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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The interactions between businesses and societyhanarganizational changes occurring
as a result of corporate adoption of CSR are immigigegh and dynamic phenomena,

but they have not been adequately explored yet

— Min-Dong Paul Lee

Social duties of companies and their managers Hmen discussed for decades
(Bowen, 1953; Clark, 1939). The last quarter okatary, however, has witnessed the
emergence of a renewed and sparkling debate congethe role and purpose of
companies in society. During this period, the cphoé ‘corporate social responsibility’
(CSR) has progressively gained significant momenianacademic, managerial and
public spheres, to the extent that it has riaomed into a global trend (Carroll, 2004;

Tanimoto, 2004).

The analysis of théandscape of CSR-related ideas reveals its coniplekhe CSR
field of research indeed has mushroomed to suckxtant that it comprises a vast
plethora of approaches, some of which use diffeterhinologies (see Garriga and
Melé, 2004). With little consensus about meanin@®SR remains a hot and
controversial research topic. Carefully distilli@$BR literature nevertheless suggests a
general consensus that it is no longer enoughdopanies to be only concerned about

increasing their short-term profits.

In a CSR perspectiveggitimate concerns of companies and their managgosinclude
well-being of people within and outside the orgatian, environmental excellence and
long-termsustainable growtiHn combination with their traditional and intringurpose
of supplying services and goods, companies arecteqgpdo engage ifiactions that
appear to further some social good, beyond theddirinterests of the firm and that

which is required by law” (McWilliams and SiegeQ@L: 117). Theyhave, next to their
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economic and legal duties, ethical and discretipnmasponsibilities towards society

(Carroll, 1979) and are considered as potentiahtsgef world benefit.

Various factors contribute to explain the escatatiiterest in CSR, including general
trends such as the rising attention to ethical eorsism and investment (Harrison,
Newholm and Shaw, 2006; Sparkes, 2002) and thesased visibility and media
coverage of business activities and impacts (Hog@0,7; Tench, Jones and Bowd,
2007). In addition, deregulation and privatizatiprocesses coupled to a progressive
shift in the role between state and markets hasastormed the basis on which
companies are expected to operate in the globglizirsiness and political environment

(Ronit and Schnieder, 1990; Scherer, Palazzo arteN&£009).

Managers at companies consequently face virtualystant demands from various
actors not only to acknowledge and address theals@id environmental issues
associated to their business processes and agivitut also to play a constructive role
in fighting against deep-rooted problems of humaseny and escalating environmental
deterioration. Beyond national and supra-nationastitutions’ insistencies (cf.
Albareda, Lozano and Ysa, 2004; Kell and Ruggi€9)9these pressures arise from
civil society organizations and activist groups (@bh and Guay, 2004ten Hond and
de Bakker, 200){ shareholders (O’Rourke, 2003), union federati@gels-Zandén and
Hyllman, 2006), local communities (Waddock and Boyl995) and business customers
(Roberts, 2003). Even industry peers and compstittay pressure companies to make

socially responsible decisions and choices (Band/Rondinelli, 1998).

In this context, there are many reasons why conggamight undertake to behave more
responsibly in the absence of legal requirementsoAding to Vogel (2005: 2), “some
[of these reasons] are strategic, others are deérend still others may be altruistic”.
Next to personal values and intrinsic moral intemsi of business leaders and managers
(Maclagan, 1998; Waldman, Siegel and Javidan, 2006)tives for companies to
engage in CSR often can be linked to some enligiateorporate self-interest (Keim,

1978; Moon, 2001).
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From a ‘defensive’ viewpoint, corporate commitmetd socially responsible
management practices is associated with the caoowithat failure to meet basic social
rules or expectations concerning the way compaariegxpected to behave can result in
the companies being viewed as illegitimate (Canpl€07; Sethi, 1975). Increased
engagement in CSR-related policies and initiativesuld allow companies to
circumvent situations and practices perceived aghiral or unsustainable and that
might “alienate the organization from the restadisty, resulting in reduced reputation,
increased costs, and decreasing shareholder vatoagh erosion of its license to

operate” (Hill, 2001: 32).

Conversely, from a ‘strategic’ perspective, the destration of responsible corporate
behaviors constitutes a potential source of bendbr the company through the
generation of positive attitudes toward the orgaimin and its products and the
development of competitive advantages and valuatganizational capabilities in the
long run (Maxfield, 2008; Porter and Kramer, 208&n, Bhattacharya and Korshun,
2006; Sharma and Vredenburg, 1998; Turban and @egeh996). More than three
decades of empirical research moreover tend to st there is a positive link
between companies’ social performance and finapaegbrmance, or at least certainly

very little evidence of a negative association (§tdis and Walsh, 2003).

