of TATôs work.  

Thus, empowerment was bidirectional. The prerequisite to that was having a 

conversation, TAT using a positive approach to start with, and the participants being 

open to learn and brainstorm. The result was that learning fostered new insights and 

power for both parties, feeding innovation. 

Addressing the Research Question 

I now turn to directly address the research question: How do dynamic interactions 

between social structures and stakeholder actions shape social change in antiïsex 

trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking industry? Appendix T provides a detailed 

summary of the actions and interactions and changes from each action, while Table 8.3 

synthesizes the most significant changes and influential interactions across these three 

actions in one page.  

Actions, Interactions, and Structural Changes across Actions 

I first address how the nature of actions, interactions, and changes compare and/or 

develop across the actions. 

Actions. As discussed in more detail above, all actions were situated in 

increasingly more advanced stages of partnership (i.e., Action 1, meeting and subsequent 

exchanges; Action 2, brainstorming to form partnership; and Action 3, planning and  
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Table 8.3 

Holistic Analysis  

 Nature of action Interaction on action Interaction on structure  ES changes IS changes 

Action 1 Meeting; decision to 

champion 

T&L Executive meeting 

and having subsequent 

exchanges with SE, 

ultimately deciding to 

champion. 

Minimal expectations 

 

IS-PC Ĕ Action  

T&L Executiveôs PC and 

R&P most propelled his 

decision, though the ES was 

somewhat significant 

because of TATôs resources 

and existing efforts in the 

industry 

Interactions on IS (R&P) Ĕ Interactions on ES Ĕ 

Change 
Expanded action horizons for the T&L Executive and SE 

were most significant because they fueled critical 

interactions on and changes in ES. As their horizons 

expanded, so did their advocacy efforts (in scope and 

scale). Without this, the very significant interactions on ES 

in the form of the executive communicating new 

expectations of the trucking industry and the SE expanding 

its ask of carriers and shippers would not have come to 

fruition, nor would the subsequent partnerships and 

sponsors.  

Scale: Big 

Type: Revolutionary 

Dimension: Power  

The most significant ES change 

was the expanded legitimacy 

and power base that TAT and 

the antitrafficking structure 

realized as a result of the 

advocacy and new expectations 

of the industry  

Roles and 

perceptions 

Much more 

substantial 

changes to R&P  

Action 2 Brainstorming 

partnership 

Brainstorming meetings of 

AGO, DOT/MVE, and 

TAT 

More advanced 

expectations 

IS-PC Ĕ Action  

LMVEôs PC and R&P most 

propelled this action, 

though the ES was very 

significant because the 

MVE recognized an 

opportunity to partner with 

trucking and an ability to 

use unique organizational 

resources 

Interactions on IS (R&P) Ĕ Interactions on ES Ĕ 

Change 

Expanded role and action horizons for the LMVE and SE 

were most significant because they fueled critical 

interactions on and changes in ES. As their horizons 

expanded, so did their advocacy efforts (in scope and 

scale). Without this, the very significant interactions on ES 

in the form of setting new expectations for DOTs/MVEs 

across the nation would not have come to fruition, nor 

would subsequent implementations have materialized. 

Scale: Big 

Type: Revolutionary 

Dimension: Norms  

Most significant ES change was 

the adoption of the state DOT 

model in part or whole in 11 

states total by the end of 2014 

Roles and 

perceptions 

Slightly more 

changes in R&P 

Action 3 Holding coalition build 

Existing partners of TAT, 

AGO, and STA plan and 

conduct  

Higher expectations 

ES Ĕ Action 

The ES was most 

significant in driving this 

action, as TAT recognized 

an opportunity to expand 

upon its existing partnership 

and benefited from 

reciprocal expectations 

Interactions on IS (both R&P and PC) Ĕ Interactions 

on ES Ĕ Change 

Changes in meaning and action horizons for the STA 

Executive and Commander unlocked interactions on ES 

and subsequent changes. This prompted interactions in the 

observing stateôs ES through new norms of commercial 

vehicle enforcement.  

Scale: Small  

Type: Incremental 

Dimension: Norms 

Most significant was the 

implementation of the state 

DOT model in the observing 

state and host state having 

adopted it in part by end of 2014 

Overall there 

were slightly 

more changes in 

R&P than PC  

Overall Increasing stages of 

partnership, with 

corresponding norms and 

increasing expectations 

¶ Actions 1 and 2 were 

most influenced by IS  

¶ Action 3 was most 

influenced by ES 

In all actions, interactions on IS were the most critical 

because they catalyzed individuals to foster significant ES 

change. 

¶ Action 1: Power 

¶ Actions 2 and 3: Norms  

Slightly more 

changes in R&P 

Note. AGO indicates attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of Transportation; ES, external structures; IS, internal structures; LMVE, leader of motor vehicle law enforcement; MVE, Motor 

Vehicle Enforcement; PC, personal characteristics; R&P, roles and perceptions; SE, social entrepreneur; STA, state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and 

logistics. 
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conducting coalition build. This was also reflected in their respective guiding norms and 

increasing nature of participant expectations and meanings.  

Č Key finding 1: Each subsequent action reflected increasing stages of 

partnership, with corresponding norms and increasing expectations. 

Č Key takeaway: This finding suggests that game-changing actions for the 

antitrafficking structure in the trucking industry can emerge irrespective of 

the starting point. Perhaps it is more about the nature of the conversation 

and the participants themselves than the situation or expectations.  

Structuresô interactions on action. Actions 1 and 2, which resulted in the most 

structural change, were most propelled by the internal structures (particularly personal 

characteristics, but also heavily by roles and perceptions) of the T&L Executive and 

LMVE. Irrespective of the external structure presenting resources and opportunities for 

these actions, it was these individualsô personal wiring that most cinched their decisions. 

(Admittedly, a key enabler for the LMVE was the pre-endorsement of the LMVEôs boss.) 

Meanwhile, Action 3, a more collective action composed of existing partners that resulted 

in more incremental structural change, was most influenced by external structures. TAT 

recognized an opportunity to build off of the partnership with a core TAT model and 

benefited from the reciprocal partnership expectations. Over time, the role of external 

structure increased in these actions. 

Č Key finding 2: Actions 1 and 2 were most influenced by the internal 

structures, and Action 3 was most influenced by external structures. 

Č Key takeaway: This finding suggests that game-changing actions can be 

the result of either external or internal structures. As a young 
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nongovernmental organization (NGO) with limited credibility or insider 

expertise, TAT realized revolutionary innovation and structural change in 

Actions 1 and 2, which were most propelled by individual stakeholders 

with strong personal values, professional drive, and a sense of optimism. 

As a more mature NGO with a track record and existing partners, TAT 

saw an opportunity through the external structure, namely reciprocal 

expectations among partners to achieve incremental change, which 

catalyzed the game-changer. Common across all actions was that the 

driving organizations and individuals did not see the small antitrafficking 

structure, nor the seemingly impossible sex trafficking structure, as 

constraints.  

Actionsô interactions on structures. While the interactions on external structural 

change were the most significant from the perspective of measuring structural change, 

they would have been impossible without the individual structural changes first. Thus, the 

most important interactions on structure were on internal structures of roles and 

perceptions because they expanded the actorsô roles and action horizons, which then 

fueled significant interactions on and changes in external structures. 

For example, as the T&L Executive, LMVE, and SE experienced expanded roles 

and action horizons, they expanded their advocacy efforts, creating important interactions 

on structure. In Action 1, the T&L Executive began communicating new expectations 

across the industry and TAT began expanding its expectations for carriers and norms. In 

Action 2, the MVE and TAT copromoted the state DOT model (via the LMVE and SE), 

communicating new expectations of law enforcement. Ultimately, changes in power 
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accumulated in Action 1 as a result of new industry partners joining, and changes in 

norms accumulated in Action 2 as states adopted the state DOT model. In Action 3, 

changes in meanings and role for the Commander fueled him to implement the state DOT 

model, communicating new expectations across state commercial vehicle enforcement. 

Similarly, as the STA Executive experienced changes in meaning, motivation, and action 

horizons, she led the STA in increased advocacy, which prompted the AGPM to 

recognize more opportunities to reach trucking and the SE to use the STA as an example 

to others.  

Č Key finding 3: In all actions, interactions on internal structures were the 

most critical because they catalyzed individuals to foster significant 

external structural change. 

Č Key takeaway: This finding reinforces the power of catalyzing change 

within individuals who are in positions to take action and foster external 

structural change. It is individuals within organizations who drive change, 

not organizations in and of themselves. Once again, it would seem that 

TATôs approach to conversations helped enable change. Through its style 

of appreciative inquiry and focus on authenticating the issue, while 

making communications personal and engagement viable, TAT created 

fertile ground for internal structural change to take place within people of 

power and influence. It would appear that initially facilitating changes in 

meanings (whether of new understandings of trafficking or of recognizing 

opportunities to engage); empowering stakeholders with confidence, 

pathways, and resources; and realizing expanded action horizons via initial 
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implementation successes has the potential to break open tremendous 

subsequent external structural change.  

External structural changes. Across all actions, there were important structural 

changes across the dimensions of meaning, power, and norms. Frequently, outcomes 

manifested across multiple dimensions. (For example, awareness through training would 

be categorized as meaning. However, if the organization used its own budget to fund, it 

might also be reflected under power. Similarly, if that same act of training resulted in 

changed behaviors, it could be reflected under norms.) Thus, it was common to see a 

change across all three dimensions. However, ultimately, one dimension stood out as 

most critical for each action. While Action 1 did result in changes in meanings across the 

industry and new expected norms for carriers and shippers, more substantial was that it 

fostered a huge surge for the effortôs power, building credibility and momentum with a 

multiplier effect. Meanwhile, Actions 2 and 3 more significantly impacted integration of 

antitrafficking efforts into law enforcement norms. Arguably, neither would have been 

achieved without changes in meanings and increased training and communications. 

Č Key finding 4: The most significant external structural changes in Action 

1 materialized in the dimension of power, while in Actions 2 and 3 they 

were in norms. 

Č Key takeaway: Action 3 would likely not have been possible without 

Actions 1 and 2. Without the increased power base through Action 1 and a 

set of state DOT norms in Action 2, there might not have been an existing 

partnership or viable pathway for MVEs to promote. Similarly, Action 2 

may not have been feasible without Action 1. While it is possible that 
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TAT could have found inroads into law enforcement without first having a 

strong reputation in the trucking industry with a significant support base 

across companies and state and national associations, it is questionable if 

such inroads would have been achieved as quickly or as easily. This 

suggests the criticality of Action 1 and TATôs expanded power base for all 

subsequent changes. Thus, while a mission-driven NGO may seek to drive 

changes in individual meanings and behaviors, it must have legitimacy 

and a power base to effect change on a significant scale. In the case of 

TAT, which sought to reach the trucking industry with 3 million drivers, it 

is hard to imagine being able to change norms on that scale without 

gaining legitimacy and tapping into the power of the industry. 

Stakeholder internal structural changes. Overall, there were slightly more 

changes in roles and perceptions across these actions fueling these external structural 

changes. Yet, the changes in personal characteristics among participants across these 

actions were also important. Arguably, these changes were intrinsically linked in that, for 

example, a new understanding of the issue may have prompted expanded action horizons 

or a new appreciation for how to use oneôs role, and subsequent involvement may have 

prompted an expanded worldview of the prevalence of the issue.  

Č Key finding 5: There were slightly more changes in roles and perceptions. 

Č Key takeaway: While individualsô personal characteristics were relatively 

enduring, they did experience changes in understandings of the issue and 

encouragement from the actions or their outcomes. Roles and perceptions 

were somewhat more pliable and subject to expansion. Yet, appreciating 
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the interdependence of these two dimensions is instrumental for 

attempting to influence change. If one is seeking to foster new action 

horizons in individuals via their roles and perceptions, the best approach 

may be to tap into existing personal characteristics, prompt new meanings, 

or increase individual motivations. 

Synthesis. For TAT, as a newer and less legitimated NGO, gaining credibility and 

tapping into the expertise and power of trucking industry and law enforcement leaders 

was critical for innovating new models, gaining new partners, and spreading new norms. 

Synthesizing the key takeaways, Actions 1 and 2 were most driven by strong internal 

structures within powerful individuals, though supported by enabling structures. Internal 

structures interacted on and catalyzed the game-changing action to take place, though 

external structures were seen as enabling. As they took action, the individuals 

experienced subsequent expansions of action horizons, which were the most influential in 

propelling subsequent interactions on and changes in external structures.  

For Action 3, in which there was smaller, more incremental change, the external 

structure was the most significant driver of the action. Here, TAT initiated the leveraging 

of existing partnerships and the existing coalition build model. The external structure left 

strong memory traces in the actors, who participated largely because of their role and 

partnership expectations. The most significant interaction of the action on structure was 

on individual structures, via the Commander and STA Executive, which promoted 

interactions on and changes in external structures.  

This suggests that when there was not a strong existing antitrafficking structure or 

NGO credibility to begin with, TAT tapped into the power of others via their internal 
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structures. When there was a more solid foundation, it learned to leverage the growing 

antitrafficking external structure to its advantage. Opportunity was critical here. TAT was 

able to leverage emerging opportunities and create its own opportunities. Furthermore, 

the stakeholders themselves looked at opportunities rather than constraints.  

Dynamic Interactions within , across, and between Actions 

Within the research question, ñdynamicò interaction can be identified within as 

well as across and between actions. As described in the action finding chapters and 

synthesis above, within each action, as the actions led to a change at one level, they 

fostered change at another level, through constant coevolution. As actors became 

enlightened and empowered and their own horizons enlarged, they went on to take action 

and create meso- and macro-level structural change, which in turn inspired and 

encouraged them and other actors and prompted an expansion of their action horizons. 

There is, however, dynamic interaction both across and between these actions 

over time, as suggested in the key takeaway above. These are depicted in Figure 8.1. 

Action 1 was the initial booster for TAT credibility. I believe it was responsible, at least 

in part, for revealing to TAT the secret ingredients for its expansion: powerful champions 

who help innovate new targets, pathways, and models and actively advocate for their 

spread. However, both the DVD and the early support of a few key partners were 

necessary to enable Action 1 to begin with. The T&L Executive indicated that the SE 

communicated passionately, that TAT made the message personal, and that the DVD was 

a key trigger in him taking it personally and having the conviction to do something. Still, 

to build his ñmoral justificationò for his proposal to the executive team, he researched to 

learn more about TAT, its credibility, and the effectiveness of its materials.



 

258 

 

 

Figure 8.1. Structural interactions across actions. A indicates action; AGO, attorney generalôs office; DOT, Department of 

Transportation; ES, external structures; IS, internal structures of the social entrepreneur; MVE, Motor Vehicle Enforcement: STA, 

state trucking association; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking; T&L, transportation and logistics. 
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Thus, TAT needed a few wins and acceptance to be deemed credible. The DVD 

leveraged the credibility of law enforcement and trucking industry representatives (who 

were interviewed) and helped to make the issue real, make it personally resonate, and 

demonstrate a simple and positive way to engage. Importantly, it was also a turning point 

for the truck stop partner to come on board in 2011, likely making Action 1 possible. 

Thus, we see that the truck stop executives who took action to become TAT partners (and 

subsequently trained their staff, distributed materials, and advocated for TAT) seeded the 

initial growth of TATôs efforts to build the antitrafficking structure in the trucking 

industry.  

Further, Action 1 was possible because of the T&L Executive meeting the SE at a 

conference. This demonstrates the importance of TATôs involvement in associations and 

using powerful, positive conversations. Leading up to Action 1 (and throughout the other 

actions), the SE had a strong conviction that if only empowered, individuals would take a 

stand. The T&L Executive was moved by the DVD, and with a new personal 

understanding of the issue activating his internal structures, he had the conviction to take 

action. Yet, the antitrafficking structure, not previously known to him, did become an 

enabler to his taking action (at the meso level as an executive in his company), because it 

demonstrated that TAT was credible and that there was already some support for its work 

in the industry. Ultimately, the outcomes of Action 1 led to the SE gaining even more 

confidence around the model of empowerment and recognizing the power of champions 

and models. It also greatly expanded the antitrafficking structure, including the T&L 

Company being trained, other associations coming on board, and new expectations of 

both carriers and shippers. 
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Action 2 was possible because the AGR had met the SE at a local conference and 

shared a similar belief that the trucking industry would be powerful in his stateôs efforts 

to squelch trafficking. Again, this demonstrates the importance of TATôs involvement 

with state associations and using powerful, positive conversations. Then, in Action 2 the 

LMVE was inspired to take actions to partner, moved not by a new understanding of the 

issue, but rather by (a) an enlightened appreciation for his leadershipôs support and the 

role that his agency could play, (b) his own personal convictions, and (c) TATôs energy 

and resources. In this action, we see that the LMVE vetted TATôs motives through the 

initial brainstorming conversation; however, it seemed that its reputation or credibility 

was less subject to scrutiny, presumably because of the legitimacy gained through Action 

1 (and other successes) and tacit endorsement of the AGR and his boss. It appears that 

leading up to and during action, the SE was already anticipating the possibility of a new 

model. Ultimately, the outcomes of Action 2 led to a greatly expanded antitrafficking 

structure. This included, for example, 11 states (including this one) having implemented 

the model in part or in whole by the end of 2014 and a significant portion of TATôs time 

now being dedicated to its expanding work in the law enforcement sector. It also helped 

the SE recognize the power of law enforcement to close loopholes to traffickers, and the 

LMVEôs advocacy encouraged her. 

Action 3 was possible because TAT, the AGO, and the STA already had a strong 

partnership, and the coalition build model was a way for TAT to suggest they advance 

their engagement. Thus, important enablers for this action were a strong antitrafficking 

structure at the state level and the broader antitrafficking structure already featuring a 

coalition build model successfully used elsewhere, together with TATôs expectations that 



 

261 

partners employ it when ready. Similarly, it appears the SE increasingly had more 

confidence in and expectations of its models, partners, and law enforcement. The catalyst 

for prompting change during and after the action was the Survivor sharing her story, 

making the issue more personal not only for the STA Executive and the Commander, but 

also for the other participants. Through the STA Executive, new outreach opportunities 

for the AGO and a new set of TAT expectations of state trucking associations emerged. 

Through the Commander, his state implemented the state DOT model. 

Overall, as the antitrafficking structure grew, it increasingly became an enabler 

for the subsequent actions. I believe that as a result of Action 1, the SE increasingly knew 

how to cultivate TAT champions as opportunities arose and approached potential 

opportunities with a greater sense of hope and expectation. This viewpoint is supported 

by the SE anticipating the brainstorming conversation with the AGR and LMVE, already 

contemplating how it could turn the corner with law enforcement and might result in a 

model. With each action, there were expanded action horizons, increased confidence and 

hope within the SE, new pathways, and emboldened TAT expectations of the industry. 

Similarly, each action or model release resulted in new meanings, partners, and norms 

that grew the size and legitimacy of the antitrafficking community within the trucking 

industry.  

Č Key finding 6: With each action, the antitrafficking external structure 

grew and became an enabler for subsequent actions, and the SEôs internal 

structures featured enhanced confidence and expectations that framed her 

approach to subsequent actions 
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Č Key takeway: This suggests that game-changing actions were not only 

important for ñchanging the gameò, but also in providing enabling 

conditions for subsequent game-changers. This manifests not only at the 

macro level, but also within the SE herself via levels of confidence, 

expectations, and action horizons. 

Answering the Subquestions 

I now turn to address the subquestions: 

1. How does meaning shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

2. How does power shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of 

social change?  

3. How do norms shift across micro, meso, and macro levels in the process of social 

change?  

The subquestions can be answered both within actions and across actions. 

Common themes within all three actions of focus were that change continued to rise and 

fall across levels, usually starting at an individual stakeholder level, followed by action, 

change in the external structure, and so on. It was nearly impossible to identify a change 

in structure that did not impact all three dimensions of meaning, power, and norms. It 

seemed that as stakeholders came to a new understanding of the issue or an opportunity, 

together with learning about new resources, they resolved to take action to align their 

values or new meanings with social practices in their organizations. Similarly, external 

structural changes usually included new language and training, new norms or 

expectations of the organization and its partners, and use of resources both to fund 
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training and to implement new norms. A generalized model representing the movement 

of meaning, power, and norms across levels is illustrated in Table 8.4 and discussed 

below. This model is offered with caution in an attempt to rise above the details of each 

action of focus and find an overarching rhythm of change. Thus, the model and 

description are limited in that they may not fit each action of focus exactly, but should 

represent a fairly close ñtypificationò in an attempt to make holistic meaning of unique 

and very complex actions of focus. 

Meaning shifts. Within actions, TAT identified the language and tools required 

to describe and educate others about trafficking in the transportation community at the 

macro external structural level. In the action realm, it engaged in ñconversations,ò 

whether serendipitously or through increasing stages of purposefulness. In so doing, at a 

micro level, individual changes in meaning took place, as stakeholders came to 

understand trafficking or came to appreciate an opportunity for them or their organization 

to combat it. This meaning change was accompanied by individual power and norm 

changes (as discussed below). Individuals took communicative actions by advocating 

within their organizations, and then the organizationsô leadership embraced new 

meanings and opportunities to implement and developed training, which was then rolled 

out in the action realm. Individual staff proceeded to embrace new meanings at the micro 

level. This demonstrates that meaning is prevalent across the micro, meso, and macro 

levels as well as in the action realm. It also reveals that meaning is important in the action 

realm to facilitate change at the micro, meso, and macro levels. 
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Table 8.4 

Movement of Meaning, Power, and Norms Across Levels 

 
Time (T) Progressing Č 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 

External 

structures 

(collective 

structures at 

the macro or 

meso level) 

N: TAT emerges 

and identifies 

new desired 

norms (e.g., 

companies train, 

drivers report) 
Ď 

M:  TAT 

develops 

language and 

tools to change 

meanings and 

equip users to 

act 

   

M:  Org. leadership 

embrace issue 
Ď 

P: Org. and TAT 

dedicate resources 
Ď 

N: Org. establishes 

norms 
Ď 

M:  Org. develops 

training 

   

N: Model becomes 

new ñnormsò for 

industry 

Action  

M:  TAT has 

ñconversationò 

(whether a 

serendipitous 

meeting, planned 

invitation by a 

contact to discuss 

partnership, or 

forged by TAT to 

extend 

partnership) 

 

M:  Individual 

becomes a 

champion and 

advocates 

with 

organization 

Ď 
M:  Org. rolls out 

training and 

awareness with 

staff 

Ď 
N: Org. 

implements new 

policies/norms 

M:  Staff 

provide positive 

feedback 
č 

N: Staff enact 

new norms 
č 

 

N: Together, TAT 

and champion create 

a model as an 

industry standard 
Ď 

P: Together, they 

leverage resources 

and relationships 
Ď 

M:  Champion and 

SE advocate 

nationally for new 

model as industry 

norm 

 

 

Internal 

structures 

(individual 

structures at 

the micro 

level) 

  

M:  A stakeholder 

experiences meaning 

changes 
Ď 

P: Stakeholder is 

empowered (e.g., via 

knowledge, possible 

action/models, leadership 

support, resources, etc.) 
Ď 

N: Stakeholder resolves to 

take action; align beliefs 

 

(Fueled by personal 

optimism and conviction 

and enabled by external 

structures, leadership 

support, TAT resources, 

etc.) 

  

č 

P: Individuals 

feel empowered 

to take action 
č 

M:  Individual 

staff experience 

meanings 

change and 

embrace 

M, P, N: Both 

champion and SE 

experience 

expanded horizons 

for action and 

resolve to expand 

advocacy 

  

Note. M indicates meaning; N, norms; P, power; Org., organization; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Power shifts. As individuals at the micro level experienced new meanings, these 

changes were also accompanied with empowerment (determination driven by a sense of 

mastery and fueled by knowledge, resources, leadership support, and/or actionable 

models). After they took communication actions to influence their leadership (or rally the 

organizational support if they were the authorized leader), who embraced new meanings, 

power was next employed at the meso level as the organization used resources to develop 

antiïsex trafficking programs and trainings. After training was rolled out and norms were 

implemented in the action realm and individuals experienced meaning change, power 

next occurred at the micro level as individual staff were empowered (via training, new 

ways for engaging, etc.) to implement new norms. Thus, overall, power primarily came in 

the form of ñempowermentò (capability and self-determination via knowledge, resources, 

etc.) at the micro level and use of power (resources) at the meso level. Power in the 

action realm only became more relevant later as TAT champions worked together with 

TAT to leverage their influence and resources to reach broader audiences. That is, there 

was no major use of ñauthorityò or ñcontrolò in the action realm; individual champions at 

the micro level and organizational champions at the meso level experienced changes in 

power and then mobilized their influence in the action realm. 

Norm shifts. At the macro level, TAT identified a set of new desired norms (e.g., 

companies train drivers, drivers report potential cases of trafficking to the hotline, etc.). 

After developing and enacting communications and outreach, norms appeared in the 

micro level as individuals experienced meaning changes, felt empowered, and ultimately 

resolved to take action to align their new understandings and convictions with their 

realities. This process displays Schwandtôs (2007) interpretation of norms at the micro 
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level as both motivation and need for integrity or alignment of expectations. This moved 

them to action to advocate with their organization and resulted in establishment of 

organizational antiïsex trafficking norms at the meso level, which were then 

implemented in the action realm. After micro-level changes in meaning and power 

occurred for employees, they then enacted new norms in the action realm. Thus, norms 

(a) were notionally set at the macro level, (b) drove individuals at the micro level to 

advocate in the action realm, (c) were subsequently set at the meso level by the 

organization, and (d) were enacted by the company and implemented by the employees in 

the action realm. 

Multi dimensional shifts. As illustrated in Table 8.4, the above shifts were 

followed by expanded action horizons of both the SE and TAT champion, including 

changes in meaning, power, and norms, and were followed by joint actions to develop 

models (norms), use influence in industry (power), and advocate broadly (meanings). 

This finding reinforces the power of emergence in illuminating new opportunities. 

Importantly, across the entire model, all dimensions of structure worked together, at the 

micro level for individual stakeholders to become champions, at the meso level for 

organizations to become champions and again for the SE and champion to experience 

expanded action horizons, and finally in the action realm as the two partnered to 

advocate. 

Looking more broadly across the case, it is clear that there was not a single, 

institutional instance of meaning change across the stakeholder populations, followed by 

the use of power to enact new norms. Rather, it appeared that each time the TAT message 

reached new stakeholders, they went through meaning changes, felt empowered, and took 
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action. And, as they were in positions of influence, they catalyzed cycles of change as 

described above. However, as the change summary above indicates, as the T&L 

Executive experienced personal change and took action and later advocacy, the 

antitrafficking structure within the trucking industry was enlarged mostly by increasing 

power. (Arguably, however, potential partners had to first experience changes in 

meanings before they signed up. Somewhat less significant than power, but important all 

the same, was creating new norms for carriers and shippers.) In Action 2, individual 

change within the LMVE ultimately materialized in advocacy that led to not only the 

creation of new norms for state DOTs/MVEs, but also their adoption in part or whole in 

10 other states. Thus, while other statesô meanings and use of power had to change, most 

significant was the actual implementation of the model and enactment of new norms. And 

in Action 3, individual change within the Commander ultimately materialized in 

expansion of norms through an additional state adopting and implementing the state DOT 

model. Thus, an initial surge of power was needed for new norms to be accepted and then 

implemented.  

This finding underscores the importance of creating meaning change at individual 

levels to catalyze external structural changes. Just as importantly, it demonstrates that all 

dimensions of structural change were critical for TAT. If only meaning changes occurred, 

there would be awareness but no action resulting in closing loopholes to traffickers. If 

only power changes occurred, organizations and individuals might have joined the effort 

in appearance, but without internalizing a common mission, they may not have enacted 

norms. And, if only norms were used, there might have been great models or 

expectations, but no willing audience with the understanding and skills or resources to 
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implement them. (This was illustrated by the challenges experienced in the last decade 

wherein antitrafficking statutes were created but, because of struggles to institutionalize 

and implement them, investigation and prosecution numbers were slow to rise.)  
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CHAPTER 9: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CON CLUSIONS, AND RECOMM ENDATIONS 

This final chapter opens with a summary of the problem statement and key 

findings. It then discusses and interprets key findings across actions and key findings 

from case themes. Conclusions are then presented, followed by implications for theory, 

research, and practice in the context of key theoretical concepts and studies discussed in 

the literature review, including structure, embeddedness, empowerment, innovation, and 

coconstruction. The chapter closes with recommendations for research and practice and a 

study summary. 

Study Purpose and Findings Summary  

Problem Statement 

As introduced in chapter 1, this study was anchored in the problem that while 

both practitioners and academics have acknowledged the complexity of social 

entrepreneurshipðwhether due to the nature of the social problem, the web of cross-

sector stakeholders, or relatively enduring social structuresðmuch of the research has 

explored it as an individual phenomenon by studying the social entrepreneur. Anchoring 

this study in the context of key actions perceived to have created structural change 

allowed for multilevel analysis to learn more about how diverse actors interact with 

social structures through emergent processes resulting in social change. As such, the 

study sought to overcome previous challenges in overprivileging the agency of the social 

entrepreneur.  
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The research question guiding this study was: How do dynamic interactions 

between social structures and stakeholder actions shape social change in antiïsex 

trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking industry? 

Findings 

This case study used structuration (Giddens, 1984) and strong structuration 

(Stones, 2005) theories to analyze the process of social change within and across three 

key actions of focus. To aid in interpretative discussions and arrive at conclusions, Figure 

9.1 illustrates the changes across structural dimensions of domination, signification, and 

legitimation (referred to more plainly in the methodology and findings chapters as power, 

meaning, and norms, respectively), both within each action of focus and across them.  

As illustrated in this figure, structural change within these actions materialized 

most significantly as (a) domination in Action 1 and (b) legitimation in Actions 2 and 3. 

Also as illustrated, structural change across these actions materialized as 

¶ Signification: Increasingly more stakeholders aware of ñtraffickingò versus 

ñprostitutionò and increased engagement among and between the trucking 

industry and law enforcement  

¶ Domination: Expansion of partners and financial sponsors across the antiïsex 

trafficking structure within the trucking industry 

¶ Legitimation : Increasing forms and implementations of norms for carriers, 

shippers, trucking associations, and state Departments of Transportation 

(DOT)/Motor Vehicle Enforcement (MVE) to combat trafficking. 
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Figure 9.1. Macro-level structural changes. D indicates domination; L, legitimation; S, signification; AGO, attorney generalôs office; 

CVE, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement; DOT, Department of Transportation; MVE, Motor Vehicle Enforcement; STA, state 

trucking associations; TAT, Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Table 9.1 summarizes the key findings from the three actions as detailed in 

chapters 5 to 7 and synthesized in chapter 8 and the case themes discussed in chapter 4.  

 

Table 9.1 

Summary of Key Findings 

Findings across and between actions Findings from case theme 

1. Actions  

¶ Each subsequent action reflected 

increasing stages of partnership, 

with corresponding norms and 

increasing expectations. 

2. Interactions on action 

¶ Actions 1 and 2 were most 

influenced by the internal 

structures. Action 3 was most 

influenced by external structures. 

3. Interactions on structures 

¶ In all actions, interactions on 

internal structures were the most 

critical because they catalyzed 

individuals to foster significant 

external structural change. 

4. External structural change 

¶ Action 1: Power was most 

significant. 

¶ Actions 2 and 3: Norms were 

most significant. 

5. Internal structural change 

¶ There were slightly more 

changes in roles and perceptions. 

6. Interactions between actions 

¶ With each action, the 

antitrafficking external structure 

grew and became an enabler for 

subsequent actions, and the SEôs 

internal structures featured 

enhanced confidence and 

expectations that framed her 

approach to subsequent actions. 

1. TAT reframed the problem. The problem 

was trafficking, not ñprostitutesò or truckers, 

as previously perceived by many. And, the 

solution was the trucking industry and its 

individuals.  

2. TAT empowered the trucking industry, 

setting a model for an NGO-industry 

partnership. With as much concern for the 

trucking industryôs image as trucking itself 

had, TAT mobilized the trucking industry 

by empowering, partnering with, and 

promoting it. In so doing, it was building an 

identity for the community as ñtruckers 

against traffickingò and setting an example 

of an NGO-industry partnership for other 

sectors and nations combating trafficking.  

3. TAT created an antiïsex trafficking 

structure. Through its positive approach of 

appreciative inquiry, TAT spurred the 

trucking industry to create and grow an 

antitrafficking structure, not trying to 

change the existing sex trafficking structure.  

4. TAT champions were innovators. The 

heroes were the drivers, and the innovators 

were TAT champions, not the SE.  

5. TAT used both champions and structure 

to scale. And yet, TAT was the main driver 

ofðand to be credited forðpackaging, 

promoting, and celebrating models enabling 

the expansion of the antiïsex trafficking 

structure.  

6. TAT, its stakeholder organizations, and 

the antiïsex trafficking structure itself 

coevolved. 

Note. NGO indicates nongovernmental organization; SE, social entrepreneur; TAT, 

Truckers Against Trafficking. 
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Discussion and Interpretation of Key Findings Across Actions 

1. Actions: Each subsequent action reflected increasing stages of partnership, 

with corresponding norms and increasing expectations. This finding shows that 

actions that produce structural change can occur in any number of circumstances. Yet, a 

common denominator here was in the context of a ñconversationò among diverse 

individuals. Game-changing actions all involved ñinteractionò with others and external 

structuresðillustrating emergence from the interaction of actors and their environments 

(social and nonsocial) (Chang, 2004), as introduced in chapter 1. Drawing on complexity 

theory, the importance of the interaction of agents with different schema to produce 

emergence is demonstrated (Anderson, 1999). 

The findings on actions also show both the power of individual action (T&L 

Executive, LMVE, and Commander taking action and becoming champions) and the 

influence of others and of collective action. While Action 1 was admittedly a personal 

decision made by the T&L Executive, the structural change that resulted would not have 

been possible without TATôs empowering partnership. In Action 2, while the LMVE 

emerged as a central actor of focus driving the development, implementation, and spread 

of the state DOT model, the action itself was a group brainstorming meeting to explore 

partnership opportunities. The LMVE was influenced through these dialogues, not only 

by newfound realization of his leadershipôs support, but also by TAT and its resources. 

Thus, others were key supporters in these actions and their significant outcomes, though 

admittedly the strongest interaction was that of internal structures of the T&L Executive 

and LMVE. Action 3 was a true collective action in that it was an event planned and 
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conducted in partnership by three organizations. Without any one of these three, it would 

not have produced the insights and structural change that it did.  

2. Interactions on action: Actions 1 and 2 were most influenced by the 

internal structures, and Action 3 was most influenced by external structures. 

Throughout the case, the relative significance or insignificance of structure, agency, and 

reciprocity are evident.  

TAT championsô individual structures more predominantly interacted on and 

fueled the actions of focus that produced large-scale change. In Actions 1 and 2, which 

produced the most extensive structural changes, it was the T&L Executiveôs and LMVEôs 

internal structures that most propelled the actions. And yet, as above, the role and 

influence of external structure and other peopleôs actions must be considered as part of 

the context, producing both necessary precursors and enabling support for the actions. 

The role of external structure and other peopleôs actions is supported both empirically in 

the case, as well as theoretically (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). 

As Cajaiba-Santana (2014) wrote, ñAccording to this view [structuration theory], social 

innovation is conceived as interactively influenced by both agents and social structuresò 

(p. 46). 

Important to note is that overall, while TAT stakeholders in the actions of focus 

were conditioned by their respective external structures, they were not constrained by 

them. In fact, as they realized the opportunity to combat trafficking, the external 

structures were enabling. This is an example of the paradox of agency (Westley & 

Antadze, 2010). This finding also responds to Mair and Martíôs (2006) suggestion that 

ñstructuration theory provides a promising lens to examine how the context enables and 
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constrains the appearance of social entrepreneurship and how social change occursò (p. 

40).  

Specifically, the case revealed that primary actors across the actionsðthe T&L 

Executive, the LMV E, and the Commanderðwere highly motivated individuals for 

whom the existing trucking or law enforcement structures did not overly constrain or 

predetermine their actions. There was a common thread among the participants, whose 

internal structures featured optimism in the good of people (SE, LMVE, and T&L 

Executive) and strong motivation to make a difference or make their organizations the 

absolute best (SE, T&L Executive, LMVE, Commander). The T&L Executive and 

Commander first had to come to new understandings of the issue of trafficking. While the 

LMVE was already aware of the issue of trafficking, he needed it to ñclickò that his 

leadership was supportive and that his organization could take a role. After a meaning 

change, and already with the endorsement of his leadership, the Commander needed only 

to see an example of local coalitions and existing and planned law enforcement actions. 

The participants generally saw that their external structures (whether at the meso level via 

their role as an organizational representative, or at the micro level in the roles and 

perceptions of their internal structures) presented opportunity as they took action. It 

appeared, as discussed in Steinerowski et al. (2008), that both the SE and the TAT 

champions uniquely recognized and defined opportunities based on their particular 

environment and were driven by their own personal characteristics and roles and 

perceptions. 

TAT increasingly fostered and demanded reciprocity among its partners as the 

movement and power base grew. Reciprocity was less significant in Actions 1 and 2 than 
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in Action 3, as the movement had grown. In Actions 1 and 2, it could be suggested that 

reciprocity existed primarily and initially in the form of reciprocal exchange of 

knowledge, experience, and resources between the SE and the TAT champions. 

However, it did not appear that reciprocal expectations (other than the potential of 

sharing of tools or resources) drove the T&L Executive or LMVE to take action. In these 

cases, it appeared that compensatory mechanisms were present, validating Gouldnerôs 

(1960, p. 164) point. These TAT champions were moved by one-sided worldviews and 

norms that dictated they do something.  

However, in Action 3, it was the external structureðand that of the SEôs desire to 

revitalize and extend an existing partnershipðthat most propelled the action. 

Furthermore, as a result of Action 3, the SE appeared to have been more emboldened to 

set and uphold reciprocal expectations of partners. Yet, it could also be inferred that as 

the antiïsex trafficking structure grew in power across the trucking industry, more 

partners may have come on board out of peer pressure or changing norms than in the 

earlier years. As Gouldner (1960) indicated, there can sometimes be power differentials 

in place of reciprocity. Thus, the growing antiïsex trafficking structure, with its list of 

influential associations and organizations, may have been an influential, if not coercive, 

substitute for reciprocity. 

3. Interactions on structures: In all actions, interactions on internal 

structures were the most critical because they catalyzed individuals to foster 

significant external structural change. TATôs actions of focus fostered significant 

external structure change, yet interactions on internal structures were necessary and 

influential in bringing them about. Arguably, the methodology of combining structuration 
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(Giddens, 1984) and strong structuration (Stones, 2005) (as proposed by Schwandt & 

Szabla, 2013) was critical to allow for a deeper analysis of micro structures and 

interactions for this finding to emerge. 

Theoretically, an immediate outcome of an action of focus could have been the 

implementation of a new policy or law; a contribution of significant funds that 

fundamentally changed the resource base; or a newly agreed upon set of values among 

industry partners. In each of these examples, immediate interactions on the external 

structures might have ultimately been the most significant. However, in this case the 

catalyst for the significant external structural changes was an expansion of individualsô 

action horizons at the micro level within and subsequent to the actions. Individuals then 

took actions that produced external structural change, which further expanded their 

individual action horizons, prompting more actions that led to change.  

These actions, and especially Action 3, demonstrate the interrelation of changes. 

They specifically illustrate the domino effect of when a change in one personôs internal 

structures can lead to action that catalyzes changes in othersô internal structures that 

unleash new action horizons and agency, driving new actions that produce change. This 

process supports the discussion of coevolution below.  

4. External structural change: In Action 1, power was most significant, while 

in Actions 2 and 3 norms were most significant. Alvord et al. (2004) wrote that ñthe 

test of social entrepreneurship . . . is change in social systems that create and maintain the 

problemò (p. 261). The findings demonstrated that while a change in one dimension of 

structure in each action was ultimately more dominant, all dimensions of structure 
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changed within and across each action. This seems consistent with Stonesô (2005) 

discussion of structuration: 

Giddens notes that this is only an analytical distinction and that all three 

dimensions would inevitably be involved in any social action. The analytical 

distinction allows one to focus on any one of the structures independently, and 

also, in principle, to examine the particular ways in which they are combined. (p. 

17) 

By using the analytical distinctions in this study, a broad pattern can be observed 

generally across the case. TAT set new desired norms through legitimation. TAT used 

signification via education and outreach to change individualsô meanings (both their 

understanding of the issue of traffi cking and their ability to do something about it). It then 

used domination via partnerships and TAT tools to mobilize people in positions of power 

to roll out programs to impact legitimation by implementing new norms. Ultimately, it 

used domination in the form of champions and partners to expand the movement via new 

partners and resources, who in turn ultimately impacted legitimation by implementing 

new norms and upholding new expectations in the fight against sex trafficking in their 

organizations and spheres of influence. In this way, change in signification served as a 

catalyst for deploying domination as a mechanism to facilitate legitimation as the 

ultimate goalðthat is, changes in norms and behaviors. The observed pattern can be 

substantiated with TATôs own mission, as published on its website, which is ñto educate 

[signification], equip, empower and mobilize members of the trucking and travel plaza 

industry [domination] to combat domestic sex trafficking [legitimation].ò  

TATôs approach of using new meanings and educational tools can be likened to 

Chin and Benneôs (1989) normative re-educative change strategy. This can be evidenced 

by the focus on shifting peopleôs understanding of ñtraffickingò through outreach and 
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education and the general approach to involve stakeholders addressing the problem. 

However, TATôs use of ñdominationò via tools and soft power tactics cannot be taken as 

an example of the power-coercive approach, which as its name states relies upon various 

forms of coercion. Rather, TATôs use of powerful leaders as a means of influencing 

others can be seen as part of the re-educative approach. 

As models are adopted by organizations, legitimation is growing via new industry 

standards or expectations. It will be interesting to watch this case continue to unfold in 

the years to come. It would appear that meaning changes are initially required, but, as 

antitrafficking practices become the new norm, less changes in signification and power 

may be required as new meanings become culturally embedded and the enlarged structure 

provides authority that influences adoption of antitrafficking practices. As Murdock 

(1971) explained, ñculture is learnedò (p. 319). Further: 

Each generation inculcates in the next, through education, the cultural habits 

which it has found satisfying and adaptive. Finally, the members of any society 

exercise pressure upon one another, through formal and informal means of social 

control, to conform to standards of behavior which are considered right and 

appropriate. (p. 320) 

Of his four processes of culture changeðinnovation, social acceptance, selective 

elimination, and integration (p. 322)ðit could be argued that TATôs innovations were in 

the acceptance stage. This study illustrated how new practices were being adopted by 

some, ñimitationò was the ñlearning mechanism,ò and ñthe prestige of the innovatorò was 

a key enabling factor (p. 330). 

Overall, changes in signification were repeated; changes in domination were 

growing; and changes in signification were both emergent and planned. There was not a 

single instance of meaning change (signification), but rather there appeared to be 
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repeated cycles each time new stakeholders encountered TAT or its partners. Power 

(domination) grew over time; although initially it was not largely influenced by peer 

pressure or reciprocity, such influences are likely to be present as the structure grows. 

Changes in norms (signification) were both planned through initial TAT innovation 

(through DVD and wallet cards) and emergent as the SE engaged with TAT champions 

fostering new models and pathways. The proliferation of these changes can be credited 

both to TAT documenting models as normative structures and copromoting them together 

with champions. 

5. Internal struc tural change: There were slightly more changes in roles and 

perceptions. The majority of the changes in conjuncturally-specific knowledge 

(operationalized in the research and findings as ñroles and perceptionsò) were in 

expanded roles and action horizons. Stones (2005) indicated that conjecturally specific 

knowledge can be both ñrelatively enduringò and ñmay well have been formed long 

before they are drawn upon in any particular sequence of interaction, or alternatively, 

aspects of them may indeed be gleaned in the course of the unfolding interactionò (p. 91). 