Therefore, an increasing number of companies emidd¢avaddress CSR issues through
more or less systematic processes and actions. duoibier initiatives, they revise their
strategic orientations, update their business slicsupport community development
programs, evaluate their environmental and so@alopmance, and publish so-called
CSR reports and engage in CSR-related communicatiborts. In brief, some
companies implement substantive actions while nahgrs still engage in superficial
symbolic initiatives or public speaking that moweag from their actual achievements
(Johnson, 2003). Companies still often respondxfmeetations of socially responsible
behaviors in easily decoupled fashion rather thanam integrated way (Weaver,

Trevino, and Cochran, 1999; Barth and Wolff, 2009).
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However, in order to responsibly create and enkung-term success for the company,
it has been repeatedly argued that CSR needs tee rfrom a peripheral add-on
business dimension to a strategically integrateck dmusiness function (Hart and
Milstein, 1999; Pedersen and Neergaard, 2008)attiqular, CSR should be integrated
into the organization and processes of compangesitiat as far as possible, all social
responsibility issues are foreseen, covered byaratp policies, and dealt with in a way
that shows an understanding of the issues involwdl a willingness to help solve
societal problems” (Shahin and Zairi, 2007: 766pnk such a perspective, however,
bridging the gap between CSR rhetoric and reafityears far from being an easy task
(Veleva et al., 2007).

On the one hand, CSR commitments and policies fitusternally with the individual

company’s mission, values, and business functi@ahrationale (Smith, 2003). On the
other hand, CSR commitments and policies are eggdetd integrate the particular
expectations of its environment, conveyed to thenmany by its stakeholders —
commonly described as “those groups or individtiadd can affect and are affected by
the achievements of an organization’s purpose’difian, 1984: 54). Yet, stakeholders’
expectations may be inconsistent (Polonsky andnie\#006) and typically embrace a
wide array of diverse concerns that are often gapfedictable by managers and

typically shifting over time and place (Dawkins drelvis, 2003).

In this context, there is no such thing as a ome-8ts-all CSR ‘solution’ for companies
and their managers (Burchell and Cook, 2006; Sn#0()3). Each company must
develop its own CSR vision and strategy, dependimgts unique set of features and
objectives and on the particular characteristicel axpectations of its various
stakeholders.Developing and implementing strategically integdat€ SR policies

therefore entail complex processes and represemisiderable challenges for

contemporary companies.

This doctoral dissertation contributes to the depelent of theoretical insights aimed at

improving our understanding of these processeshallienges.
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PURPOSE OF THE DISSERTATION AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Despite their rising importance in the conduct ofibess activities and the actual
difficulties they represent for corporate actorsg tynamic, complex and necessarily
interactive processes underlying the integration GSR principles in corporate
strategies and operations are still under-expl¢kgatigreen, Swaen and Maon, 2009;
Jonker and de Witte, 2006). Beyond the highlightifigpest CSR practices developed
by certain proactive companies (e.g. Savitz and &J/e2006), models and frameworks
available to scholars and managers are scarce adteh, of limited practical and
theoretical relevance (Maignan, Ferrell and Ferr2006; Smith, 2003; Porter and
Kramer, 2006).

As acknowledged by Lee (2008), even though the Jmatging organizational
adaptations triggered by and supporting the ineeagloption of CSR principles by
companies constitute a decisive phenomenon indh&emporary market society, they

have so far not been appropriately analyzed.

In this context, the comprehensive objective of thoctoral dissertation is to contribute
to highlighting main organizational developments arsdaciated interaction processes
that characterize the integration of CSR principieto the strategy and operations of
companiesFor this purpose, this dissertation approachegpthcesses underlying the
integration of CSR principles into the strategy apeérations of companies (referred to
as ‘CSR development’ in the remainder of this idtrction) from three different angles:
a company-focused perspective, a stakeholder-fdcpsespective, and an integrative,

dialogical perspective.

These perspectives serve as a structuring schenthigosection and for the different
parts of the dissertation. This structuring scheseeves to emphasize the various
viewpoints on CSR development processes and theifisperganizational and

environmental dimensions that affect the phenomeN@vertheless, we acknowledge

that these three perspectives are fundamentakywotven in that CSR development
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unavoidably entails exchange and engagement pexdstfween the company and its

environment, represented by its various stakehslffemith, 2003; Maak, 2007).