Thus, the study participants likely held relatively enduring perceptions of the trucking 

and law enforcement structures and their practices, yet in the course of interactions 

experienced expanded action horizons of how they could use their role to combat 

trafficking.  

Overall, while participants drew upon personal values and beliefs in taking action, 

the type of changes in their general dispositions (operationalized in the research and 

findings as ñpersonal characteristicsò) largely involved a change in worldviews. Stones 

(2005) noted that general dispositions are largely ñtaken-for-grantedò (p. 88). Thus, it is 
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possible that the findings demonstrating slightly more changes in roles and perception 

were limited by participantsô own difficulties in identifying and articulating these 

worldviews, schemas, and principles. Alternatively, the changes that took place could be 

explained by the fact that a large part of these interactions included learning more about 

trafficking and how others and they themselves could combat it. Thus, the goal was likely 

not to change peopleôs personal values, but rather to draw upon their personal values to 

understand the issue differently and the range of ñsimple actionsò or ñpathwaysò they 

could take in practice. 

6. With each action, the antitrafficking external structure grew and became 

an enabler for subsequent actions, and the SEôs internal structures featured 

enhanced confidence and expectations that framed her approach to subsequent 

actions. This suggests that game-changing actions are crucial not only for creating 

immediate or near-term structural changes, but also for supporting subsequent game-

changing actions. Just as models and champions helped create a multiplier effect, so did 

these game-changers. 

Discussion and Interpretation of Key Findings from Case Themes 

1. Truckers Against Trafficking ( TAT ) reframed the problem. The problem 

was trafficking (not truckers or presumed prostitutes), and the solution was the trucking 

industry working to close loopholes to traffickers to reduce the supply of victims. This 

finding demonstrates that TAT was not constrained by the structure of sex trafficking, but 

rather enabled by the existing structures of the trucking industry (whose image was 

threatened by trafficker exploitation) and law enforcement (who was in a position to 

implement antiïhuman trafficking laws and respond to rising political interests to do so). 
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TATôs communications approach resembled, in part, that presented in Ruebottom (2013) 

in that it (a) used rhetorical devices such as contrastive typecasting and problematizing 

and used vocabulary that drew on metanarratives, giving the trucking industry a new 

language and set of meanings about trafficking in the sector; (b) promoted the trucking 

industry as a protagonist by drawing on hero-like metanarratives about the importance 

and power of truckers and the trucking industry; (c) positioned trafficking as the 

antagonist, drawing on negative villain-based metanarratives about the traffickersô 

exploitation of individuals and industry; and thereby (d) increased legitimacy for both 

TAT and the antiïsex trafficking movement. (Note: Although Ruebottomôs findings 

included metanarratives more general to sectors such as charity, grassroots social 

movement, science, etc. (p. 105), her figure of ñmicrostructures of rhetorical strategyò (p. 

111) is a useful framework for loosely interpreting TATôs approach.) 

2. TAT empowered the trucking industry, setting a model for a 

nongovernmental organization (NGO)-industry  partnership. Rather than shaming the 

trucking industry, TAT focused on educating, equipping, and empowering it to combat 

trafficking. This finding links to and can be understood by contrasting social 

entrepreneurship with social activism in the literature. Santos (2012) differentiated the 

two. Social activism is predominantly about using political pressure through activities 

like demonstrations to influence government or businesses ñto change their behavior in 

ways that reduce perceived negative externalitiesò rather than developing ñsustainable 

solutionsò (p. 348). In contrast, social entrepreneurship is focused on exploiting neglected 

opportunities for ñdeveloping and validating a sustainable solution to problems that often 

have a local expression but global impactò (p. 348). Driven by innovation and ñleading 
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by example,ò social entrepreneurship seeks to spread a social solution ñso that others are 

compelled to adopt it as wellò (p. 348). Santos explained that ñnegative externalities can 

be seen as the flip side of positive externalitiesò (p. 348). He continued with the 

following illustration: 

For example, trying to prevent companies from polluting (a social activist 

behavior that generates value by canceling negative externalities) may look 

similar to building a system for companies to recycle (a social entrepreneurial 

behavior that brings positive externalities). (p. 348) 

Such a contrast is useful in understanding TATôs approach. While TAT was 

working with an organization that buys stock in target companies in order to influence 

their policies, most of its tactics were not about applying political pressure. Rather, its 

core focus was on creating innovation with and through stakeholders, to identify model 

practices that were championed by trucking and law enforcement leaders themselves and 

could be spread to effect long-term structural change. In fact, it acknowledged and 

prepared stakeholders for the reality that ending trafficking was a ñlong-haul battle.ò This 

approach set it apart from social activists and demonstrated how empowerment of 

industry was intrinsically tied with reframing the problem and building a new structure.  

A key part of empowering trucking and law enforcement and facilitating the 

dissemination of solutions was the development of social capital in such a way that TAT 

was a key cross-sector connector. Similar to Westlund and Gawellôs (2012) findings of 

Fryshuset, a Swedish youth house, TAT created ñjoint social capitalò (p. 112) across the 

trucking and law enforcement structures, enabling TAT to become ñthe central actor, 

norm distributor and network nodeò (p. 112). In their introduction, the researchers 

indicated that there are organizations 
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that are capable of acting as óbrokersô by residing and being active in different 

fields and who are able to ótranslateô and compile different institutional contexts. 

This in turn creates high demands for building and handling cross-sectoral social 

capital, both for developing activities and for mobilizing resources across sectoral 

borders. (pp. 104-105) 

Indeed, that is what TAT appeared to be doing. As it gained knowledge and 

experience, it was increasingly a ñbrokerò that was able to both translate and bring 

together the trucking industry and law enforcement in the fight against trafficking. 

Westlund and Gawell (2012) wrote that entrepreneurial organizations must use bonding, 

bridging, and linking social capital if they are to involve individuals from multiple sectors 

(p. 105). It appeared that TAT used bonding social capital, that which bonds a group 

together, among its initial leadership and then its board. The observations, focus groups, 

and interviews suggested that board members acted and spoke as one. TAT used bridging 

social capital, common interests with other groups, to gain partners in rallying around 

antiïsex trafficking by tapping into people and family values and pride in the image of 

trucking and law enforcement. TAT used linking social capital, that which closes gaps 

across individuals with different levels of power, both with TAT champions (in positions 

of expertise and influential power) to fund and drive the movement and with truck drivers 

as the target (with the resource of transience and ability to detect potential trafficking). 

Similar to Fryshuset, TAT effectively reached across sectors and up and down the power 

continuum, creating a ñjoint social capitalò and becoming the hub across a newly found 

network of trucking and law enforcement stakeholders fighting sex trafficking (Westlund 

& Gawell, 2012, p. 112). 

Westlund and Gawell (2012) suggested that Fryshuset could possibly be ña 

forerunner of a new type of third sector organizations in the post-industrial societyò (p. 
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113). It could be argued that TAT is a similar example. It has become a hub across law 

enforcement and trucking, providing its stakeholders with language and meanings around 

trafficking, fostering the development of new norms in collaboration, and facilitating 

cross-sector coalitions and partnerships. In so doing, it may have created a new model of 

an antiïsex trafficking NGO partnership with industry, which partly supports Ashokaôs 

claim that TAT is ñbuilding an antiïhuman trafficking movement model that could be 

applied across every mode of transportation in the U.S. and beyond.ò 

3. TAT created an antiïsex trafficking structure. TAT did not seek to change 

the existing structure of sex trafficking, but rather to build an antiïsex trafficking 

structure. Overall, the TAT case could be likened to the creation of a new institutional 

field versus a change in structure. McCarthy (2012), who studied the emergence of 

cultural tourism in Ireland, wrote, ñThe literature to date remains inconclusive on the role 

played by social entrepreneurs in the emergence of a new institutional fieldò (p. 263). 

Thus, this case study complements McCarthyôs study and provides further empirical 

evidence on how TAT as a social entrepreneurial organization was mobilizing the 

trucking industry and law enforcement to combat trafficking, effectively creating a new 

institution in which the trucking industry and law enforcement structures were nested.  

This case study also suggests an initial ñadaptive capacityò as described by 

Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb (2012), as TAT did not try to change the sex 

trafficking structure by curbing demand, an approach used by at least one other NGO at 

the time. Rather, it used a different behavior, that of curbing supply through building an 

antiïsex trafficking structure that would close loopholes to traffickers. While it 

fundamentally fostered structural changeðchange in meanings, use of budgets, standard 
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practices, etc. among both the trucking industry and law enforcement sectorðTATôs 

framing of the problem/solution and efforts to build a structure were creative 

interpretations and applications of structuration. 

McCarthy (2012) initially noted that understanding how social entrepreneurs can 

change institutions in which they are embedded is an interesting research challenge, and 

yet claimed that ñsocial entrepreneurs are less embedded actors since they are likely to 

challenge rules, norms and dogma when they form social enterprisesò (p. 263). This case 

provides evidence of the latter statement, in that TAT was not part of the trucking or law 

enforcement structures. This lack of embeddedness in the external structure was both an 

initial disadvantage and an advantage. As described in chapter 4, one of TATôs key 

challenges initially was lack of credibility. A fundamental part of TATôs mission was to 

be an NGO that partnered with industry. This effort was wrought with the challenge of 

balancing TATôs mission to combat trafficking and the trucking industryôs own fiscal and 

operational responsibilities. And yet, that separateness from the industry gave TAT a 

degree of freedom for boldness of mission and a unique nongovernmental association that 

brought some novelty and credibility. (While not exactly the same, this is somewhat 

similar to Smith and Woodsô [2014] findings in which the social entrepreneurial 

organization both differentiated itself from and conformed to existing structures.) With 

limited embeddedness in the trucking industry, TAT could be forthright in its vision and 

expectations and passionately create a platform that was not conventional, known, or 

accepted among the trucking industry at the time. The Transportation & Logistics (T&L ) 

Executive indicated surprise to even see an NGO addressing trafficking at a 

transportation and logistics conference. And, as a third-sector organization, TAT brought 
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the trucking industry and law enforcement sector an ñexpertiseò in trafficking (albeit 

initially nascent) and different view of the phenomenon of prostitution at truck stops. 

Conversely, that separateness from industry had to be bridged for the movement to grow, 

requiring credibility, resources, and influence. 

Thus, the case demonstrates evidence of a point raised by Desa (2012):  

By not being locked into pre-existing institutional structures, entrepreneurs can 

engage in bricolage activities that challenge the rules and norms of existing 

institutional arrangements (Campbell, 2004; Mair & Martí, 2008). The bricolage 

activities in turn allow social ventures to recombine the legitimacy of fragmentary 

resources into a normatively legitimated whole. (p. 742) 

TAT used the resources of various partners across the trucking and law 

enforcement sectors, not the least of which included T&L Company, state DOT/MVE, 

and the state attorney generalôs office (AGO) and state trucking association (STA). In so 

doing, it both became increasingly embedded in (yet still distinct from) the trucking 

industry and law enforcement sector and, more importantly, created the growing antiïsex 

trafficking structure, which could be likened to ña normatively legitimated wholeò (p. 

742). 

4. TAT champions were innovators. Over time, TAT became increasingly 

embedded in the trucking and law enforcement structures, which was critical for building 

legitimacy and fostering innovation, largely through TAT champions. It appeared that its 

innovations could be seen as disruptive or ñreframing normative terms of reference to 

redefine social problems and suggest new solutionsò (Nicholls, 2010a, p. 245).  

This studyôs findings on embeddedness were similar to those found by Jack and 

Anderson (2002), who focused on commercial entrepreneurs. The researchers found that 

actions to become embedded were important in gaining knowledge and contextual 
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awareness, learning local rules, identifying opportunities, gaining trust, and securing 

support and resources. This case similarly demonstrated how TAT needed to become 

increasingly embedded in trucking and law enforcement structures both to gain 

credibility and resources and to identify opportunities and bring them to fruition. As TAT 

developed champions and became embedded, it gained knowledge of what a Fortune 500 

transportation and logistics company and state DOT/MVE could do. These conversations 

unlocked innovation through the TAT champions and resulted in new models. TAT also 

gained credibility as these powerful partners set examples and promoted TAT. It then 

gained resources as the T&L Company became a financial sponsor and secured others; as 

the state MVE paid with asset forfeiture funds; and as both leaders provided speaking and 

networking opportunities.  

Similar to Jack and Andersonôs (2002) conclusion that ñembedding is a two-way 

processò (p. 483), reciprocity was evident between TAT and TAT champions. They both 

got to know one another and share knowledge (e.g., of trafficking, trucking, and law 

enforcement), experience (e.g., of what others were doing regarding trafficking and what 

could be done in trucking or law enforcement), and resources (e.g., of TAT tools and of 

company/MVE contacts and networks). Similar to Jack and Andersonôs findings, TATôs 

becoming embedded in the trucking and law enforcement structures became an enabling 

advantage. As TAT learned about the structures and became part of them, presumably it 

was able to enact some of these structuresô own priorities both through more tailored 

messaging and through models homegrown together with embedded TAT champions, 

thus enabling it to advance its efforts, building and overlaying a new antiïsex trafficking 

structure. 
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TATôs embedding process included both adapting to and changing the external 

structure through soft power tactics, similar to those described by Vestrum and 

Rasmussen (2013). In their study on the emergence of music festivals (community 

ventures) in Norway, they found that during asymmetric dependencies, the two efforts 

both adapted to and built ñlegitimacy for novel activitiesò through power tactics, leading 

towards greater embeddedness, and ñjoint dependence relationshipsò characterized by 

trust and reciprocity (pp. 291-292). Similarly, it appeared that TAT adapted to the 

industry by learning about the size, nature, challenges, language, and values of the 

trucking industry. In turn, TAT used messaging that played into the value of the trucking 

industry and power of the transient driver and shifted its own imagery away from victims 

and towards truckers as heroes. Additionally, it used the three forms of soft power 

identified in Vestrum and Rasmussenôs study. TAT (a) built alliances with powerful 

individuals and partnerships with influential companies, organizations, and associations; 

(b) appointed trucking industry and law enforcement leaders to its board; and (c) actively 

promoted TATôs accomplishments in such a way as to include and credit the industry 

itself. (Smith and Woods [2014] found that diversity of executive committee membersô 

expertise and backgrounds fostered innovation and supported legitimacy, advantages also 

seen in TATôs use of board appointments.) As in Vestrum and Rasmussenôs study, these 

efforts represented creating joint dependency with increased trust between partners and 

higher reciprocal expectations. Thus, this case on TAT provides another example of 

adapting to and changing structure with similar findings, although in a completely 

different context (music festivals versus antiïhuman trafficking) and venture type 

(community ventures versus an NGO-industry social entrepreneurial effort). 
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TATôs increasing embeddedness was necessary (via partners) to achieve 

innovation. That is, while TAT initially suggested an innovative actionðthat truckers 

detect and report potential cases of traffickingðits innovative methods to reach truckers 

and mobilize the industry and law enforcement were largely emergent and a result of 

stakeholder interaction. Westley and Antadze (2010) described the ñinventorsò of social 

innovation as ñsometimes called social entrepreneurs: the individuals who initiate or 

create innovative programs, products, or processes and seek to build an initial 

organization that can bring that innovation to marketò (p. 13, emphasis in original). They 

also indicated that ñit is wiser to think of actor nets or groups behind successful social 

innovationò (p. 14) and claimed that if social innovation is to have significant impact, it 

ñrequires a variety of actors, working in concert or separatelyò (p. 13). Innovation in this 

case transpired largely based on the interaction of the TAT SE and the TAT champions. 

While they did not go on to start their own initiatives, a few joined TATôs board to help 

grow the effort. This ultimately suggests that the TAT champions were, to some extent, 

also social entrepreneurs.  

There seemed to be similarities across the champions and the SE including 

believing in the good of others, being highly motivated to take a stand or do the right 

thing, and looking for opportunity rather than constraints. Similarly, there seemed to be a 

mutual draw and respect between the champions and the SE. Both the SE and the 

champions appear to have embodied social skill, or ñthe way in which individuals or 

collective actors possess a highly developed cognitive capacity for reading people and 

environments, framing lines of action, and mobilizing people in the service of broader 

conceptions of the world and of themselves (Fligstein 2001a; Jasper 2004, 2006; Snow 
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and Benford 1988; Snow, et al. 1986)ò (Fligstein & McAdam, 2012, p. 17). As argued by 

Jokela and Elo (2014), who explored the role of stakeholder networks in cocreating 

value, this underscores the importance of careful partner and volunteer identification and 

management (pp. 252, 258). 

Furthermore, innovation with champions was fostered by empowering 

stakeholders, learning through emergence, and creating a bidirectional empowerment that 

unlocked agency. Santos (2012) argued that social entrepreneurs are more concerned with 

the ñoverall value system of activities and partnersò (p. 346) than their own 

organizations, which was apparent in TATôs case. He wrote that due to limited resources 

and the size of the social problem, ñthe best way to achieve their desired outcomes is to 

empower beneficiaries and potential stakeholders to become an integral part of the 

solutionò (p. 347). This empowerment was evident in the TAT case, starting with TATôs 

mission, running through its ethos, its approach to each of the actions of focus, its 

educational tools, and its pathways and models that equipped stakeholders to take action. 

The SE learned from and was inspired by future TAT champions, just as they 

learned from and were inspired by the SE, unlocking agency and innovation in both. TAT 

clearly recognized the value for innovation to come directly from stakeholders and for 

that to be a critical source of strength to the SE/NGO itself. Both adaptive leadership 

(Heifetz et al., 2004) and collective impact (Kania & Kramer, 2013) assume that the 

problem is too big for a single stakeholder or sector to solve alone, and that only through 

adaptive learning will a solution emerge. This case study provides evidence of this 

assumption. The SE did not have the technical experience or know-how to solve the 

problem, let alone the connections or initial legitimacy. Yet, through an optimistic and 
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passionate approach, coupled with the belief that her role was to unlock othersô potential, 

something much greater and more innovative was created in each action, resulting in 

greater TAT impact and legitimacy, as well as longer-term structural change.  

5. TAT used both champions and structure to scale. TAT was achieving 

scaleðor diffusion of innovationðboth by leveraging its partners and their resources 

and by proactive structuration. Desa (2012) called for more research on, among other 

issues, ñTo what extent does bricolage influence the diffusion of social innovations?ò (p. 

744). This TAT study provided evidence that suggests that bricolage was key in creating 

innovation (since it was together with TAT champions that models were identified) and 

in diffusing it (given it was largely TAT champions who brought social networks for 

outreach). Yet, TAT also proactively employed structuration through codifying models or 

examples, which arguably was also a key aspect of social innovation diffusion. This 

finding illustrates the power of the SE as the ñagentò both drawing on and changing 

structure (Giddens, 1984). While in development terms, producing models or ñbest 

practicesò could simply be seen as ñsharing best practices,ò the SE used the examples of 

powerful organizationsô new practices as a means of setting and bringing into being new 

sets of industry norms. 

6. TAT, its stakeholder organizations, and the antiïsex trafficking structure 

itself coevolved. As such, this case study offered a unique opportunity to explore 

coevolution at multiple levels (see Seitanidi, 2008).  

According to Steinerowski et al. (2008): 

Social entrepreneurs ófeel anxious about social aspectsô and perceived inequalities 

stimulate them to take action to change the situation. So, the agents are influenced 

by aspects of the structure in which they existðthey want to change them. In the 

process of developing the enterprise (and as part of the general movement towards 
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social enterprise), a number of people with similar values become more visible. 

The impact of their activity becomes increasingly evident to the individuals 

themselves, to prospective social entrepreneurs, to the wider society and to 

policymakers. In turn, the structure may respond to the movement. (p. 10, 

emphasis in original) 

Through the SEôs (and other TAT leadersô) passionate approach and personalized 

messaging, it appeared that TAT attracted champions (arguably, social entrepreneurs in 

their own right) with similar optimistic and motivated personal characteristics. Once they 

were enlightened about antitrafficking opportunities and empowered to take action, they 

innovated together with the SE and took bridging interactions to reduce equivocality 

(Schwandt, 2007). That is, they took action within their organizations as they more 

clearly saw the issue of trafficking and the role they could, and felt ñshould,ò play. This 

in turn fostered change in their organizationsô meso-level structures, producing bridging 

interactions to impact their respective employees. As champions and their organizations 

advocated within and across the trucking industry and law enforcement sector, macro-

level change followed. This illustrated Seitanidiôs (2008) points that (a) the three levels of 

analysis co-evolve (p. 53) and (b) cross-sector social partnerships achieve macro level 

change via individual decisions and organizational interactions (p. 60). Thus, there was 

evidence of coevolution occurring between the SE and the champions; the champions and 

their organizations; and ultimately TAT and the champions with the movement at large.  

Conclusions 

The findings and interpretations are summarized in the following six conclusions. 

1. Social entrepreneurial organizations can creatively reframe the problem 

and create a structure. TAT reframed the problem to trafficking and the solution to 

trucking, similar to Lettice and Parekhôs (2010) findings of social innovations that 
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creatively re-expressed social problems (p. 145). By using rhetorical strategies (such as 

found in Ruebottom, 2013), TAT drew on villain-like metanarratives to position 

trafficking as the antagonist and hero-like metanarratives to position trucking as the 

protagonist. It sought to create a new antitrafficking structure within the trucking industry 

rather than directly attacking the sex trafficking structure. This approach could be likened 

to and freshly explored through an institutional entrepreneurship lens (Mair & Martí, 

2006). Similarly, it could be understood as a social entrepreneurial approach (versus 

social activism), designed to pursue opportunities that foster positive externalities and 

sustainable change (Santos, 2012). While this approach could appear to be simply the 

ñother side of the same coin,ò they are creative moves that are likely engendering more 

proactive participation that stands to lead to long-term, sustainable change (Santos, 

2012). While TAT expanded the scale of targets (i.e., addressing supply by mobilizing 

the entire trucking industry to close loopholes to traffickers) and thus made the goal much 

larger in scale, it also stood to effect long-term change by ñinstitutionalizingò across the 

industry new norms thatðeventuallyðwill shut down traffickers altogether. The 

alternative approach, that of focusing on reducing the purchase of commercial sex, could 

be likened to trying to influence ñsocietal actors to change their behavior in ways that 

reduce perceived negative externalitiesò (p. 348). Santos noted that such social activist 

approaches also have a role in society, but they are generally not focused on ñsustainable 

solutionsò (p. 348).  