The three perspectives and associated researchiomsesire introduced hereatfter,
together with some elements of conceptual backgrowhich are detailed later in this

dissertation.

A company-focused perspective on CSR development:véving mindsts and

organizations

From a company-focused perspective, CSR developmient considered as
fundamentally involving an evolution in the way tleganization and it members
conceive corporate purpose and activities (de WadQ0P5). Therefore, CSR
development entails the internalization of CSR @ples at all levels of the
organization (Cramer, van der Heijden and Jonk@®6® Especially, for incorporating
CSR-related concerns into their long term stratdagys suggested that companies
should rely on CSR-supportive organization cultundgere social and environmental
challenges are perceived as opportunities rathem tonstraints (Hart and Milstein,
1999; Swanson, 1999; Sharma, 2000). Neverthelbesadtual characteristics of such
CSR-supportive organizational cultures are dimlyindel. The nature of the cultural
evolution presumably required for constructivelyppgorting CSR development
processes thus remains rather ambiguous. This lemadbe first central research

question of this doctoral dissertation:

Research question IHow does CSR development interconnect with cultural

evolution in the company?

CSR development further has been emphasized adirgnthe company to develop
new ways of organizing and working (Mirvis and Gosg 2006; Dunphy, Griffiths and
Benn, 2003). It requires to learn not only how tostdme things better than before, but
also to challenge and change past ways of makiegidas within the organization

(Zadek, 2004). In this perspective, the developnaemt implementation of integrated
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CSR policies can be considered as potentially sgmtng an organizational change
process, a shift from a present to a future stfteD@@awson, 2003). However, whereas
some authors suggest that CSR development can mampmeigh either incremental or
transformational change processes (e.g. Dunphi;,2003), others contend that CSR
development rather more exclusively entail transfional, radical changes for the
company (Doppelt, 2003). Also, while some schotgue that CSR development can
be supported by planned approaches to changeMaignan, Ferrell and Ferrell, 2006),
others suggest that CSR development is the mosn ditpically characterized by
emergent processes that can hardly be calculatgd N&rvis, 2000). In this context,
there is still a lack of resolution about the natof the change processes underlying
CSR development. This leads to the second cemsalarch question addressed in this

doctoral dissertation:

Research question Ptow does CSR development interconnect with orgaoi

change in the company?

A stakeholder-focused perspective on CSR developmerBehind the company’s

mirror

Stakeholder theory (cf. Donaldson and Preston, 1B8&man, 1984) progressively has
imposed itself as crucial in order to understarel structures and dimensions of the
transforming business and society relationshipd, taen the dynamics at play behind
CSR development. It now constitutes a commonly @teceframe of reference for CSR
(Windsor, 2006) that, in a normative perspectivaps deriving companies’ obligations
to constituent groups other than shareholders laogktprescribed by law (Jones, 1980;

Wood and Jones, 1995).

In organization and management literature, schddagely adopted a ‘corporate angle’
on stakeholder theory, mostly treating topics ilatren with the management by the
company of stakeholders and their expectations filgnan and Keim, 2001; Lorca

and Garcia-Diez, 2004; Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 19%heeler and Sillanpaa, 1997).
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Those efforts emphasize that the effective manageroé stakeholders and their
expectations is essential for the company, as lsté#lers “contribute to the
organization’s resource base, shape the structutdeoindustry in which the firm
operates, and create the social and political amrenahich the organization exists”

(Miles, Munilla and Darroch, 2006: 199).

Nevertheless, though their contributions are clutiafoster corporate abilities at
addressing social and environmental issues, thexssarch efforts only allowed limited
understandings of the actual role and direct imitige of stakeholders on CSR
development processes. In particular, adequate rstaddelings of “the motives,
identities, ideologies, and tactical choices okslelders and their consequences for
firms” are missing (de Bakker and den Hond, 2008:e9en some insightful research
efforts emerged in the last years (see e.g. Fropt@®9; den Hond and de Bakker,
2007; Rehbein, Waddock and Graves, 2004). In aniditia limited number of studies
can be found that relate stakeholder influenceheracteristics of the firm” (de Bakker
and den Hond, 2008: 10). As a result, beyond ‘steeed’ interests, the nature of
stakeholders’ actual motivation to influence CSRele@pment at a particular company
and its impact on the nature of the actual inflgestrategies adopted by stakeholders
remain fairly indefinite. To a large extent, theudst of company-stakeholder
relationships in CSR development processes therefidt keeps a one-way, company-
centred orientation. This leads to the third, stakeer-focused research question of this

doctoral research:

Research guestion 3ow do stakeholders’ perceptions of CSR developraent

companies affect their attempts to influence it?

An integrative perspective on CSR development: Cadktive thinking and

reciprocal effects

Finally, the company- and stakeholder-focused patses on CSR development must

be brought together. At some point, CSR developneté¢ed inevitably implies a
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changing relationship between the company andtaisekolders and a move towards
“processes of mutual responsibility, informatiorashg, open and respectful dialogue

and an ongoing commitment to joint-problem solvigigdwrence, 2002:186).

In this view, CSR development processes entairsflamed at making sense not only
of the stakeholder-conveyed issues on the corpidie (Basu and Palazzo, 2008;
Cramer et al., 2006), but also of corporate belravamd CSR-related initiatives on the
stakeholder side. CSR development thus charadatetigt fosters the need for “new
dialogic forms of collective cognition” (Payne ar@hlton, 2002: 121) that would
involve the company and its stakeholders. This nestl to communally understand
and drive the expected social role of the corposater and orient its CSR development
(cf. McNamee and Gergen, 2004). In this line, fundatally related to the previously
introduced research questions, the last researcbstiqn addressed in this
comprehensive research on CSR development procésseses on the interactive

dimension of CSR development processes:

Research question H4ow do a company and its stakeholders co-const@gR

development at the company?

Altogether, these research questions delineateraugh research program focusing on
key organizational and interactive processes chaniaing CSR development processes
at companies. Their relatively comprehensive nasteens from the initial willingness
of the researcher not to focus on filling spec#ma limited gaps in the literature but to
engage in a profound discussion with concerns septeng critical issues for

contemporary organizational life.
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ORGANIZATION AND OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION

Figure 1 summarizes the three-part structure otlibgertation, composed of five essays
co-written as a first author by the doctoral caatkd The first part of the dissertation
approaches CSR development processes from a coApauged perspective. It
consists of three essays that complementarily ¢athké first and second research
guestions by considering CSR development underrgan@ational culture lens and

from an organizational change point of view.

In the second part, the fourth article specificayates to the third research question
and focuses on the stakeholder side of CSR develnpmrocesses. It does so by
addressing stakeholder rationales for CSR-oriemédence and actual stakeholder

influence attempts to foster CSR development dtquéar companies.

In the third part of the dissertation, the fiftrs@g more particularly addresses the fourth
research question of this doctoral research ands aion provide an integrative
perspective on CSR development processes. It doéy ringing together corporate
and stakeholder perspectives on CSR developmentbgndmphasizing interactive
processes underlying the socially constructed ratdirCSR principles integration in

companies’ strategy and operations.

Although each essay more particularly pertains t®@ @r two of the previously
mentioned research questions, the five essayanplementary and to a certain extent
provide elements of answers to all four interrelatesearch questions. This assertion
will be further discussed in the conclusion partho$ dissertation. Figure 2 highlights
how the five essays are interconnected, makindinkebetween the different parts of
this dissertation. The five essays and their imienections are briefly described in the

remainder of this section.
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A company-focused perspective on
CSR development

Main research questions:

1.1. How does CSR development i
interconnect with cultural evolution in; !
the company? i
1.2. How does CSR development |
interconnect with organizational !
change in the company? !

Essay 1:
Designing and implementing CSR: An
integrative framework grounded in
theory and practice

Essay 2:

Organizational stages and cultural
phases: A critical review and a
consolidative model of CSR
development

Essay 3: i
Conceptualizing organizational changd
toward CSR: A quad-motor approachi

FIGURE 1:
Organization of the dissertation

PART IlI

An integrative perspective on CSR
development

Main research question:

3.1. How do a company and its
stakeholders co-construct CSR
development at the company?

Essay 5:

Shaping the dialogical view of CSR: /
multipartite sensemaking—sensegiving
conceptualization

P

PART Il

A stakeholder-focused perspective on
CSR development

Main research question:

2.1. How do stakeholders’ perceptions
of CSR development at companies
affect their attempts to influence it?

Essay 4: |
On the pursuit of ideological ends i
through power-based means: !
Reconsidering stakeholder pressures !
for CSR '




FIGURE 2:
Interconnections between the essays

PART |

A company-focused
perspective on CSR
development

PART Il

A stakeholder-focused
perspective on CSR
development

Essay 1 Essay 2 |

1 1 Essay 4
\4 \ 4
Essay 3 >
D I U
. PART Il
. Anintegrative perspective
. on CSR development
!