2. Social entrepreneurial organizations can strategically use their 

unembeddedness or embeddedness in structure . TATôs initial lack of embeddedness 

provided the advantage of being novel and bringing fresh perspectives and expertise to 
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the established trucking industry and law enforcement sector. In this way, it stood outside 

of these sectors and could be a subject-matter expert. A lack of embeddedness aided TAT 

not only in the ñintention formation stageò (by being able to conceive of prostitution as 

having the potential of being trafficking and the truckers and the industry as solutions), 

but also throughout its other stages of development (Mair & Martí, 2006, p. 42). 

However, lack of embeddedness was a disadvantage during start-up mode in that TAT 

had limited credibility or resources. TAT pursued embedding processes, which as 

Chiasson et al. (2005) described are ñan entrepreneurôs specific construction of 

relationships and networks that beneficially extend the organizationôs notice and 

influence among important stakeholdersò (p. 759). Similar to what was seen in the study 

of Vestrum and Rasmussen (2013), TAT both adapted to (and thus became part of, and 

enacted [Jack & Anderson, 2002]) the trucking industry and law enforcement structures 

and changed them (through the use of soft power tactics). This process in turn fostered 

joint dependency between TAT and its partners, equipping them to achieve more 

together. In terms of adapting to structures, TAT learned about the size, nature, and 

priorities of trucking and law enforcement and incorporated that knowledge into its 

communications and approaches, as evidenced in its move from ñvictim-centeredò 

posters to ñeveryday heroò posters. In terms of changing the structures, as TAT was able 

to secure partners and champions, it in turn adopted new antitrafficking practices. TAT 

then used soft power tactics such as (a) forging alliances with powerful individuals and 

organizations in trucking and law enforcement, (b) appointing key champions to the 

board, and (c) promoting TAT in a way that credited and positioned the broader 

transportation community as the true ñtruckers against traffickingò (also as seen in 
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Vestrum & Rasmussen, 2013). Vestrum and Rasmussen (2013) wrote, ñTo deviate from 

existing practices of the community and simultaneously become embedded in the 

community is a challenging paradoxò (p. 284). This study demonstrates that TAT 

successfully bridged that seeming contradiction. 

3. ñGame-changingò actions can originate under a variety of circumstances, 

yet individual structures are key both for fueling the actions and fostering external 

structural change. Action 1 was a fortuitous meeting that led to partnership, Action 2 

was a planned brainstorming call to explore potential partnership, and Action 3 was the 

planning and conducting of a coalition build event to expand an existing partnership. 

While the starting points were all different, there was a common theme of 

ñconversationsò among diverse actors (Anderson, 1999) that explored partnership, and 

what emerged from the interactions went on to create structural change (Chang, 2004). 

Thus, there did not appear to be a formula for spawning ñgame-changingò actions, though 

TATôs empowering approach was likely a secret ingredient, given evidence that 

champions were struck by the SEôs passion, energy, and tools. However, the T&L 

Executiveôs and LMVEôs internal structures (Stones, 2005) appeared to be critical in 

guiding the course of Actions 1 and 2. It was their individual wiringða combination of 

personal beliefs, optimism and motivation, and confidence in their organizationsðthat 

most fueled Actions 1 and 2. (In contrast, in Action 3, it was the external structures that 

were most significant, as TAT sought to build off of existing partnerships and their 

reciprocity [Gouldner, 1960].) Across all three actions, the interactions on individual 

structures were fundamental for ultimately creating significant external structural change. 

In Actions 1 and 2, the T&L Executive and LMVE experienced expanded action 
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horizons, which led them to not only implement innovative antitrafficking practices in 

their organizations that have become models, but also to advocate nationally, helping set 

new norms and expectations across their respective sectors. In Action 3, after the 

Commander experienced changes in worldview and expanded action horizons, he 

implemented the state DOT model. After the STA Executive went through similar 

internal structure changes, she led her organization in new practices to advocate, resulting 

in TAT using that STA as an example for other state trucking associations. As each of 

these leaders embraced an antitrafficking agenda, they took action. In so doing, they led 

by example and modeled antitrafficking practices for their organizations and their 

industry or law enforcement communities at large, fostering greater legitimacy for the 

issue and making it easier for others to follow suit. Such findings of the importance of 

internal structures were possible through the detailed level of analysis afforded by strong 

structuration (Stones, 2005) and would have likely been overlooked by using 

structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) alone or through other research methodologies 

focused on a single level of analysis. 

4. Mutually empowering interactions with stakeholders can help social 

entrepreneurial organizations secure champions, who also personify social 

entrepreneurship and are instrumental in fostering and diffusing innovation, 

resulting in coevolution. TATôs mission and philosophy was to empower members of 

the trucking industry to fight trafficking as part of their own work. The SE was confident, 

passionate, and optimistic in her approach and appeals (social entrepreneur qualities 

identified in Steinerowski et al.ôs 2008 study). Yet, she was humble enough to recognize 

what she and TAT did not know about trucking and law enforcement. Further, she 
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believed that if equipped, others could and would apply their experience and expertise to 

advance the movement. This approach exhibits adaptive leadership (Heifetz et al., 2004). 

In the process, TAT interacted with stakeholders who became TAT champions, and both 

educated and unlocked agency in the other. Arguably, the champions themselves became 

a form of ñsocial entrepreneur,ò as they contributed to the development of emergent 

innovative models (Westley & Antadze, 2010). TAT benefited from their networks and 

influence to diffuse innovation. Yet, TAT must be credited for its intentional 

ñstructuringò (Giddens, 1984) of these examples as models. This study provides evidence 

of Deesô (2010) claim that it takes more than a social entrepreneur, and actually an entire 

ecosystem, to achieve social change of significant scale.  

5. While all dimensions of structure are important , and meaning can be a 

critical catalyst, the importance of power cannot be underestimated in an otherwise 

normative re-educative change strategy. TAT reframed the problem and helped foster 

paradigm shifts for its stakeholders and specifically new meanings for the champions 

around trafficking and/or the opportunity to take a stand. The importance of meaning as 

the catalyst for change in this normative re-educative strategy should be emphasized. Yet, 

the role of power should not be overlooked. TAT used a top-down and bottom-up 

approach. It tapped into the power of both influential leaders and proactive truck drivers, 

demonstrating the use of linking social capital (as seen in Westlund & Gawell, 2012). 

TAT used soft power tactics as described above, thus benefiting from the power of its 

influential TAT champions (Vestrum & Rasmussen, 2013). Through the championsô 

expert power, innovative models emerged. Through their resources, they were able to 

implement antitrafficking practices in their organizations. Through their example and 
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influence, they set new expectations among their sectors and were growing the movement 

(demonstrating some social acceptance via imitation and use of prestige, as described by 

Murdock [1971, pp. 329-330] in addressing the process of cultural innovation). On the 

other end of the hierarchy, TAT also focused on gaining the support and action of truck 

drivers as a bottom-up mechanism to influence carriersô practices and report potential 

instances of trafficking. Thus, TAT realized and mobilized the power that truckers had to 

influence meso-level structural changes in their companies and macro-level structural 

change by closing loopholes to traffickers. Furthermore, in this case, power appeared to 

be the hinge between use of signification and legitimation. That is, while TAT helped 

foster changes in meaning, ultimately power was required to mobilize changes in norms. 

TATôs approach should not be confused with a power-coercive strategy; rather, TAT 

used a normative re-educative change strategy that leveraged the influence of others 

(Chin & Benne, 1989). What is also interesting is that the increase in the power base of 

TAT materialized in the growth of partners and the budget for outreach and education. 

Yet, given the network-like model, this case was not about amassing the size of TAT 

itself; it was about growing the power of the movement and the antitrafficking structure 

at large. As Dees (2010) pointed out, scaling social change need not always be about 

expanding the social entrepreneurial organization. 

6. Ultimately, TAT has become the central node for the antiïsex trafficking 

structure that spans across the trucking and law enforcement sectors and is a model 

for an antitrafficking  NGO-industry partnership.  TATôs positive, empowering, 

inclusive, and personal approach with stakeholders helped it to employ bonding, 

bridging, and linking social capital, enabling it to become ñthe central actor, norm 
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distributor and network nodeò (as seen in Westlund & Gawell, 2012, p. 112). TAT 

created a model for an antitrafficking NGO-industry partnership that could and should be 

replicated in other sectors (e.g., other modes of transportation, oil and gas, tourism, and 

health). 

Implications for Theory, Research, and Practice 

The interpretation above can now be synthesized into implications. This study 

advances our understanding of social entrepreneurship as a complex phenomenon and 

social change as an emergent process among multiple actors interacting with each other 

and their contexts. In so doing, it provides empirical evidence that contributes to 

theoretical discussions, research opportunities, and practice related to structure, 

embeddedness, empowerment, innovation, and coconstruction.  

Structure  

This study complemented McCarthy (2012) by demonstrating how TAT fostered 

the creation of a new institution (that of the antiïsex trafficking structure in the trucking 

community). It also illustrated complex dynamics and relationships, in that to create this 

new, overarching structure required the leveraging and changing of aspects of the 

trucking and law enforcement structures as part of the process. The study also provided a 

case example of how context impacts social change (as suggested by Mair & Martí, 

2006). In this case, context and existing structures were enabling, but perhaps more 

important was the driven and optimistic personal characteristics and roles and perceptions 

of individuals as they interacted with TAT and these structures. The case also contributes 

to the notion that perhaps to overcome potentially ñconstrainingò aspects of structure, a 
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simple reframing of the problem, an attempt to build a new overarching structure, and an 

offering of tools and resources may be useful. In sum, in practice, social entrepreneurs 

(depending on their context and purpose) might benefit from (a) conducting intentional 

analysis of what structures and structural dimensions they are trying to ultimately impact, 

informing their change strategies; (b) reframing problems (Lettice & Parekh, 2010) and 

creating versus changing structures (not unlike Santosô [2012] discussion that contrasted 

creation of positive externalities with elimination of negative); and (c) ingratiating 

themselves to others as, or with, a resource. 

Embeddedness  

This study reinforced Jack and Andersonôs (2002) findings about the importance 

of embeddedness. It also provided initial inroads into Mair and Martíôs (2006) call for 

research into how embeddedness constrains and enables and the effect of embeddedness 

at various stages of social entrepreneurial development (p. 42). Here, the issue of 

embeddedness posed specific disadvantages early on, together with advantages 

throughout. In practice, TAT recognized the power of being ñoutside of the existingò 

structures and recommended its model as an example of an NGO-industry partnership. 

Yet, it clearly adapted to, enacted, and became somewhat a part of the structures. It also 

demonstrated the use of three forms of social capital to ultimately become a central node 

in the new structure and distributor of ñjoint social capitalò (as seen in Westlund & 

Gawell, 2012, p. 112). Thus, the topic of embeddedness warrants further theoretical 

exploration. Similar to Vestrum and Rasmussenôs (2013) findings, this study suggested 

that embeddedness is not an either-or proposition; and similar to Westlund and Gawellôs 

suggestion that Fryshuset might represent ña forerunner of a new type of third sector 
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organizationsò (p. 113), TAT may indeed represent a new unique type of social 

entrepreneurial effort that both adapts to, yet stands apart from, existing structure, all 

while becoming a central distributor of new norms. This unique type of effort also 

warrants further theoretical exploration. Further, in practice, TATôs model could be 

extrapolated across other industries to combat human trafficking. (See recommendations 

below.) 

Empowerment  

This study provided evidence of Santosô (2012) claims regarding empowerment 

and his proposition that ñsocial entrepreneurs are more likely to develop a solution based 

on the logic of empowerment than on the logic of controlò (p. 347). The case gave 

evidence of adaptive leadership in social entrepreneurship and additionally illuminated 

the importance of what I have referred to as bidirectional empowerment. Such 

empowerment is suggested as an area of further exploration to understand if/how it 

manifests across the spectrum of social entrepreneurial ventures (e.g., those with purely 

social value outcomes and those also with economic value outcomes).  

Innovation  

This study provided some insights into Santosô (2012) suggestion to study how 

social entrepreneurs both use empowerment and embed it into their approaches for 

innovation. Through this case, it was evident that as TAT empowered and unlocked 

agency in stakeholders, they in turn did the same for TAT; in the process, innovation 

transpired. Santos suggested that such research could contribute not only to social 

entrepreneurship, but also to commercial and other organizational ventures. Thus, this 
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study not only provided empirical evidence in one case, but may prompt more specific 

research into not only how bidirectional empowerment looks in different types of 

ventures, but also how it unlocks innovation. In practice, any social entrepreneurs who 

think they have an innovative solution already in mind (perhaps especially in a 

commercial context) may be well served to be open to learning and improvements, not 

only via greater ñstakeholder engagement,ò but also through a process of mutual 

discovery of new agency and opportunities. 

Specifically related to the diffusion of innovation, this case revealed the strength 

in leveraging othersô power and influence and creating a network-like approach for 

growing the movement versus amassing oneôs one power and scale. Thus, in response to 

Desaôs (2012) call to understand the degree to which bricolage influences social 

innovation diffusion (p. 744), the study suggested that it can be powerful. There is need 

for a greater understanding of the contexts under which that may be the case. 

Related Processes of Coconstruction, Structuration, and Coevolution  

This study provided detailed examples in one case of change and coconstruction 

between agents and structure, as called for by Steinerowski et al. (2008) and trilevel 

interactions and coevolution as Seitanidi (2008) discussed and explored. It underscored 

that while micro, meso, and macro structures can be analytically disconnected and 

examined, they are inseparable in understanding the social change process. The study 

also suggests that social change will necessarily involve change across all three 

dimensions of structure (domination, signification, legitimation), though one dimension 

may ultimately be more dominant or significant than the others. Related research to 

identify and classify (if possible) new schemes (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010) based on patterns 
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in dimensions of structural change across social issues or types of social entrepreneurship 

might be theoretically interesting and practically illuminating. Even if it proves 

impossible to identify specific patterns, it could be useful for social entrepreneurs to 

intentionally consider their underlying values/philosophies, mission, core strategies, and 

messages via the lens of structuration. (This is inspired by, but different from, Schwandt 

and Szablaôs [2013, p. 8] patterns across structural dimensions as proposed types of 

social structuring [e.g., self-generative, self-correcting, etc.].) 

The study also provided an example of not only how individuals and structures 

coconstruct, but also how a social entrepreneurial effort, its actors, and the social change 

itself coevolve over time. It revealed the importance of interactions between actors and 

structures and across actions over time. As such, it provides a pragmatic example for 

social entrepreneurs of the importance of other actors and emergence. Yet, it also 

suggests that they approach their interactions with external structures and other actors 

through a spirit of appreciative inquiry to foster and/or fuel game-changing actions. 

Similarly, it suggests that they need to pay special attention to individual structural 

change in the process of trying to achieve systemwide changes. 

As a whole, this study advances our understanding of the emerging area of human 

interaction dynamics and responds to the concern discussed by Schwandt and Szabla 

(2013) for ñadditional efforts to pragmatically define human interactions at the fine-

grained level of analysis and move to an understanding of how these pragmatic elements 

contribute to, and are affected by, coarse-grained social phenomenaò (pp. 1-2).  
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Recommendations for Research 

In 2013, Schwandt and Szabla suggested the use of structuration theory and 

strong structuration theory to explore the human interaction dynamics in complex 

phenomena such as social entrepreneurship. In response, this study contributed both an 

empirical case and a methodology that can be employed in other contexts. As a case 

study, while it is not generalizable, it may be transferrable. Heavy emphasis on thick 

description has been employed to aid readers in determining transferability for themselves 

(Merriam, 2009). To contribute to a pool of growing knowledge, I recommend that this 

studyôs methodological design and approach be replicated in other contexts to advance 

our understanding of the multilevel dynamics that produce social change.  

Further, enhancements to this methodological approach could be made and 

implemented. I specifically recommend even greater engagement of participants in the 

research study, assuming that the schedules of participants permit. This study was limited 

in that while participants reviewed the action chapters, I as the researcher developed the 

sequence of change charts and inferred the levels of significance. A revised methodology 

could start with a brief primer or workshop on the theoretical concepts of external and 

internal structures. Following focus groups and participant interviews (as done in this 

study), researchers could bring initial analyses to participants and through workshop 

design, the participants could construct the sequence of change charts and discuss among 

themselves the levels of significance related to interactions and changes. Another 

methodological improvement would be to use targeted data collection instruments to 

solicit participantsô own insights into the interactions at the holistic level of the case (i.e., 

across actions). This study was limited in that these conclusions were based on researcher 
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interpretation and SE member checks. Designing and implementing a data collection 

instrument to secure input from her and others might have produced even richer findings. 

This study focused on game-changing actions perceived to have influenced 

significant structural change. In the course of examining those actions identified by the 

SE, focus was largely on partnership activities across trucking associations and 

companies and law enforcement to grow the movement. This left unexplored the 

perspective of change happening ñon the ground.ò Thus, further research into TAT and 

related cases which ñzoom inò to advance our understanding of how individuals (such as 

truckers, truck stop employees, or law enforcement officers) come to embrace and enact 

new norms (such as making a call to the hotline, cooperating with law enforcement on 

investigations, or inspecting a vehicle) would be additive and create a more 

comprehensive picture. 

As above, other theoretical lenses could be employed in this specific case study, 

including, for example, institutional entrepreneurship or social movement (see the 

recommendations of Dacin et al. [ 2011] and Mair & Marti [2006]). Furthermore the use 

of the theory of fields (Fligstein & McAdam, 2012) might be complementary. Finally, I 

specifically recommend further research into similar organizations that are partnering 

with industry. These studies could focus on identifying the role of structure and social 

capital and the process of embeddedness to discover similarities or lessons across them 

that may inform this specific type of social entrepreneurial form. 

Recommendations for Practice 

As cited earlier, Ashoka claimed on its website that TAT is ñbuilding an antiï

human trafficking movement model that could be applied across every mode of 
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transportation in the U.S. and beyond.ò Based on this authority and my own learnings 

from this case, I offer a series of recommendations for practice as described in the 

sections below. Since this case is not generalizable and the phenomenon of social 

entrepreneurship is immensely broad, these recommendations are most likely relevant 

and potentially transferrable to social entrepreneurial efforts focused on partnering with 

and mobilizing a targeted industry. I therefore offer them with confidence that they are 

well grounded in this case and urge readers to assess transferability for themselves based 

on the thick, rich description I have employed (Merriam, 2009).  

First, I suggest a few high-level and general recommendations for social 

entrepreneurs in bulleted form, drawing on overall case findings. Then, I couple these 

ideas with and draw directly from the TAT operating model diagram in chapter 4 (based 

on the code and theme mapping) to recommend an operating model for other 

antitrafficking NGOs in the United States that seek to mobilize a specific industry to 

combat domestic sex trafficking. Finally, I present a specific NGO-industry champion 

model for structural change that provides a step-by-step process and tips for social 

entrepreneurs in cultivating champions and fostering innovation. This is built directly 

from participant quotes that demonstrated patterns across the three actions, and especially 

across Actions 1 and 2. 

General Recommendations  

In this section I provide a few practical recommendations that I believe are 

relevant for social entrepreneurs seeking to foster social change, but not necessarily 

economic value. They draw from the case findings and literature and are supported by (a) 

theory (structuration theory [Giddens, 1984], strong structuration theory [Stones, 2005], 
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complexity theory [Anderson, 1999], change theory [Chin & Benne, 1989], culture 

theory [Murdock, 1971], and adaptive leadership theory [Heifetz et al., 2004]); (b) other 

research (especially Lettice and Parekh [2010] on reframing the problem), and (c) other 

social change literature (especially Dees, 2010; Kania & Kramer, 2011, 2013).  

Giddens (1984) wrote, ñThere is no mechanism of social organization or social 

reproduction identified by social analysts which lay actors cannot also get to know about 

and actively incorporate into what they doò (p. 284). While the context of this quote was 

not about using structuration as intentional change strategy, I believe there is utility in it. 

I therefore recommend that this case demonstrates the power of using structuration theory 

as a tool for (a) envisioning a social change, (b) devising a change strategy, and (c) 

inculcating new practices to produce the desired structure. Some general recommendations 

for social entrepreneurship targeted at creating structural change are as follows: 

1. Reframe the problem to begin with. As you envision the change you seek, 

consider different ways to define both the problem and solution. To promote 

individual agency when you communicate it, put it in terms that illuminate that 

there is a problem and that it both personally and professionally impacts the 

stakeholder. Critically, couple this problem statement with examples and 

messages that reveal opportunities and make action tangible and accessible.  

2. Think through your ñtheory of change.ò Define for yourself if you are seeking 

to create, modify, or destroy a structure. Analyze the new (a) meanings and values; 

(b) resources, authorities, or influence; and (c) norms, policies, and practices that 

you are trying to create or modify. Consider how you will change them. Is one a 
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catalyst, another a means, and a third a target? Is your target at the individual or 

collective level? What is the most influential way to influence the target? 

3. Consider creating a resource or tool. Make yourself useful by empowering and 

equipping others to make the change rather than lobbying others to bear the brunt 

of a change they do not even see to begin with. Present simple actions and 

tangible ways to engage via models and best practices to motivate individual and 

collective agency. 

4. Create opportunities to interact with diverse stakeholders. Seek interactions 

with people in different sectors and positions, with different perspectives, and 

with additive expertise. This approach can foster emergence and ultimately lead to 

a game-changing action, social innovation, and/or structural change. 

5. Seek to make a true connection with individuals. Use messages that personally 

resonate and tap into and/or change othersô personal characteristics and roles and 

perceptions, including what actions they believe to be possible. 

6. Use appreciative inquiry in interactions. Provide some education and examples 

to help stakeholders discover opportunities at their disposal. Seek to learn from 

their expertise and about the structure they are embedded in. As you do so, 

opportunities will be revealed to you. This enlightened and empowered position 

will unleash agency in both you and your stakeholders.  

7. Spot potential innovation and, once successful, give it structure. Documenting 

practices (a) provides others a tangible model they can implement, (b) serves as a 

testimonial and leverages the status of the champion organization, and (c) creates 
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a new set of expectations to feed-forward to the industry as a self-fulfilling 

prophecy of the structure you envision.  

8. Achieve scale through media and community. If your target population is vast, 

think about what media tools can go where you cannot. Tap into the power of 

champions, partners, and others in the growing community. Allow them to use 

their expertise, influence, resources, and networks to not only create new 

opportunities and coconstruct innovation, but also to scale the change.  

NGO-Industry Partnership Operating Model  

As discussed earlier in this case, TAT hoped that other social entrepreneurs would 

step up to create NGOs that empower and mobilize targeted industries to combat 

trafficking. While ñsuccessò is never final, and much ground is yet to be forged across the 

trucking community to combat trafficking, in its first 6 years, the annual number of calls 

from truckers to the hotline have increased from 18 in 2009 to 272 in 2014, and among 

other acknowledgments, TAT has been recognized twice by Congress; recognized by the 

Projection Project as one of the ñ100 Best Practices in Combating Trafficking in 

Personsò; and been awarded the Suzanne McDaniel Memorial Award for Public 

Awareness as part of the 2015 Congressional Victimsô Rights Caucus Awards. From the 

findings of this case, it appeared that TAT may just have a unique approach that can and 

should be replicated. Thus, to budding social entrepreneurs moved by this case, I 

recommend the ñoperating modelò that appears in Figure 9.2. 
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Figure 9.2. Antitrafficking nongovernmental organizationïindustry operating model. 
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NGO-Industry Champion Model for Structural Change 

Finally, based on common patterns across all three actions in this case (and 

especially Actions 1 and 2), I propose a model for how emerging social entrepreneurial 

efforts can build and leverage champions to catalyze innovation and grow a movement. 

This is depicted in Figure 9.3 and is supported with TAT evidence from stakeholder 

quotes across the three actions in Appendix U. 
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Figure 9.3. Nongovernmental organizationïindustry champion model for structural change. NGO indicates nongovernmental 

organization; Org., organization(al); SE, social entrepreneur. 
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The steps in the model are identified in Table 9.2, with supporting tips for the 

budding social entrepreneur that also draw upon general case findings and the literature.  

 

Table 9.2 

Steps in the Nongovernmental OrganizationïIndustry Champion Model for Structural 

Change 

# Step Tips for the Social Entrepreneur 

1a SE and stakeholder 

have a 

ñconversationò 

(whether planned or 

emergent), which 

fosters learning, 

secures buy-in, and 

leads to/reinforces 

partnership 

Given that game-changing actions occur in multiple settings: 

¶ Be prepared for and do not underestimate the power of 

emerging interactions 

¶ Take advantage of trade shows and conferences, both as 

an exhibitor and as a speaker 

¶ Do not underestimate the people you interact with; 

power comes in many forms, both bottom-up and top-

down 

¶ Look for multiplier effects; maybe they can introduce 

you to someone else 

¶ Once partnerships are established, leverage the power of 

reciprocity to expand and build upon them 

¶ Follow up with initial leads and invite them to meet a 

partner or attend an event so they can observe and learn 

from peers 

1b SE takes positive / 

empowering 

approach in all 

interactions 

¶ Consider the utility/appropriateness of positioning self 

both (a) as an ñoutside expertò with special knowledge 

of and resources on the issue (unembedded) and (b) as 

having a strong command of and an integral partner with 

the stakeholderôs own industry (embedded) 

¶ Demonstrate passion and optimism 

¶ Authenticate the issue (without being overwhelming) 

while providing simple ways (or models) that the 

stakeholder can engage  

1c Stakeholder is 

impacted personally 

and professionally 

by targeted SE 

communications 

that resonate 

Given that internal structures have been shown to be 

important for fueling game-changing events: 

¶ Aim to use messages that resonate personally 

¶ Seek to learn from and about the stakeholder 

¶ Adjust communications and tap into the stakeholderôs 

personal values, worldviews, professionalism (internal 

structures) 

¶ Try to impact the stakeholder both personally and 

professionally 

1d Stakeholder learns 

and is empowered 

and ultimately 

¶ Try to foster a conversation that ultimately turns the 

light onðregarding the nature of the issue, the oppor-

tunity to engage, and/or the role the individual can play 
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# Step Tips for the Social Entrepreneur 

encouraged (through 

future joint 

successes as a 

champion) 

¶ Increase the stakeholderôs perceived capability to do 

something by highlighting the ease of taking action, 

positive examples of peers that are doing it, the models 

that can be implemented, the resources the SE can offer, 

and the other partners that can coach him or her  

2 Stakeholder 

validates the 

issue/SE legitimacy 

(formally or 

informally) and 

becomes a 

champion 

¶ Expect this to happen more formally or intentionally if 

the social entrepreneurial effort is in its early phases or if 

the meeting transpired serendipitously without the 

previous endorsement of a mutual contact 

¶ Expect this to happen more informally or tacitly if the 

social entrepreneurial effort is in a mature phase where 

there is already established legitimacy or the meeting is 

a result of introduction from a trusted partner 

¶ Remember that the stakeholder likely will seek 

validation not only of the issue and the organization, but 

also of you 

¶ Ensure your interactions demonstrate not only 

knowledge, but also humility and readiness to learn, 

coupled with a genuine and selfless concern for the issue 

and the industry 

¶ Offer to connect the stakeholder to other champions or 

partners, which can serve to both endorse the social 

entrepreneurial effort and continue to advance the 

ñconversationò with the stakeholder 

3a Championôs 

leadership endorses 

and/or approves use 

of organizational 

role and resources 

¶ Depending upon how the ñconversationò started, 

endorsement may already be in place or may need to be 

secured 

¶ If the latter, be ready to support the ongoing 

informational requests the stakeholder may have  

¶ Requests may include information on the issue, 

educational resources the social entrepreneurial effort 

can provide, and testimonials or examples of peers who 

have adopted your materials/approach 

¶ Be sure that while promoting the successes, credit is 

shared with industry champions, innovators, and 

individualsðin fact, promote the effort not as an NGO, 

but as a growing community that spans the industry 

3b Champion 

organization is 

motivated to do the 

right thing, not get 

publicity 

¶ Political pressures, promoting positive industry image, 

and linking to corporate social responsibility can be 

strategic levers to encourage adoption of new practices 

¶ However, ultimately coach organizations to be authentic 

in their efforts to enhance the likelihood that employees 

will embrace and enact the programs 
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# Step Tips for the Social Entrepreneur 

3c Champion 

organization focuses 

on implementing in 

the organization first 

as an example 

¶ If it appears that the organization is on the cusp of an 

innovative model, talk with the champion about the 

future possibility of codifying and promoting, but do not 

rush it prematurely 

¶ Wait until there is ñproof in the puddingò so that any 

future pathways or promotions will be based on ñviableò 

models rooted in solid experience  

4 SE learns and is 

empowered, and 

ultimately 

encouraged 

Throughout this process: 

¶ Be humble and open to learning 

o It is through exploratory conversations that 

opportunities may emerge 

o It is through implementation that models are formed, 

tested, and refined 

o It is through joint promotion that others can provide 

feedback or enhance the model 

¶ Take the time to reflect on what can be improved, 

leveraged, or extended 

¶ Take the time to acknowledge and celebrate the 

progress; ride that wave of encouragement to fuel your 

next advances  

¶ In the meantime, discern carefully among emerging 

opportunities and do not let even seemingly ñgreat 

ideasò sway you from the social entrepreneurial effortôs 

core purpose or into activities that may have mass appeal 

but risk negative side effects on the industriesô image 

5 Champion and NGO 

cocreate innovative 

model 

¶ Support the emergence of innovative practices through 

resources, coaching, and connecting individuals across 

the community 

6 SE encourages joint 

codification and 

promotion of the 

model 

¶ Once there is a solid example and initial proof of results, 

then consider if/how it might be codified 

¶ Ensure that best practices and models are simple and 

clear; avoid too many details, which can overwhelm and 

constrain potential uptake and future innovation 

7 Champion employs 

his or her own and 

the organizationôs 

power/resources to 

join SE in advocacy 

¶ As feasible, seek opportunities to present together with 

the champion, providing an in-person demonstration of 

the power of the alliance and to leverage each otherôs 

legitimacy and contacts 

¶ Joint presentations will also enable you to increase your 

own legitimacy in the industry and build your authority 

to ñspeak intoò the industry or new sector of focus 

¶ As individuals are interested in pursuing 

implementation, provide detailed coaching or 

introductions to the ñexpertsò from industry with hands-

on experience 
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# Step Tips for the Social Entrepreneur 

8 Model spreads ¶ Keep in contact with individuals who have expressed an 

interest in the model 

¶ If they have yet to implement, learn what the barriers 

may be and offer to be a thought partner on how others 

have overcome similar situations, or connect them with a 

willing partner 

¶ If they have implemented, learn what they are doing; 

update the model if continuous innovation is occurring 

¶ Seek their permission to document and promote their 

progress 

9 NGO and structure 

coevolve: NGOôs 

models and 

expectations change, 

its legitimacy and 

effectiveness grow, 

just as the structure 

grows with model 

implementation and 

gains legitimacy 

¶ Be prepared for continuous evolution as new partners are 

secured, targets identified, and pathways innovated  

¶ Embrace the evolution as both the nature of creating a 

new structure and fertile ground for continuous social 

innovation 

¶ Appreciate that ultimate success is the eradication of the 

social problem through long-term, systemic change, 

which likely means there will not be a quick fix 

¶ Celebrate and promote incremental adoption of new 

norms and changes in structure  

¶ Continuously seek to gather data to trace results to 

impact  

Note. NGO indicates nongovernmental organization; SE, social entrepreneur. 

Summary 

One of the key challenges that prompted this study is that while there is 

significant acknowledgment that social entrepreneurship is a complex phenomenon, 

much of the research has focused on the individual social entrepreneur. This study 

responded to the calls to better appreciate both if/how other actors contribute to social 

change and how their structures and that of their environment influence them and the 

change process.  

Therefore, the purpose of this case study was to better understand the social 

change process as shaped by stakeholder actionsðand governed by knowledgeable 

actorsðand their dynamic interaction with social structures. The studyôs primary concern 
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was to understand the process of structural change that may ultimately foster long-term, 

systemic solutions, not just immediate social impact. Thus, in the context of antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the trucking industry, it sought to explore not how one victim was 

being rescued today, but rather, how structures were changing to close loopholes to 

traffickers permanently. To do so, the study was designed to identify actions perceived to 

have created structural change and explore how micro-, meso-, and macro-level 

structures interacted to foster those actions, and in turn, how those actions interacted with 

micro-, meso-, and macro-level structures to produce the change. Such multilevel 

analysis afforded the opportunity to explore the complex phenomenon of social 

entrepreneurship in such a way as to (a) appreciate that actions could be individual or 

collective in nature and (b) explore how internal and external structures interact with each 

other to identify and realize opportunities that lead to social change.  

This study revealed that TAT, through the SE and other leaders, was a critical 

catalyst and enabler in mobilizing the trucking industry and law enforcement sectors to 

build an antiïsex trafficking structure. With no previous background in trucking, TAT 

was not embedded in these structures and thus was able to bring new meanings to the 

industry of ñprostitutionò as potential cases of ñtraffickingò and tools to mobilize 

members of the industry to look for and report suspected cases. Yet, TATôs lack of 

embeddedness in these structures meant that it faced initial challenges in credibility and 

resources. TAT overcame these challenges opportunistically through soft power tactics, 

as ñchampionsò in positions of influence came to support the movement. TATôs approach 

led to bidirectional empowerment, whereby both parties learned from and recognized and 

prompted agency in the other, identifying new opportunities together. As TAT learned 
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from these champions, it began adapting to and enacting aspects of their structures. 

Empowered with TAT resources and their own expertise and contacts in their respective 

sectors, the TAT champions, who had some personal characteristics similar to those of 

the SE herself, helped to innovate new practices for their sectors. In so doing, they were 

social entrepreneurs themselves and set new examples for the industry. Through TATôs 

savviness, together they codified and promoted these as ñmodels.ò Thus, TAT became 

more embedded and used both ñstructureò (via the models) and the championsô influence 

and contacts to change trucking and law enforcement structures, while growing the antiï

sex trafficking structure.  

Most influential in driving the first two actions of focus were internal structures, 

though these worked in combination with external structures and other individuals. As 

the antitrafficking structure (and TATôs own power base) grew, the external structure was 

a stronger influence on Action 3. In all actions, the dynamic interactions on the 

stakeholdersô internal structures were critical hinges in propelling external structural 

changes. Throughout this process, TAT has become a central node in the growing 

network of support that is creating an antiïsex trafficking structure that overlays the 

changing trucking and law enforcement structures. 

In summary, this case revealed that (a) the SE is not the hero; (b) the SE is not the 

only social entrepreneurðthe champions are key innovators; (c) TAT, as the central hub 

of the network-like growing structure, opportunistically supports legitimation through 

marketing structured models; (d) even in large-scale change, tapping into and fostering 

change in internal structures can be tantamount for prompting game-changing actions and 

external structural changes; and (e) the real heroes are the trucking and law enforcement 
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individuals who are looking for, reporting suspected cases of, and/or supporting 

investigations of potential human trafficking. 

This study provides empirical evidence for and is a powerful illustration of Sally 

Osbergôs moving words, as quoted in chapter 1 (transcribed from video on 

http://skollworldforum.org, emphasis mine): 

Too often. . . . We see social entrepreneurs as singular in the scope of their 

ambitions and the relentlessness of their drive. We see the why and the wherefore, 

but miss the how, their emphasis on the plural, not the singular. . . . But the social 

in social entrepreneurship is critical to understanding why it succeeds, not just for 

society, but with society. . . . They [social entrepreneurs] take aim at the perverse 

systems that spawn poverty, oppression, corruption, and environmental 

destruction. And in learning more, they discover within the system itself the secret 

to its transformation. The secret social entrepreneurs come to know is that we sit 

on a vast, untapped reservoir of leadership. The pent-up power of the neglected 

and marginalized, the oppressed and victimized, to transform the life theyôve 

known to the life they deserve. Getting to what should be means that everyone 

who has a stake in the solution must be engaged. This is key. Social entrepreneurs 

know true impact and lasting change will come only from working in this 

essentially social way, by moving collectively in the direction of a better world 

and staying at it until our imaginative leaps of social fiction become everyday life. 

(2:14-4:09) 

Closing Remarks 

In closing, as discussed in my subjectivity statement, I am a Christian. I believe 

that only Jesusô second coming will restore full peace and prosperity to humanity. Yet, I 

also believe we are called to be His hands and feet today, serving and improving justice 

and life for others.  

In that vein, I have learned personally and profoundly from all the actorsô 

examples in this study. I similarly urge us allðwhether we hold to a specific faith or 

none, and whether we are in ñsocial entrepreneurialò positions or notðto look at the 

world around us with hope and optimism, appreciating the value and power of others. 
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Rather than being overwhelmed with the state of social problems, we need to 

passionately promote social justiceðwhether it is in our ñjob descriptionò or not. In so 

doing, we need to embrace both ambiguity and opportunities to interact with others, 

especially when their experience is different from our own. As we do, let us humbly seek 

to learn, unleash new and emergent opportunities and solutions, and together cocreate a 

better future. 
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APPENDIX A:  

STUDY TERMS AND DEFINITION S  

Term Definition 

Action Individual or collective goal-oriented activity with a planned end, 

placed in a situation, and guided by both individual and collective 

symbols, rules, norms, and values that convey meaning (Parsons, 

1951; Rocher, 1974, 1975; Schwandt, 2007). Analyzed in this study 

as: situation, ends, norms, and meanings/values. 

Active agency Ways that knowledgeable actors use their internal structures, whether 

routinely or through critical analysis and strategic choice, to 

determine action (Stones, 2005, pp. 85, 101-103). 

Agency The power to act and to choose a course of action (Giddens, 1984; 

Stones, 2005). 

Conjuncturally- 

specific  

knowledge 

One element of knowledgeable actorsô internal structures. Agentsô 

knowledge or perception about an external structureôs meanings, 

power, and normative expectations. This is part of the duality of 

social structure and is the way in which external structures can 

influence social action (Stones, 2005, p. 91). See also social structure 

and internal structure. 

For this study, conjuncturally-specific knowledge is referred to as 

individual ñrole and perceptionsò of the external structures including 

the antiïsex trafficking community and operationalized as 

knowledgeable actorsô perceptions and expectations of antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the U.S. trucking industry, including their 

perceived possibilities for action, based upon their role or 

relationship to it. 

Embeddedness The degree to which a knowledgeable actor is ñembeddedò in social 

systems or structures and their relations and thus influenced or 

constrained by them (Granovetter, 1985). 

Emergence The creation of new or reproductive social facts as a result of 

interaction between actor/s and their environment (or for this study, 

external social structures). The interaction itself is influenced by 

preexisting conditions within both the actor/s and the environment. 

Emergence may either reproduce or change individuals and/or 

society (Chang, 2004). 
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Term Definition 

Empowerment A multilevel concept (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995; Rappaport, 

1995; Zimmerman, 1995), related to, but different from power 

(Rowlands, 1995; Zimmerman, 1995). Generally, ña process by 

which people, organizations, and communities gain mastery over 

issues of concern to them (Rappaport, 1987)ò (Zimmerman, 1995, p. 

581).  

When used to express power as a psychological construct, 

empowerment is operationalized as ñmasteryðcapability for action 

and self-determination, freedom, and order of ones [sic] self and 

environmentò (Schwandt, 2007, p. 116, emphasis in original). For 

this study, this includes that capability can arise from resources and 

meanings (Chang, 2004).  

See also power. 

External 

structure 

One aspect of the duality of social structure. The ñrules and 

resourcesò (Giddens, 1984, p. 25), or social patterns of signification, 

domination, and legitimation of institutions that provide the 

conditions for social action (Giddens, 1984; Schwandt, 2007; Stones, 

2005).  

For this study, the social phenomenon or issue of antiïsex trafficking 

efforts in the U.S. trucking industry is operationalized and analyzed 

as an external social structure with elements of signification (as 

identified in meaning, communications, etc.), domination (as 

identified in power, authority, resources, etc.), and/or legitimation (as 

identified in norms, expectations, protocols, etc.). In the research, 

other external structures, such as companies and states, are also 

identified. 

See also social structure. 

Game-changing 

action 

Actions of focus for the study are considered ñgame-changingò 

because they are perceived to have created structural changes. This is 

similar to, but different from, Avelino et al. (2014) who defined 

game-changers as ñmacro-developments that are perceived to change 

the (rules, fields and players in the) ógameô of societal interactionò (p. 

9). 

General 

dispositions 

One element of knowledgeable actorsô internal structures. For this 

study, general disposition is referred to as ñpersonal characteristicsò 

and operationalized as a diverse range of personal characteristics and 

abilities including, for example, social identities, personal 

worldviews (e.g., ideological views, beliefs, etc.), cultural and 

classification schemas (e.g., ways of seeing, sorting, and 

interpreting), ethical guidelines (e.g., values), principles and patterns 

of action (e.g., guidelines for and/or standard behaviors), habits (e.g., 

routine actions), etc. (Stones, 2005, pp. 87-89, 105-107).  

See also internal structure. 
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Term Definition 

Interactions Interactions, for this study, refer to exchanges between actors of 

reciprocal expectations of behavior, their norms, and sanctions and 

similar exchanges between structures (internal and external) and 

actors, in the context of action (Chang, 2004; Parsons, 1951; Rocher, 

1974). 

Internal  

structure 

One aspect of the duality of social structure. Composed of 

conjuncturally-specific knowledge and general disposition.  

For this study, often referred to as ñstakeholdersô internal structures.ò 

See also conjuncturally-specific knowledge and general disposition. 

Knowledgeable  

actors 

Actors who have both the power of choice in action and internal 

structures of conjuncturally-specific knowledge and general 

disposition (largely taken for granted) which influence their choice of 

action (Stones, 2005) and ñknow a great deal about the conditions 

and consequences of what they do in their day-to-day lives.ò  

 

In this study, ñknowledgeable actorsò are referred to as 

ñstakeholdersò (Giddens, 1984, p. 281). 

Mechanism The meansðboth process and elementsðby which an outcome of 

interest is produced (Hedström & Ylikoski, 2010). 

Personal  

characteristics 

See general dispositions. 

Power Operationalized as domination via resources, authority, and influence 

for this studyôs exploration of external structures, their manifestations 

in actions and conjuncturally-specific knowledge.  

Meanwhile, the concept of power as a psychological constructð

empowermentðdraws from Schwandt (2007), who argued that 

power manifests in the individual as ñmasteryðcapability for action 

and self-determination, freedom, and order of ones [sic] self and 

environmentò (p. 116, emphasis in original). For this study, this 

includes that capability can arise from resources and meanings 

(Chang, 2004).  

See also empowerment. 

Reciprocity Exchanges between actors of gratification and repayment during 

social interaction. Its absence may be the result of differences in 

power or other compensations such as cultural dictates and taboos 

(Gouldner, 1960). 

Role and  

perceptions 

See conjuncturally-specific knowledge. 

Social change The difference in external social structures between given time 

periods.  
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Term Definition 

Social  

entrepreneurship 

A social valueïgenerating activity in which innovation is used to 

tackle complex, social problems and achieve systemic, social change 

(Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2001; Light, 2006; Mair & Martí, 2006; 

Martin & Osberg, 2007; Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawardena & 

Mort, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009).  

Social innovation An idea, product, or service resulting in new social practices (or the 

process of creating them) that seeks to fill unmet needs and change 

social structures (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Lettice & Parekh, 2010; 

Weerawardena & Mort, 2012; Westley & Antadze, 2010). 

Social structure The ñrules and resourcesò (Giddens, 1984, p. 25), or social patterns, 

of collectives (Giddens, 1984; Schwandt, 2007) which can be 

analytically classified into those that pertain to signification, 

domination, and legitimation (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005).  

Duality of structure means that structures are not only an outcome of 

social practices, but also the vehicle for their re/production (Giddens, 

1984, p. 25). 

Due to their duality, they can be represented externally at the 

institutional level, providing conditions for social action, and 

internally within knowledgeable actors, who draw upon them in 

determining the course of action (Stones, 2005).  

For the purposes of this study, social structure is broken down into 

external and internal. See also external structures and internal 

structures. 

Social value Contributing to the well-being of community or society as a result of 

addressing social problems (Corner & Ho, 2010; Dietz & Porter, 

2012; Peredo & McLean, 2006). 

Stakeholdersô  

internal 

structures 

See internal structures. 
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APPENDIX B:  

SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP DEFINITIONS  

Notes:  

¶ Noted as Influential (second column) 

o In 2014, Kraus et al. conducted a ñbibliometric citation analysis of 129 core papers and 

5,228 cited referencesò (p. 275) to identify influential works within the social 

entrepreneurship literature. Table 1 (p. 280) of the article presents the 20 most influential 

(i.e., most cited) works, together with their number of citations, grouped into six 

categories (one seminal and five topical clusters). Amongst others, the reviewers noted 

several of the papers cited below as being ñmost influential.ò These are indicated in the 

second column, together with the Kraus et al.ôs category/cluster and number of citations 

indicated.  

o Lehner and Kansikas (2013) reviewed 323 social entrepreneurship articles and analyzed 

their assumptions based upon Burrell and Morganôs (1979) framework. The articles by 

Mair and Martí (2006), Weerawardena and Mort (2006), and Zahra et al. (2009) were 

identified as ñhighly influentialò as noted below in column two. 

¶ Elements of Definitions (last group of columns) 

o Bolded 1 indicates directly stated or implied in the definition.  

o Not bolded 1 indicates implied or supported by discussions elsewhere in article. 
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Source Noted as ñInfluential ò Direct Quote Sector Notes 

Elements of Definition 
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Austin et al. 

(2006) 

Cluster 1: Definitions and 

conceptual approaches, 27 

citations (Kraus et al., 2014)  

ñWe define social entrepreneurship as 

innovative, social value creating activity 

that can occur within or across the 

nonprofit, business, or government 

sectorsò (p. 2). 

Directly acknowledges it 

can be cross sectors 

 

For the purposes of 

remainder of article, 

authors narrow discussion 

to nonprofit and private 

sector, to follow what 

they claim is common in 

the literature (p. 2) 

 

¶ While the definition does not 

call out market failure or risk-

taking, the authorsô discussions 

do 

¶ ñCommon across all definitions 

of social entrepreneurship is the 

fact that the underlying drive for 

social entrepreneurship is to 

create social value, rather than 

personal and shareholder wealth 

(e.g., Zadek & Thake, 1997), 

and that the activity is 

characterized by innovation, or 

the creation of something new 

rather than simply the 

replication of existing 

enterprises or practicesò (p. 2) 

1 1 1 1  

Dees (2001) Seminal publications in 

entrepreneurship, business and 

management, 48 citations 

(Kraus et al., 2014) 

ñSocial entrepreneurs play the role of 

change agents in the social sector, by: 

¶ Adopting a mission to create and 

sustain social value (not just private 

value), 

¶ Recognizing and relentlessly 

pursuing new opportunities to serve 

that mission, 

¶ Engaging in a process of continuous 

innovation, adaptation, and learning, 

¶ Acting boldly without being limited 

by resources currently in hand, and 

¶ Exhibiting heightened 

accountability to the constituencies 

served and for the outcomes 

createdò (2001, p. 4) 

ñThe new name [social 

entrepreneurship] is 

important in that it 

implies a blurring of 

sector boundaries,ò infers 

that sector boundaries are 

unimportant (p. 1) 

¶ Suboptimal equilibrium implied 

in discussion of roots of 

entrepreneurship 

¶ ñacting boldlyò in the definition 

(p. 4) and ñtake calculated risksò 

(p. 5) implies risk-taking 

¶ Discussion on p. 4 gives support 

for systemic change: ñthey seek 

to create systemic changes and 

sustainable improvementsò 

¶ Innovativeness does not 

necessitate invention; novel 

application is also applicable (p. 

4) 

¶ Uniquely addresses 

accountability  

1 1 1 1 1 
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Light (2006) *While not highlighted in 

either of the two reviews 

above, Light is a noted 

thought leader in social 

entrepreneurship as professor 

at New York University and 

published on the topic in 

popular press (Stanford Social 

Innovation Review) and author 

of The Search for Social 

Entrepreneurship 

ñA social entrepreneur is an individual, 

group, network, organization, or alliance 

of organizations that seeks sustainable, 

large-scale change through pattern-

breaking ideas in what or how 

governments, nonprofits, and businesses 

do to address significant social 

problemsò (p. 50). 

Not specified ¶ Discussion acknowledges that 

they sometimes fail (p. 50) 

¶ In 2009, Light rebuts some of 

his own thinking from 2006. 

While he does not articulate a 

new definition, he argues that 

his conception is now more 

exclusive, meaning there are 

special skills and perhaps not all 

could be social entrepreneurs. 

He also argues it allows for 

ñmore varieties of endeavorò (p. 

22) 

 1 1  1 

Mair & Martí 

(2006) 

Cluster 5: Future research 

agenda, 23 citations (Kraus et 

al., 2014) 

 

*Noted as ñhighly influentialò 

by Lehner & Kansikas (2013, 

p. 213) 

ñWe view social entrepreneurship 

broadly, as a process involving the 

innovative use and combination of 

resources to pursue opportunities to 

catalyze social change and/or address 

social needsò (p. 37). 

 

As elaborated on the same page, this is 

based on the following assumptions: (a) 

ñprocess of creating value by combining 

resources in new waysò (emphasis in 

original), (b) resources combined to 

exploit opportunities to ñcreate social 

value by stimulating social change or 

meeting social needs,ò (c) can be in the 

form of new products, services, and/or 

organizations 

Argues can take place in 

for-profit or not-for profit 

and that a more important 

difference between 

commercial and social 

entrepreneurship is 

prioritization of economic 

and social wealth (p. 39) 

¶ Not applicable 

 1 1   
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Martin & 

Osberg (2007) 

Cluster 1: Definitions and 

conceptual approaches, 17 

citations (Kraus et al., 2014) 

1. Need expressed as an unjust 

equilibrium, 2. Opportunity to develop 

social value, 3. New equilibrium (p. 35) 

 

ñWe define social entrepreneurship as 

having the following three components: 

(1) identifying a stable but inherently 

unjust equilibrium that causes the 

exclusion, marginalization, or suffering 

of a segment of humanity that lacks the 

financial means or political clout to 

achieve any transformative benefit on its 

own; (2) identifying an opportunity in 

this unjust equilibrium, developing a 

social value proposition, and bringing to 

bear inspiration, creativity, direct action, 

courage, and fortitude, thereby 

challenging the stable stateôs hegemony; 

and (3) forging a new, stable 

equilibrium that releases trapped 

potential or alleviates the suffering of 

the targeted group, and through 

imitation and the creation of a stable 

ecosystem around the new equilibrium 

ensuring a better future for the targeted 

group and even society at largeò (p. 35). 

Briefly note it can take 

either for profit or 

nonprofit forms (p. 35) 

¶ Discusses the need for ñcreation 

of a stable ecosystem around the 

new equilibriumò implying 

systemic and sustainable 

solutions (p. 35) 

¶ Discusses ñbringing to bear 

inspiration, creativity, direct 

action, courage, and fortitudeò 

lending support for innovation 

and risk-taking (p. 35) 

¶ Distinguishes between social 

entrepreneurship (direct action 

resulting in new equilibriums) 

from social service delivery 

(direct action with 

existing/improved systems), and 

social activism (indirect action 

resulting in new equilibriums) 

(p. 38) 

1 1 1 1 1 

Peredo & 

McLean (2006) 

Cluster 5: Future research 

agenda, 17 citations (Kraus et 

al., 2014) 

ñThe proposal of this paperðmeant to 

be understood with appropriate 

flexibilityðis that social 

entrepreneurship is exercised where 

some person or group: (1) aim(s) at 

creating social value, either exclusively 

or at least in some prominent way; (2) 

show(s) a capacity to recognize and take 

advantage of opportunities to create that 

value (óóenvisionôô); (3) employ(s) 

innovation, ranging from outright 

Not limited to a specific 

sector; offers a continuum 

of social goals/economic 

goals and organizational 

examples (pp. 63-64) 

¶ Argue that conceptualizations of 

social entrepreneurship must 

include uneven or unsuccessful 

performance and selfish 

motivations (e.g., not just 

successful and selflessly 

motivated) (p. 59) 

¶ Contends that ñto be an 

entrepreneurò could be an 

individual, group, or 

organizational effort (p. 64) 

 1 1 1  



 

347 

Source Noted as ñInfluential ò Direct Quote Sector Notes 

Elements of Definition 

M
a

rk
e

t 
F

a
ilu

re
 /

 

S
u

b
o

p
ti
m

a
l 

E
q

u
ili

b
ri

u
m

 

In
n
o

v
a

ti
o

n
 

S
o

c
ia

l 
C

h
a

n
g

e
 /
 

V
a
lu

e
 

R
is

k
-t

a
k
in

g
 

S
y
s
te

m
ic

 / 

S
u

s
ta

in
a

b
le
 

invention to adapting someone elseôs 

novelty, in creating and/or distributing 

social value; (4) is/are willing to accept 

an above-average degree of risk in 

creating and disseminating social value; 

and (5) is/are unusually resourceful in 

being relatively undaunted by scarce 

assets in pursuing their social ventureò 

(p. 64). 

Weerawardena 

& Mort (2006) 

Cluster 1: Definitions and 

conceptual approaches, 18 

citations (Kraus et al., 2014) 

 

*Noted as ñhighly influentialò 

by Lehner & Kansikas (2013, 

p. 213) 

A summary of their multi-dimensional 

model (not discrete definition) 

developed through grounded theory is 

captured in the following statement: 

 

ñSocial entrepreneurship strives to 

achieve social value creation and this 

requires the display of innovativeness, 

proactiveness and risk management 

behavior. This behavior is constrained 

by the desire to achieve the social 

mission and to maintain the 

sustainability of the existing 

organization. In doing so they are 

responsive to and constrained by 

environmental dynamicsò (p. 32). 

The authorsô operational 

definition for research 

confined social 

entrepreneurship to the 

nonprofit context (p. 25) 

¶ Sustainability here is more 

specifically focused on that of 

the social entrepreneurial 

organization, not of the social 

change itself, as primarily seen 

in the other definitions (pp. 29-

30). Therefore, it is NOT 

selected in the final column to 

ensure common basis for 

comparison 

 1 1 1  

Zahra et al. 

(2009) 

*Noted as ñhighly influentialò 

by Lehner & Kansikas (2013, 

p. 213) 

ñSocial entrepreneurship encompasses 

the activities and processes undertaken 

to discover, define, and exploit 

opportunities in order to enhance social 

wealth by creating new ventures or 

managing existing organizations in an 

innovative mannerò (p. 522) 

While authors do not 

emphasize sector, they do 

argue the need for both 

social and economic 

aspects to factor into its 

definition and 

measurement (p. 522) 

¶ Market failure or limitation is 

implied as a catalyst in light of 

the typology they present (p. 

523) 

¶ While not specified in the 

definition, the discussion 

addresses inherent risk (p. 529) 

¶ Systemic change is addressed in 

one of the typologies, but has 

not been selected here given it is 

not emphasized as heavily in the 

others  

1 1 1 1  
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¶ Authors note they do not seek to 

produce an all-encompassing 

definition but rather ñwe provide 

a definition that integrates 

common points of view 

[emphasis added] and facilities 

the development of a heuristic to 

measure the creation of total 

wealthò (p. 520) 

¶ ñOn the whole, most existing 

definitions imply that social 

entrepreneurship relates to 

exploiting opportunities for 

social change and improvement, 

rather than traditional profit 

maximizationò (p. 521) 
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APPENDIX C:  

OVERVIEW OF RELEVANT  STUDIES 

Type Authors Relevance 

Structuration  

theory 

Jack & 

Anderson  

(2002) 

Entrepreneurial actions to become embedded were 

important in gaining knowledge and contextual 

awareness, learning local rules, identifying 

opportunities, gaining trust, and securing support 

and resources 

Steinerowski  

et al. (2008) 

Social entrepreneurs have different motivations 

than commercial, and authors propose these 

motivations may be developed by social systems 

(or social needs) which influence them to define 

and pursue opportunity, but that those very 

structures constrain them  

Steinerowski &  

Steinerowska-

Streb (2012) 

Agents had ñadaptive capacityò and changed their 

own behaviors when they could not change the 

structures, representing a kind of coconstruction 

(p. 179) 

Importance of  

structure,  

agency, and/or  

interactions 

 

Desa (2012) Faced with structural constraints of institutions, 

social entrepreneurs employ bricolage to gain 

legitimacy; the use of bricolage changes 

institutions; and institutions can both enable and 

constrain mobilization of resources in social 

ventures without giving up entrepreneurial agency 

(p. 743)  

Smith & 

Woods (2014) 

In managing stakeholders, a social entrepreneurial 

organization both confirmed to and differentiated 

itself from existing structures to gain legitimacy. It 

gained further legitimacy via creating and 

communicating about social value. It also 

managed stakeholders via creating a meta-identity 

and governing with an entrepreneurial strategy led 

by diverse committee members and including 

stakeholders in decisions and being accountable to 

them (p. 15). 

Torri (2009) Underscores the importance of ñactive agency of 

local communitiesò (p. 426) and socio-economic 

benefits of the studied community based 

enterprise, particularly for women, including 

increased income, greater access to resources and 

power, and more involvement in family decisions 

(pp. 423-424) 
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Type Authors Relevance 

Datta & Gailey 

(2012) 

Entrepreneurs, who are members and shareholders 

of the cooperative, report greater economic 

security as well as increased self-worth and 

confidence in the future, elements of general 

disposition 

Pervez et al. 

(2013) 

Findings suggest that active agency and 

empowerment of the targeted, marginalized group 

are critical if social innovation is to be successful  

Jokela & Elo 

(2014) 

Demonstrates the importance of stakeholder 

networks not only in coproducing social value, but 

also in receiving benefits themselves. Argues the 

need to manage stakeholder networks effectively. 

Seitanidi 

(2008) 

Provides an example of multilevel analysis of 

interactions in a cross-sectoral social partnership, 

argued as a type of social entrepreneurship. Author 

discussed the co-evolutionary nature and benefits 

of interdependence in this network-like social 

entrepreneurial form and argued the need for 

adaptive responsibility, or transcending beyond 

self to provide solutions to emergent situations, 

considering all levels of analysis and multiple 

sector views to foster true transformation (pp. 51, 

61).   

Lewis (2013) Illustrates the impact of interaction rituals with 

shared meanings on entrepreneurial legitimacy and 

power that enabled social change 

Shifts in 

meaning, power, 

and norms in 

social change 

 

McCarthy 

(2012) 

Use of communications and power tactics (in the 

form of lack of participation) instrumental to the 

creation of a new institution of cultural tourism 

Westlund & 

Gawell (2012) 

Creative use of social capital (i.e. networks and 

their values, and norms) to create ñjoint social 

capitalò and change social values and norms 

related to youth engagement (p. 112) 

Vestrum & 

Rasmussen 

(2013) 

Simultaneous use of conforming to structure while 

also changing it through power and 

communication to create music festivals and 

generate social wealth 
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APPENDIX D: 

SITE PERMISSION 

Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) agrees to be the research site for the study with the 

working title of: Social Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions 

that Shape Social Change. 

 

This research study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Michael Marquardt of 

the Department of Human and Organizational Learning at George Washington University 

(GWU). 

 

The purpose of this study is to understand the social change process by exploring the 

dynamic interactions over time between stakeholder actions (individual or collective) and 

social structures related to sex trafficking and antitrafficking efforts. (This is likely to 

include exploring, for example, antiïsex trafficking structures and also stakeholdersô 

individual structures such as their personal dispositions and their roles of and perceptions 

with regard to antitrafficking structures). 

 

Truckers Against Trafficking agrees that the organization can be named as the research 

site for the study and will be referred to throughout the dissertation and any related 

publications, meetings, or conferences (whether general purpose, academic, or 

practitioner in nature) as ñTruckers Against Traffickingò and ñTAT.ò 
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APPENDIX E: 

STUDY INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANT S OF TEST  

Information Sheet about the Test of Interview and Focus Group Questions  

for the study with working title of:  

Social Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions that Shape Social 

Change IRB # [insert IRB#] 

For Participants of Test 

 

Researcher:   Angie Fuessel, [researcherôs email], [researcherôs phone] 

Faculty Sponsor:  Dr. Michael Marquardt, [sponsorôs email], [sponsorôs phone] 

 

Int roduction 

You are invited to participate in a test of interview and/or focus group questions for a 

research study under the direction of Dr. Michael Marquardt of the Department of Human 

and Organizational Learning, George Washington University (GWU). Taking part in this 

test is entirely voluntary. If you are a student of GWU, your academic standing will not 

be affected in any way should you choose not to take part or to withdraw at any time. 

 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of the actual research study is to understand the social change process by 

exploring the dynamic interactions over time between stakeholder actions and social 

structures.  

 

Purpose of the Test 

The purpose of the test of interview and focus group questions is for the researcher to:  

¶ gain practice in conducting the interviews/focus groups 

¶ identify how questions need to be revised to be more clearly understood 

¶ refine the list of questions to yield key information needed for the study 

 

Whatôs Involved 

The researcher may ask you a series of questions in-person or via tele/video conferencing 

from an interview and/or focus group protocol and/or may email you a series of questions 

for personal reflection and emailed response. The researcher will then seek your input on 

your experience and insights related to the wording and list of questions. The total time 

that you will spend in connection with this study may be as little as approximately 75 

minutes for participation in a single set of questions, or up to approximately 4 hours for 

participation in all three sets of questions. 

 

Your Data 

With your permission, discussions may be recorded to assist the researcher in reflecting 

on the exchange and learning how to better word, sequence, or follow-up on questions. 
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Your data will not be used in the actual study, and will serve only to refine the 

researcherôs data-gather approach. 

 

Every effort will be made to keep your information confidential, however, this can not be 

guaranteed. During any discussions in which multiple individuals participate, while we 

cannot guarantee the confidentiality of the discussion, we request that all present respect 

the group by not repeating what is said, outside the group. 

 

Potential Risks 

There are no anticipated physical risks associated with participation.  

 

As with many forms of qualitative research, you may experience psychological 

discomfort as a result of the questions or discussion. You may refuse to answer any of the 

questions. You may also take a break and/or stop your participation at any time. 

 

Benefits 

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the test for this study. The test 

will support the researcher in refining the protocols for the study. The study itself is 

anticipated to contribute to the growing and important field of social entrepreneurship 

scholarship. Benefits to research and practice include providing a richer understanding of 

the ñsocialò side of social entrepreneurship and how successful social change occurs.  

 

Further Information  

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

[phone number], can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting the: 

¶ Researcher: Angie Fuessel, at [researcherôs email] or [researcherôs phone]; or 

¶ Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Michael Marquardt, at [sponsorôs email] or [sponsorôs 

phone]  

 

To ensure anonymity your signature is not required. Your willingness to participate in 

this research study is implied if you proceed.  

 

*Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again. 
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APPENDIX F: 

TESTING PROCEDURES AND OUTCOMES 

I conducted two tests prior to administering the interviews and focus groups for the study 

itself. The first was with informed participants (i.e., individuals familiar with the 

academic concepts and theories). The second was with an uniformed participant (i.e., not 

familiar with the academic concepts and theories).  

 

Overview of the Two Tests 

 
# Test Population Topical Focus Protocols Tested Purpose 

1 Informed  Members of 

my doctoral 

cohort 

Structural 

change in 

cohort to be 

more cohesive 

¶ Key Informant 

Interview 

¶ Focus Group 

¶ Emailed 

Participant 

Interview 

Questions 

¶ Test all protocols with an 

accessible audience whose 

feedback would be based on 

a relative understanding of 

what the researcher was 

trying to accomplish 

¶ Test protocols on a topic 

familiar to researcher, 

enabling me to discern even 

better if relevant data was 

surfaced 

2 Uninformed Founder of a 

nonprofit 

organization 

providing 

programs 

aimed at 

social 

change 

Structural 

change among 

a specific 

populationôs 

attitudes and 

perceptions of 

a specific 

social issue 

¶ Key Informant 

Interview 

¶ Test the key informant 

protocol, especially focusing 

on identifying structures 

with a real-world 

organization trying to affect 

social change to better 

discern if questions were 

clear for a non-academic 

participant/layperson or 

needed revision 

 

 

Testing Procedures 

 

The basic testing protocols included: 

1. Establishing initial contact, describing purpose, and providing information sheet 

(see Appendix E) 

2. Confirming schedule and meeting access information and resending the 

information sheet  

3. Administering and recording the interview or focus group, concluding with 

feedback from participants on what worked well or needed to be improved or 

more clear 

4. Documenting the experience (topics covered, length, participant feedback, 

technological experience, my personal experience as a researcher, and key 

insights from listening to the recording) 

5. Identifying conclusions and potential changes 
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#1. Informed Test Summary 

 

The table below summarizes the protocols, types of questions tested, and key learnings. 

 
 Step A. Key Informant 

Interview 

Step B.  

Focus Group 

Step C.  

Emailed Interview 

Focus ¶ Process of cohort 

development 

¶ External structure at 

beginning 

¶ External structure at 

end 

¶ Successes and key 

game-changing events 

¶ Description of one 

event 

¶ Role in the action 

¶ Action details 

¶ External structure before 

¶ External structure after 

¶ Interactions/influences on 

action 

Entire protocol 

¶ Personal perspective of 

event/action 

¶ Internal structures before 

¶ Interaction with other 

stakeholders 

¶ Active agency/interaction 

of individual with the 

action 

¶ Internal structures after 

¶ Changes/interactions after 

Participant 1 ¶ Participated by 

videoconference  

¶ Participated by 

videoconference 

¶ NA 

Participant 2 ¶ NA ¶ Phoned in  ¶ Provided by emailed  

Participant 3 ¶ NA ¶ Phoned in ¶ NA 

Participant 4 ¶ NA ¶ NA ¶ Provided by emailed 

Lessons/ 

Potential 

Changes 

¶ Assist participants in 

accessing information 

from the past by: 

providing specific 

time-stamps or 

anchors for the 

event/structure; asking 

them to ñrecreateò the 

event; using sensory 

probes such as ñwhat 

did that look likeò and 

ñwhat did it feel like at 

that timeò 

¶ Consider structural 

meaning probes such 

as ñwhat words,ò 

ñwhat inside jokes,ò 

ñwhat common 

vernacularò 

¶ To probe on norms or 

values, parrot back 

examples they have 

offered and ask about 

unwritten rules or 

similar examples 

¶ Be careful not to 

confound milestones 

in the program and 

events that are 

perceived to have 

fostered a shift 

¶ Do not rush scheduling of 

focus group (if possible) to 

enable advance reflection 

¶ Send email questions in 

advance to allow participant 

reflection 

¶ Update protocol to include 

that silence is expected to 

allow participants to reflect 

and train them to fill it when 

ready 

¶ To probe on norms, consider 

asking what was 

ñunacceptableò because the 

exception may be more 

obvious and lead to the 

common; also consider 

defining norm and providing 

an example from a different 

topical area 

¶ Remember to balance a focus 

on interactions as equal or 

greater importance 

¶ The responses reflected 

clear understanding of 

question and rich data 

¶ Subquestions were useful 

to slow participants down 

and cause reflection and 

also elicit specific 

responses 

¶ Consider a few additional 

words to subquestions so 

that if participants answer 

them individually, 

responses remain in 

context of the overarching 

question and not 

misunderstood out of 

context 

¶ Potentially remove a 

particular subquestion 

which seemed to elicit 

wrong type of information 

¶ In formulating the 

directions, ensure the 

pseudonym box is more 

clear  
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#2. Uniformed Test Summary 

 

The table below summarizes the protocols, types of questions tested, and key learnings. 

 
 Key Informant Interview 

Focus ¶ Overview of the population and social issue 

¶ Organizationôs formation, development, and milestones 

¶ External structure at beginning 

¶ External structure at end 

Participant 1 ¶ Participated by videoconference at first, then joined via phone due to connectivity 

challenges 

Lessons/ 

potential 

changes 

¶ Adjust probes to be more specific to assist participants in understanding what is being 

asked, but continue to exercise caution to not lead  

¶ May need to interrupt more often to probe into detail on key points before participant 

continues too far to keep focus and time 

¶ Try not to skip the question of biggest challenges/successes at different points in time, 

which participant felt would have helped produce more concrete answers/activate 

reflection 

¶ Be careful in wording questions not to conflate two different questions in one 

¶ Continue to parrot back participantôs feedback as a probe for similar examples  

¶ Consider a phone conference only to avoid the potential logistical issues of internet 

connectivity on video conferencing 

 

 

Key Learnings from Testing Phase 

 

Overall, these helped me to: 

¶ Test technology platforms for conducting and recording virtual interviews and 

focus groups 

¶ Identify which questions were confusing and how to potentially reword them 

¶ Adapt protocol and questioning techniques to foster participant preparedness, 

reflection, and recreation of past events/structures 

¶ Gain confidence 

¶ Identify the need to strike balance between not leading, but also providing 

focused prompts and redirects as needed 

 

 

Key Conclusions from Testing Phase 

 

The overarching conclusions and learnings to apply, as appropriate to the study, included: 

¶ Try to provide several days to a weekôs notice prior to key informant interviews 

and focus groups and provide questions in advance to allow for individual 

processing, reflection, and self-censoring (if desired by participant) 

¶ Use teleconference rather than videoconference given likely issues with user 

familiarity and/or internet connectivity 

¶ Conduct sound checks at the beginning of the call and have a back-up recording 

device 
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¶ Provide specific time-stamps or dates to anchor participant responses to a specific 

point in time and ñtake them backò; use sensory queues to evoke/activate their 

recreation of the structure or event 

¶ Incorporate updated word choices, especially when probing on norms, values, 

meaning 

¶ Ensure appropriate balance in actual study interviews/focus groups on 

interactions, the heart of the inquiry 

¶ Exercise caution not to conflate two questions into one 

¶ Use the literature review to identify specific antitrafficking behaviors/norms as 

topical probes to help prompt and focus discussion related to social practices and 

norms (e.g., 1. prevent, 2. protect, and 3. prosecute) 

¶ Parrot back participant answers to encourage more of the same or drill down and 

do not be afraid to interrupt more frequently to focus discussion and manage time 
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APPENDIX G: 

PRIMARY DATA SUMMARY  

Observations 

 

Summary: Conducted three participant observations upon invitation of Truckers Against 

Trafficking (TAT) to be sensitized to issue and informed of current external structure.  

 

Observation # Description 

Observation 1 Toured the TAT Freedom Drivers Project truck 

Observation 2 Watched screening of a documentary on the intersection of human 

trafficking and the oil industry 

Observation 3 Attended a community meeting with several panelists (including TAT) 

regarding the intersection of the oil boom and human trafficking 

 
 

Key Informant Interviews  

Summary: Conducted three key informant interviews with the Social Entrepreneur for 

case context, overall structural change, and to identify actions of focus. Conducted one 

group key informant interview for triangulation. 
 

Interview # Participant Focus Medium Length 
Key 

Informant 

Interview #1 

¶ Social entrepreneur 

(SE), the executive 

director of TAT  

TATôs background and 

evolution, successes, 

challenges, and innovations 

In Person 

Interview 

1:39 

Key 

Informant 

Interview #2 

¶ Same as above Anti-sex trafficking 

community in the trucking 

industry (i.e., external 

structure) in 2009 and 2014 

and key changes 

In Person 

Interview 

1:26 

Key 

Informant 

Interview #3 

¶ Same as above TAT game-changing actions 

for study 
In Person 

Interview 

1:28 

Key 

Informant 

Group 

Interview 

¶ Deputy Director of 

TAT  

¶ President of a 

nongovernmental 

organization focused 

on prevention of child 

exploitation 

TATôs successes, challenges, 

and innovations as well as 

the antiïsex trafficking 

community in the trucking 

industry (i.e., external 

structure) in 2009 and 2014 

In Person 

Interview 

1:02 
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Notes on Key Informant Interview Recordings and Transcriptions:  

¶ Researcher recorded and transcribed all key informant interviews. 

¶ Researcher then listened to each recording and verified all transcriptions.  

¶ Researcher cleansed for potential sensitive data (specific people or state names). 

¶ Researcher provided Key Informant transcripts #1, 2, 3 to Social Entrepreneur for 

verification, but did not with group interview due to likely discrepancies in 

remembrance. 
 

 

Participant Focus Groups and Interviews 

Summary: For each action, I conducted one focus group to define the action, external 

structures before and after, and key interactions. Following these, I conducted participant 

interviews to define the internal structures before and after the respective action and 

related interactions. 

¶ Action 1: One focus group with 2 participants, followed by 2 participant 

interviews  

¶ Action 2: One focus group with 3 participants, followed by 3 participant 

interviews  

¶ Action 3: One focus group with 4 participants, followed by 5 participant 

interviews 

¶ Note: The Social Entrepreneur was a participant for all three actions, thus there 

are a total of eight unique participants. 
 

 

Action Participant 

Focus group 

participant 

Interview  

participant Interview medium 

Action 1 

 

Focus Group 

Length 1:24 

¶ Social entrepreneur Yes Yes Email 

 

¶ Executive of a Fortune 500 

transportation and logistics 

company 

Yes Yes Email 

 

Action 2 

 

Focus Group 

Length 1:06 

¶ Social entrepreneur Yes Yes Email 

¶ A representative of a state 

attorney generalôs office 

Yes Yes Phone interview 

¶ Leader of state motor vehicle 

law enforcement 

Yes Yes Email with 

detailed phone 

follow-up 

Action 3 

 

Focus Group 

Length 0:58 

¶ Social entrepreneur Yes Yes Email 

¶ Project manager of an 

antitrafficking program in a state 

attorney generalôs office 

Yes Yes Email 

 

¶ Executive of a state trucking 

association 

Yes Yes Email with 

detailed phone 

follow-up 

¶ Commander in another stateôs 

law enforcement 

Yes Yes Phone interview 

¶ Survivor of human trafficking No Yes Phone interview 
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Notes on Focus Group Recording and Transcriptions:  

¶ Researcher recorded all focus groups, and the recordings were professionally 

transcribed.  

¶ Researcher listened to each recording and verified all transcriptions.  

¶ Researcher cleansed for potential sensitive data (specific people or state names).  

¶ No verification of focus group transcripts with participants was sought given likely 

discrepancies in remembrance. 
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APPENDIX H:  

STUDY INFORMATION SHEET FOR KEY INFORMANTS  

Information Sheet about the Research Study  

 

Social Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions that Shape Social 

Change IRB [insert IRB#] 

For Key Informants 

 

Researcher:   Angie Fuessel, [researcherôs email], [researcherôs phone] 

Faculty Sponsor:  Dr. Michael Marquardt, [sponsorôs email], [sponsorôs phone] 

 

Introduction  

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Michael 

Marquardt of the Department of Human and Organizational Learning, George 

Washington University (GWU). Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. This 

document provides information regarding the studyôs purpose, what is involved in 

participating, the potential risks, and participant rights. If you are an employee of 

Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT), your employment status will not be affected in any 

way should you choose not to take part or to withdraw at any time. 

 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of the study is to understand how social change has occurred in antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the trucking sector through TAT and its stakeholdersô work. It seeks 

to do so by exploring how specific ñgame-changingò event/actions have interacted with 

social structures. For example, it will explore if/how (1) collective structures (e.g., such 

as the issue of sex trafficking and the antiïsex trafficking community and its efforts) 

and/or (2) individual structures (e.g., such as stakeholdersô personal characteristics and 

their roles and perceptions with regard to antiïsex trafficking efforts) (a) influenced these 

key game-changing actions and/or (b) were influenced by them.  

 

What Is Involved in Participation 

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in one or more 

interviews as a key informant. The purpose of the interview(s) is to gain background 

information on sex trafficking, antitrafficking efforts, and TAT as the research site. 

Additionally, it will help to identify key changes related to antiïsex trafficking efforts as 

a result of TATôs work and key actions/events perceived to have influenced change. 

Information from this/these interview(s) will provide background for the study and also 

help focus the subsequent research. It is anticipated that approximately one to three 

interviews of 60-90 minutes each may be required.  

 

You will likely be contacted for follow-up questions, clarifications, or to provide 

additional interviews and documents to support the studyôs research throughout the 

course of the research period. 
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Potential Risks 

There are no anticipated physical risks associated with participation.  
 
The intention of the study is to understand how successful social change has occurred. 

However, the topic of human and sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking efforts is a 

sensitive one. Therefore, there is a potential risk that you may experience psychological 

discomfort as a result of the questions or discussion. You may take a break at any time 

and/or refuse to answer any of the questions. You may also stop your participation in the 

study at any time. 
 
While we cannot guarantee the confidentiality of the discussion, if more than one 

participant is involved, we request that all present respect the group by not repeating what 

is said, outside the group. 
 
Every effort will be made to keep your information confidential, however, this can not be 

guaranteed. Participants will not be named or identified in the dissertation. Transcripts 

and any subsequent participant feedback included in the study will be attributed to 

pseudonyms with a role (e.g., truck driver, general manager, investigator) and 

organization type (e.g., national trucking company A, truck stop operator B, police 

department in C state). (One exception to this is that the research site has agreed that the 

organizational name of TAT may be identified.) 
 
Should this study be included in any publications or conferences, the people who 

participated in this study will not be named or identified. GWU will not release any 

information about your research involvement without your written permission, unless 

required by law.  

 

Benefits 

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The study is anticipated 

to contribute to the growing and important field of social entrepreneurship scholarship. 

Benefits to research and practice include providing a richer understanding of the ñsocialò 

side of social entrepreneurship and how successful social change occurs.  

 

Further Information  

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

[phone number], can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting the: 

¶ Researcher: Angie Fuessel, at [researcherôs email] or [researcherôs phone]; or 

¶ Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Michael Marquardt, at [sponsorôs email] or [sponsorôs 

phone] 
 
To ensure anonymity your signature is not required. Your willingness to participate in 

this research study is implied if you proceed.  

 

*Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again. 
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APPENDIX I:  

KEY INFORMANT INTERV IEW QUESTIONS  

Interview questions for four key informant interviews are included in this appendix: 

A Interview #1 with Social Entrepreneur 

B Interview #2 with Social Entrepreneur 

C Interview #3 with Social Entrepreneur 

D Group Interview with two other Key Informants 

 

A Interview #1 with Social Entrepreneur 

 

Introduction  

Iôd like to start by thanking you for your time.  

 

Purpose  

¶ As a reminder, the purpose of the study is to understand how social change has 

occurred in antiïsex trafficking efforts in the trucking sector through Truckers 

Against Trafficking (TAT) and its stakeholdersô work. It seeks to do so by 

exploring how specific ñgame-changingò event/actions have interacted with 

social structures.  

¶ The purpose of this first key informant interview is to learn more about sex 

trafficking, antitrafficking efforts, TATôs development, and key changes related to 

antiïsex trafficking efforts as a result of TATôs work.  

¶ Information from this interview(s) will provide background for the study and also 

help focus the subsequent research.  

 

Recording  

¶ With your permission, I will record the interview. A transcript will be produced, 

enabling me to review and analyze the data for the purposes of my dissertation 

study.  

 

Pseudonyms  

¶ As a reminder, TAT will be named as the organization of focus in the study.  

¶ However, your name will not be used.  

¶ Please confirm that you should be referenced by the roles of ñsocial 

entrepreneurò and ñExecutive Director of TATò throughout the study, as 

relevant.  

¶ Throughout the interview, if you reference other organizations or individuals, 

please do not use their names, but rather use a pseudonym such as their role 

and/or type of organization, as relevant.  

 

Acronyms 

¶ It will be useful if you can introduce key concepts and players without assuming 

that I have a deep background on them and avoid the use of acronyms. 
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Your Rights 

¶ As a reminder, you are free to skip questions, take a break, or stop the interview 

at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You are also free stop your participation at 

any time. 

 

Questions 

 

Part 1. In this first interview, I ôd like to start by asking you to provide a general 

overview of sex trafficking in the trucking sector, and TATôs work. 

 

1. First, can you tell me a little about sex trafficking in the U.S. trucking sector 

(e.g., socio-economic and historical context, perceived root causes, key stakeholders, 

approaches to combat)  

 

2. Please tell me the story of TAT. For example, please share how it was formed 

and the process of how it has developed/evolved to where it is today.  

a. Drilling down a little further . . . [Probes] 

i. Please share how and why TAT came to be formed. 

ii. Thinking back to when it was founded, what were its founding mission, 

goals and primary programs/activities/partners? How were these funded? 

What were the major challenges at that time? 

iii.  What is TATôs current mission, goal, and primary 

programs/activities/partnerships/funding? What are the major challenges 

now?  

iv. How have these changed since its founding? 

v. Please walk me through the process of TATôs development and major 

phases (e.g., Maybe launch, fundraising, growth? Or, education, coalitions, 

partnerships?) 

vi. Describe any of the global, industrial, or other events outside of TAT that 

influenced its work? (e.g., change in laws/regulation, formation of 

government task forces, economic/business conditions, etc.) How did 

it/these influence TATôs work and improvement in antitrafficking efforts? 

vii. Generally speaking, what have been some of TATôs major successes and 

challenges along the way? 

viii.  In what ways has TAT innovated to create social change?  

ix. How would you characterize its innovation?  

1. [Probe] e.g., enhancing existing antitrafficking efforts; creating new 

approaches for antitrafficking; or overturning status quo with new 

frames/paradigms altogether? 

x. As you reflect on TATôs history, what changes in sex trafficking and/or 

antitrafficking  efforts have you observed as a result of its work? 
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B Interview #2 with Social Entrepreneur 

 

Introduction  

Iôd like to start by thanking you for your time.  

 

Purpose  

¶ As a reminder, the purpose of the study is to understand how social change has 

occurred in antiïsex trafficking efforts in the trucking sector through TAT and its 

stakeholdersô work. It seeks to do so by exploring how specific ñgame-changingò 

event/actions have interacted with social structures.  

¶ The purpose of this second key informant interview is to learn more about 

antitrafficking efforts when TAT was formed in 2009 and then in 2014 to identify 

changes. 

¶ Information from this interview(s) will provide background for the study and also 

help focus the subsequent research.  

 

Recording  

¶ With your permission, I will record the interview. A transcript will be produced, 

enabling me to review and analyze the data for the purposes of my dissertation 

study.  

 

Pseudonyms  

¶ Throughout the interview, if you reference other organizations or individuals, 

please do not use their names, but rather use a pseudonym such as their role 

and/or type of organization, as relevant.  

 

Acronyms 

¶ As a reminder, it will be useful if you can introduce key concepts and players 

without assuming that I have a deep background on them and avoid the use of 

acronyms. 

 

Your Rights 

¶ As a reminder, you are free to skip questions, take a break, or stop the interview 

at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You are also free stop your participation at 

any time. 

 

 

Part 2. In this second interview, Iôd like to focus on the antiïsex trafficking 

community in 2009 when TAT was formed, then on the community in 2014, and 

then explore how it changed during this period. 

 

3. [External StructureðBeginning] For this first part, I ôd like you to take me back 

to 2009 when TAT was formed. What did antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. 

trucking  sector look like at that time?  

a. Drilling down a little further . . . [Probes] 

i. [Power]  
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1. What types of organizations and individuals were actively working to 

combat sex trafficking? Who had resources or budgets to combat 

trafficking? Who wasnôt actively working to combat trafficking?  

2. Who was/could make decisions that impacted antitrafficking efforts? 

What types of organizations/individuals were most influential?  

3. Who was seemingly ñin controlò or had authority related to combating 

trafficking? Who had little influence or authority? 

4. Was power equally distributed, or unbalanced? How so? 

ii. [Meaning]  

1. What were some of the words used to discuss or describe sex 

trafficking and antiïsex trafficking?  

2. What did sex trafficking mean to stakeholders? What did ñantiïsex 

traffickingò or ñcombating traffickingò mean to stakeholders? (Can 

you give me some examples?)  

3. What was the nature of language and communications? (Can you give 

me some examples?)  

4. Sometimes the words people use reflect an underlying belief or value. 

What values or core beliefs do you think were behind these words and 

the antitrafficking practices? (What makes you say that?) 

iii.  [Norms]  

1. When it came to combating sex trafficking, who did what (roles and 

responsibilities) (e.g. for example, as it related to prevention, 

protection, prosecution)? What were typical ways to: prevent, protect, 

prosecute sex trafficking in the trucking sector?  

2. What wasnôt being done as it relates to prevention, protection, 

prosecution?  

3. What, if any laws or regulations guided how sex trafficking was being 

combated? 

4. What, if any standard processes (or typical actions) were there to fight 

trafficking?  

5. What expectations did stakeholders have of antiïsex trafficking efforts 

and of each other?  

6. Sometimes groups have ñunwritten rules.ò What was considered 

ñunacceptableò or ñnot the way we do thingsò among the antiïsex 

trafficking community? What was ñacceptedò or ñjust the way things 

are doneò among your peers and the antitrafficking community?  

 

4. [External StructureðPresent Day] Now, Iôd like you to fast forward to present 

day. What does antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. trucking sector look like now?  

a. Uses same probes as for Question #3 

 

5. So, as you reflect on these two time periods, what changes can you identify? 
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C Interview #3 with Social Entrepreneur 

 

[Opening remarks regarding purpose, participant rights.] 

 

Part 3. Now Iôd like to focus on specific actions/events that you perceive influenced 

substantial improvements in antitrafficking  efforts.  

 

6. In reflecting on this period, Iôd like you to think about key ñgame-changingò 

actions/events that you perceive influenced a tangible change or improvement in 

antiïsex trafficking efforts.  

a. Please tell me about one of the most significant game-changing action/events. 

(This could be as simple as a meeting or conversation or as involved as workshop, 

signed partnership, or public announcement.) [Note: may not drill down into all 

these details for the sake of time and allow more detailed probes in focus group.] 

i. [Situation] Describe the situation. When and where? Lead me up to this 

action. What was going on and what led up to this? What triggered this 

action? What influenced the action? What happened? What did it 

look/sound like? What made the action possible (e.g., an introduction, 

availability of resources, people empowered by X)? 

ii. [Population, Knowledgeable actors] Approximately how many stakeholders 

were involved? From which types of organizations?  

iii.  [Ends] What do you think the actors hoped/expected would happen as a 

result (or be the outcome) of the action/event?  

iv. [Norms] Sometimes groups have social/cultural expectations that direct 

their choice of action. These might be considered ñunwritten rulesò or 

generally ñaccepted behaviorsò (e.g., in XYZ situation, this is what is 

expected or this is ñwhat you should doò). What, if any, unwritten rules or 

social/cultural expectations do you think influenced this action?  

v. [Meanings/Values] What did this action mean to those involved? What 

beliefs guided this action?  

b. How did the state of antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. trucking sector change as 

a result of the action? [Note: more important to place emphasis here to qualify 

the action/event as ñgame-changingò] 

i. [Power] To what extent were there material changes in: decision rights? 

authority or influence? budgets? resources? How? 

ii. [Meaning] To what extent were there material changes in: how stakeholders 

viewed sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking, what it meant to them, the 

language/communications around it, or the values underpinning it? How?  

iii.  [Norms] To what extent were there material changes in: antiïsex trafficking 

roles, responsibilities, expectations, standard processes, or what was 

considered ñacceptableò or ñunacceptableò? How? 

 

7. Can you think of additional game-changing actions/events? Please share similar 

details with me about five more. 

a. [Repeat #6a and #6b for each of five more events.] 
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8. Thinking now across these # of game-changing actions/events . . .  

a. What, if any, natural groupings do you see (e.g., by time frame, by type of event, 

by significance of event)? 

b. Please rank them in order of the most to least significant. 

c. For which would it be most feasible to organize a focus group and interviews with 

participants to learn more? 

 

 

D Group Interview with two other Key Informants  

 

Introduction  

Iôd like to start by thanking you for your time.  

 

Purpose  

¶ As a reminder, the purpose of the study is to understand how social change has 

occurred in antiïsex trafficking efforts in the trucking sector through TAT and its 

stakeholdersô work. It seeks to do so by exploring how specific ñgame-changingò 

event/actions have interacted with social structures.  

¶ The purpose of this interview is to learn more about sex trafficking, antitrafficking 

efforts, TATôs development, and key changes related to antiïsex trafficking efforts 

as a result of TATôs work.  

¶ Information from this interview will provide background for the study and also 

help focus the research.  

 

Recording  

¶ With your permission, I will record the interview. A transcript will be produced, 

enabling me to review and analyze the data for the purposes of my dissertation 

study.  

 

Pseudonyms  

¶ As a reminder, TAT will be named as the organization of focus in the study.  

¶ Your name will not be included in the study. A pseudonym will be used including 

your role and type of organization. Please confirm the pseudonym that should be 

used: 

 

Role  

Type of 

Organization 

 

 

¶ Throughout the interview, if you reference other organizations or individuals, 

please do not use their names, but rather use a pseudonym such as their role 

and/or type of organization, as relevant.  

¶ Similarly, please use each otherôs pseudonyms.  
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Confidentiality 

¶ While I cannot guarantee the confidentiality of the discussion, I request that all 

present respect the group by not repeating what is said, outside the group. 

 

Your Rights 

¶ As a reminder, you are free to skip questions, take a break, or stop the interview 

at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You are also free to stop your participation 

at any time. 

 

Questions 

 

Part 1. In this first part, I ôd like to learn a little about your role with TAT and 

perspectives on its development. 

 

1. Could you start by briefly describing your role with regard to TAT and how you came 

to be involved? 

2. As you think of TATôs development since 2009, what have been some of TATôs key 

successes?  

3. What have been some of its challenges? 

4. Please describe any other significant milestones that are key in its story/development? 

5. In what ways has TAT innovated to create social change? In what ways has TAT 

made an impact? 

6. Describe any of the global, industrial, or other events outside of TAT that influenced 

its work? (e.g., change in laws/regulation, formation of government task forces, 

economic/business conditions, etc.) How did it/these influence TATôs work and 

improvement in antitrafficking efforts? 

 

Part 2. In this second part, Iôd like to focus on the antiïsex trafficking community in 

2009 when TAT was formed, then on the community in 2014, and then explore how 

it changed during this period. 

 

7. [External StructureðBeginning] For this first p art, Iôd like you to take me back to 

2009 when TAT was formed. What did antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. trucking 

sector look like at that time?  

a. Drilling down a little further . . . [Probes] 

i. [Power]  

1. What types of organizations and individuals were actively working to 

combat sex trafficking? Who had resources or budgets to combat 

trafficking? Who wasnôt actively working to combat trafficking?  

2. Who was/could make decisions that impacted antitrafficking efforts? 

What types of organizations/individuals were most influential?  

3. Who was seemingly ñin controlò or had authority related to combating 

trafficking? Who had little influence or authority? 

4. Was power equally distributed, or unbalanced? How so? 
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ii. [Meaning]  

1. What were some of the words used to discuss or describe sex 

trafficking and antiïsex trafficking?  

2. What did sex trafficking mean to stakeholders? What did ñantiïsex 

traffickingò or ñcombating traffickingò mean to stakeholders? (Can 

you give me some examples?)  

3. What was the nature of language and communications? (Can you give 

me some examples?)  

4. Sometimes the words people use reflect an underlying belief or value. 

What values or core beliefs do you think were behind these words and 

the antitrafficking practices? (What makes you say that?) 

iii.  [Norms]  

1. When it came to combating sex trafficking, who did what (roles and 

responsibilities) (e.g. for example, as it related to prevention, 

detection, protection, prosecution)? What were typical ways to: 

prevent, detect, protect, prosecute sex trafficking in the trucking 

sector?  

2. What wasnôt being done as it relates to prevention, detection, 

protection, prosecution?  

3. What, if any laws or regulations guided how sex trafficking was being 

combated? 

4. What, if any standard processes (or typical actions) were there to fight 

trafficking?  

5. What expectations did stakeholders have of antiïsex trafficking efforts 

and of each other?  

6. Sometimes groups have ñunwritten rules.ò What was considered 

ñunacceptableò or ñnot the way we do thingsò among the antiïsex 

trafficking community? What was ñacceptedò or ñjust the way things 

are doneò among your peers and the antitrafficking community?  

 

8. [External StructureðPresent Day] Now, Iôd like you to fast forward to present 

day. What does antiïsex trafficking in the U.S. trucking sector look like now?  

a. Use same probes as for previous question 

 

9. So, as you reflect on these two time periods, what changes have you seen in antiï

sex trafficking? 
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APPENDIX J: 

STUDY INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS  

Information Sheet about the Research Study  

 

Social Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions that Shape Social 

Change IRB [insert IRB#] 

For Participants 

 

Researcher:   Angie Fuessel, [researcherôs email], [researcherôs phone] 

Faculty Sponsor:  Dr. Michael Marquardt, [sponsorôs email], [sponsorôs phone]  

 

 

Introduction  

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Michael 

Marquardt of the Department of Human and Organizational Learning, George 

Washington University (GWU). Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. This 

document provides information regarding the studyôs purpose, what is involved in 

participating, the potential risks, and participant rights. If you are an employee of 

Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT), your employment status will not be affected in any 

way should you choose not to take part or to withdraw at any time. 

 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of the study is to understand how social change has occurred in antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the trucking sector through TAT and its stakeholdersô work. It seeks 

to do so by exploring how specific ñgame-changingò event/actions have interacted with 

social structures. For example, it will explore if/how (1) collective structures (e.g., such 

as the issue of sex trafficking and the antiïsex trafficking community and its efforts) 

and/or (2) individual structures (e.g., such as stakeholdersô personal characteristics and 

their roles and perceptions with regard to antiïsex trafficking efforts) (a) influenced these 

key game-changing actions and/or (b) were influenced by them.  

  

What Is Involved in Participation 

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in a focus group 

and an interview. The focus group and interview will explore key events/actions that are 

perceived to have improved antiïsex trafficking efforts within the U.S. trucking industry. 

Together, they will inform the studyôs purpose and ultimate outcome of understanding 

how social change occurs both in the social issue and for the individuals working on it.  

 

Focus group discussions and questions may explore, for example: the event/action, how 

stakeholders interacted, characteristics of the antiïsex trafficking community and its 

efforts before/after the event; and the influences of and outcomes on the antiïsex 

trafficking community and its efforts. The focus group will be conducted in person, if 
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schedules permit, or virtually through an online meeting platform. The focus group is 

anticipated to last 60-90 minutes.  

 

Interview questions may explore, for example: your role and relationship to the issue of 

sex trafficking/antitrafficking efforts; your personal worldviews and factors that guide 

your thinking and action; how you chose to participate in the event/action that led to 

successful change; your views of the event/action; how stakeholders interacted in the 

event/action; and the eventôs/actionôs impacts on you. The interview will be provided 

through email, and you may respond at your convenience within the allotted time frame. 

While participant responses may vary, this is anticipated to take between 30 and 60 

minutes. (By exception, a phone or in-person interview may be conducted instead, as 

required or requested.)  

 

Potential Risks 

There are no anticipated physical risks associated with participation.  

 

The intention of the study is to understand how successful social change has occurred. 

However, the topic of human and sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking efforts is a 

sensitive one. Therefore, there is a potential risk that you may experience psychological 

discomfort as a result of the questions or discussion. You may take a break at any time 

and/or refuse to answer any of the questions. You may also stop your participation in the 

study at any time. 

 

During the focus group discussions, while we cannot guarantee the confidentiality of the 

discussion, we request that all present respect the group by not repeating what is said, 

outside the group. 

 

Every effort will be made to keep your information confidential, however, this can not be 

guaranteed. Participants will not be named or identified in the dissertation. Transcripts 

and any subsequent participant feedback included in the study will be attributed to 

pseudonyms with a role (e.g., truck driver, general manager, investigator) and 

organization type (e.g., national trucking company A, truck stop operator B, police 

department in C state). (One exception to this is that the research site has agreed that the 

organizational name of TAT may be identified.) 

 

Should this study be included in any publications or conferences, the people who 

participated in this study will not be named or identified. GWU will not release any 

information about your research involvement without your written permission, unless 

required by law.  

 

Benefits 

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The study is anticipated 

to contribute to the growing and important field of social entrepreneurship scholarship. 

Benefits to research and practice include providing a richer understanding of the ñsocialò 

side of social entrepreneurship and how successful social change occurs.  
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Further Information  

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

[phone number], can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting the: 

¶ Researcher: Angie Fuessel, at [researcherôs email] or [researcherôs phone]; or 

¶ Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Michael Marquardt, at [sponsorôs email] or [sponsorôs 

phone]  

 

To ensure anonymity your signature is not required. Your willingness to participate in 

this research study is implied if you proceed.  

 

*Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again. 
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APPENDIX K:  

FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS  

Introduction  

Iôd like to start by thanking you for your time.  

 

Purpose 

¶ As a reminder, the purpose of the study is to understand how social change has 

occurred in antiïsex trafficking efforts in the trucking industry through Truckers 

Against Trafficking (TAT) and its stakeholdersô work. It seeks to do so by 

exploring how specific ñgame-changingò event/actions have interacted with 

social structures.  

¶ The purpose of this focus group is to learn more about a specific actionðthat is, 

[insert description of action here], and if/how antitrafficking efforts in the trucking 

industry may have influenced or been influenced by it.  

 

Recording 

¶ With your permission, I will record the focus group. A transcript will be 

produced, enabling me to review and analyze the data for the purposes of my 

dissertation study.  

 

Pseudonyms 

¶ As a reminder, TAT will be named as the organization of focus in the study.  

¶ However, participantsô names will not be used. A pseudonym will be used 

including your role and type of organization.  

¶ Throughout the focus group, if you reference other organizations or individuals, 

please do not use their names, but rather use a pseudonym such as their role 

and/or type of organization (for example, a national trucking carrier, a state 

trucking association, a local antitrafficking nongovernmental organization, etc.), 

as relevant. Similarly, please use each otherôs pseudonyms.  

 

Confidentiality 

¶ While I cannot guarantee the confidentiality of the discussion, I request that all 

present respect the group by not repeating what is said, outside the group. 

 

Your Rights 

¶ I appreciate that this is a sensitive topic. If you find yourself uncomfortable, you 

may refuse to answer any of the questions and/or leave the discussion at any time. 

You may also stop your participation in this study at any time.  

 

Any Questions?  

Okay, Iôll start recording. 
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Questions 

 

1. [Opening]. To get started, without sharing your name, please introduce your 

role, type of organization, and how you came to be involved in the [action of 

focus]. 

 

Since we have a small group and are using teleconference technology, it will be 

useful to introduce a few ñnormsò to guide our conversation.  

¶ The objective is to recreate and help paint a picture of the action/event. So, Iôll be 

looking to facilitate a discussion among the group. Iôm not looking for a single, or 

even a complete answer, from each individual. So, feel free to jump in at any time. 

Iôm interested to hear you all talk with each other and build on the discussion as 

ideas come.  

¶ As you do so, please be sensitive to let a person finish, so that we can all hear.  

¶ When needed, Iôll ask follow-up questions to learn more, to check if others have 

something to add, or guide the discussion forward.  

¶ And finally, since this event occurred in the past, itôs expected that you may need 

time to reflect on some of the questions. Thus, Iôll frequently allow silence to give 

space for reflection. 

 

2. [Action-Warm up] Please tell me a little about the [action of focus]. 

 

3. [Action-Details] Letôs dig a little deeper into the details. Please take me back to 

and help recreate the [action of focus]: 

a. Describe the situation. When and where? Lead me up to this action. What was 

going on and what led up to this? What triggered this action? What influenced the 

action? What happened? What did it look/sound like? What made the action 

possible (e.g., an introduction, availability of resources, people empowered by 

X)? 

b. Other than yourselves, approximately how many stakeholders were involved? 

From which types of organizations?  

c. What did you hope/expect would happen as a result (or be the outcome) of 

the action?  

d. Sometimes groups have social/cultural expectations that direct their choice of 

action. These might be considered ñunwritten rulesò or generally ñaccepted 

behaviorsò (e.g., in XYZ situation, this is what is expected or this is ñwhat you 

should doò). What, if any, unwritten rules or social/cultural expectations do you 

think influenced this action?  

e. What did this action mean to you? What beliefs guided this action?  

 

4. [External StructureðBefore] Now, Iôd like you to take me back to just prior to 

the [action of focus] and paint a picture of what the antiïsex trafficking 

community and its efforts were like in the U.S. trucking industry. Get a picture 

in your mind about who the major players were, what resources were being 

used, how trafficking was being combated, and what antiïsex trafficking even 

meant or looked like in the trucking industry . . . [If you are unsure regarding the 
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community at large, you can focus responses on efforts among your peers within your 

specific niche of the trucking sector] 

a. [Power]  

i. What types of organizations and individuals were actively working to 

combat sex trafficking in the trucking industry? Who had resources or 

budgets to combat trafficking? Who wasnôt actively working to combat 

trafficking?  

ii. Who was/could make decisions that impacted antiïsex trafficking efforts in 

the trucking industry? What types of organizations/individuals were most 

influential?  

iii.  Who was seemingly ñin controlò or had authority related to combating 

trafficking in the trucking industry? Who had little influence or authority? 

iv. Was power equally distributed, or unbalanced? How so? 

b. [Meaning]  

i. What were some of the words used to discuss or describe sex trafficking and 

antiïsex trafficking in the trucking industry?  

ii. What did sex trafficking mean to stakeholders in the trucking industry? 

What did ñantiïsex traffickingò or ñcombating traffickingò mean to 

stakeholders? (Can you give me some examples?)  

iii.  What was the nature of language and communications? (Can you give me 

some examples?)  

iv. Sometimes the words people use reflect an underlying belief or value. What 

values or core beliefs do you think were behind these words and the antiï

sex trafficking practices? (What makes you say that?) 

c. [Norms]  

i. When it came to combating sex trafficking in the trucking industry, who did 

what (roles and responsibilities) (e.g. for example, as it related to detection, 

prevention, protection, prosecution)? What were typical ways to: detect, 

prevent, protect, prosecute sex trafficking in the trucking industry?  

ii. What wasnôt being done as it relates to detection, prevention, protection, 

prosecution?  

iii.  What, if any laws or regulations guided how sex trafficking was being 

combated? 

iv. What, if any standard processes (or typical actions) were there to fight sex 

trafficking in the trucking sector?  

v. What expectations did stakeholders have of antiïsex trafficking efforts and 

of each other?  

 

5. [Intera ctionsðI2] Based on this, how would you characterize the influence of 

these antiïsex trafficking efforts on the [action of focus]? 

a. As you considered taking this action, did you feel any ñgeneral expectationsò 

from the broader antiïsex trafficking community or its key players within 

the trucking industry ? If so, tell me about them. How were these communicated 

or felt?  
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b. As you considered taking this action, did you feel any sense of an expected 

exchangeðfor example, that if you/the group took an action, the community or 

its key players would provide something in exchange? Tell me about that. 

c. Which aspect of these antiïsex trafficking practices weôve discussed (e.g., 

resources, authority, language, communications, standard processes) were most 

influential on the course of action? Why? 

d. Which were least? Why? 

e. To what extent did these antiïsex trafficking practices serve as a constraint 

and/or enabler to the action? (e.g., This action had to be taken because of 123 . . 

. or, options existed because of 456) 

 

6. [InteractionsðI1] Please describe any other events or things that you believe 

influenced [this action]. 

 

7. [Outcomes/InteractionsðI2] What were the outcomes of the [action of focus]? 

a. Which outcomes were intended?  

b. Which outcomes were unintended? 

c. What, if any expectations did the action signal to others? 

d. What aspects of the action/event (e.g., situation, expected outcomes, norms, 

meanings/values) were most influential on future antitrafficking efforts in the U.S. 

trucking industry? 

 

8. [External StructureðAfter] Now, Iôd like you to take me back to just after the 

[action of focus] and paint a picture of what the antiïsex trafficking community 

and its efforts were like in the trucking industry at that time.  

a. Repeat #4 sub-questions. 

  

9. [Changes] So, as you reflect on the antiïsex trafficking community in the 

trucking industry and its efforts before and after the [action] . . .  

a. Please talk about any differences you observe in your peers and the broader 

antitrafficking community:  

i. [Power] To what extent were there material changes in: decision rights? 

authority or influence? budgets? resources? How? 

ii. [Meaning] To what extent were there material changes in: how stakeholders 

viewed sex trafficking and antiïsex trafficking, what it meant to them, the 

language/communications around it, or the values underpinning it? How?  

iii.  [Norms] To what extent were there material changes in: antiïsex trafficking 

roles, responsibilities, expectations, standard processes, or what was 

considered ñacceptableò or ñunacceptableò? How? 

b. What role did [the action] have in that change? 
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APPENDIX L: 

PARTICIPANT  INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  

Thank you for your recent participation in the virtual focus group as part of the research 

study ñSocial Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Dynamic Human Interactions that Shape 

Social Change.ò Below are the individual interview questions. The purpose of the focus 

group was to explore an action of focus including its influences and outcomes. The 

purpose of the interview questions is to explore your personal involvement in the action 

and your own dispositions and relationship to antiïsex trafficking in the trucking 

industry, before and after. If you choose to participate, please respond to the following 

questions via email directly to [researcherôs email] [by date] While participant responses 

may vary, this is anticipated to take between 30 and 60 minutes. 

 

As a reminder, the study information sheet is reattached and provides an overview of the 

studyôs purpose, participant rights, and potential risks. If you have any questions about 

the study, please contact me on [researcherôs email] or [researcherôs phone]. Participation 

is entirely voluntary. You are free to skip questions or take a break at any time if you feel 

uncomfortable. You are also free stop your participation at any time. 

 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  

 

1. Please Confirm Pseudonym 

 

As a reminder, Truckers Against Trafficking (TAT) will be named as the organization of 

focus in the study. However, your name will not be used. Please confirm that the 

following should be used as your pseudonym for the study or make corrections:  

¶ [Insert pseudonym] 

 

2. Please Respond to Interview Questions 

 

Throughout these questions ñthe Actionò refers to: [insert action description]. Please 

respond to the following questions as it relates to your involvement in the Action. 

Respond from your own, individual perspective in light of your role, rather than as a 

representative or spokesman for your organization. 

 

1. Please provide a brief description of the Action from your own perspective and what 

it meant to you. 

 

2. At the time leading up to the Action, what was your role with respect to antiïsex 

trafficking efforts in the trucking industry? How did you perceive the antiïsex trafficking 

community and its efforts? Please address things such as: 

¶ How you and your role related to the antiïsex trafficking community in the 

trucking industry and its efforts, if at all 
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¶ What commonly accepted behaviors or practices (e.g., prevention, detection, 

protection, prosecution) you believe your peers or the community had for 

combating sex trafficking in the trucking industry at that time  

¶ What possibilities for action you felt you had, if any, as it related to combating sex 

trafficking in the trucking industry 

¶ Extent to which you felt the antiïsex trafficking communityôs efforts posed a 

constraint and/or enabler to your own actions 

 

3. At the time leading up to the Action, how would you describe your personal 

disposition and characteristics? Please address things that typically guided your behavior 

such as: 

¶ Personal worldview  

¶ Beliefs or values 

¶ Other principles or cultural norms  

 

4. At the time you engaged in the Action, what was the nature of your interactions with 

others involved in the action/event. Please address things such as: 

¶ Ways in which you interacted with others 

¶ How you would describe that interaction 

¶ Extent to which your perspectives were similar or different to others 

¶ Nature of any tensions or conflicts experienced in those interactions 

¶ If/how any tensions or conflicts were addressed, subsided, and/or escalated 

 

5. At the time you engaged in the Action, how did you determine your level of 

involvement and course of action? Please address things such as: 

¶ Factors that informed your choice of action 

¶ How you reconciled any competing interests between your role in relationship to 

the antiïsex trafficking community in the trucking industry and its efforts and 

what actions you thought were possible (Q2), personal worldviews (Q3), 

interactions with others (Q4), and/or other factors in determining your 

involvement and course action 

 

6. After the Action, what was your role with respect to antiïsex trafficking efforts in the 

trucking industry? How did you perceive the antiïsex trafficking community and its 

efforts? Please address things such as: 

¶ How you and your role related to the antiïsex trafficking community in the 

trucking industry and its efforts, if at all 

¶ What commonly accepted behaviors or practices (e.g., prevention, detection, 

protection, prosecution) you believe your peers or the community had for 

combating sex trafficking in the trucking industry at that time  

¶ What possibilities for action you felt you had, if any, as it related to combating sex 

trafficking in the trucking industry 

¶ Extent to which you felt the antiïsex trafficking communityôs efforts posed a 

constraint and/or enabler to your own actions 
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7. After the Action, how would you describe your personal disposition and 

characteristics? Please address things that typically guided your behavior such as: 

¶ Personal worldview 

¶ Beliefs or values 

¶ Other principles or cultural norms  

 

8. Please discuss if/how you experienced any personal changes (Q6 and Q7) as a result 

of the Action? Please address things such as: 

¶ If/how the Action influenced you after 

¶ What changed 

¶ How you experienced the change 

¶ What new expectations you felt of yourself, from those involved in the action, or 

from the antiïsex trafficking community in the trucking industry and how those 

were felt or communicated 
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APPENDIX M: 

CASE LEVELS OF ANALYSIS  

 






