Essay 5

Thefirst essayof this dissertation proposes a practical CSR emgntation agenda on
the basis of three real-life cases as well as gldrchange management models and
existing CSR implementation agendas. The resulitrafegic planning model for CSR
highlights four successive episodes of change gphah nine steps of the CSR design
and implementation process. It provides an initgddmap for managers seeking to
implement CSR-oriented change. In addition, it hgifts key challenges and
facilitators in the CSR design and implementatioocpss. Accordingly, it suggests the
imperative to develop more comprehensive framewarken it comes to the design
and implementation of strategically integrated CiBRiatives. This essay has been

written at the beginning of the doctoral process laas been published in theurnal of
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Business Ethicgsee Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2009). This eadsk tends to
consider CSR design and implementation processesady dependent on managers’

purposeful endeavors.

Based on insights and limitations of the first gsaad on existing literature on CSR
implementation, stakeholder theory and organizati@ulture, thesecond essayses

the corporate social responsiveness continuum@semll, 1979) and the stakeholder
culture model developed by Jones, Felps and Bi{@&0)7) to offer a consolidative
model of CSR development. This model highlights layganizational culture and CSR
development are inextricably linked and identifilsree main cultural phases
encompassing seven key organizational stages ¢barany the process. In so doing,
this essay integrates organizational values antureultogether with management
processes and operations. In addition, by empimgsizhe importance of the
organizational context and characteristics in thealysis of companies’ CSR
development, the proposed model offers novel rebearvenues and highlights the
relevance of adopting a context- and culture-dependpproach when studying CSR
development processes. Especially, it opens pdrgpscfor suggestions on change
processes characterizing companies’ headway toseeder CSR principles integration
in their strategy and operations. This essay ha&s lpblished in thénternational

Journal of Management Revie{gee Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010).

The third essaywalks along the research avenues highlighted enfitist and second
essays of the dissertation by combining CSR andtebtdder approaches with
organizational culture and change management agipesaThe heart of this essay is a
crossing of Van de Ven and Poole’s (1995) changmlbgy with the three-phase
cultural model proposed in the second essay ofdibsertation. More especially, we
propose a quad-motor theory of CSR development aviiée cycle, teleological,
dialectical and evolutionary motors of change akmte interdependently according to
the unit of change considered and the level of @BRtiples integration in companies’

culture. This conceptual study supports the dewvetop of more comprehensive
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accounts of the dynamic processes at play in orgdonal change toward CSR. The
proposed quad-motor theory of CSR development ianés to integrate research
efforts on what catalyzes growing corporate engaggrm CSR and studies focusing
on the design and implementation of CSR initiati@g doing do, we offer both a
relevant framework for assessing prior research arstructured blueprint to drive

ongoing research efforts on CSR development presess

The fourth essay of the dissertation addresses the stakeheslde of the CSR
development phenomenon by building upon and conmgrimg the understanding of
the dialectical dimension of CSR development intcetl in the third essay. In
particular, this case study research of two largepean-based companies revisits two
central issues. The first refers to how ideologicahlue-laden orientations of
stakeholder organizations actually trigger their tigadion to influence CSR
development at a given company. The second conteensay ideological orientations
of the various stakeholder groups, in combinatidath whe nature and level of their
power over the company, condition the objectivesheir influence endeavors and the
strategies they use to reach their objectives. A®salt, this study introduces an
empirically-grounded typology of stakeholder infhoe strategies for CSR
development. The first central contribution of tessay is to clearly establish the link
between the stakeholders’ motivation for influelgc@SR development processes and
their actual influence strategies. In addition, bgnsidering a broader range of
stakeholder categories, it both complements and dmyond existing conceptual
studies on stakeholder influence and empirical aiede efforts with a narrower

stakeholder focus.

Finally, thefifth essay builds on insights from the four previousags to present an
integrative and intrinsically dialogue-based pectpe on CSR development.
Especially, this essay presents a generic repagsamtof CSR development that
emphasizes four interdependent CSR-related prozesggerienced by internal and

external stakeholders of the company: a convergiagagerial sensemaking process, a
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compounded managerial sensegiving process, a digergextra-managerial
sensemaking process, and a differentiated extraagaial sensegiving process. These
distinct though intrinsically interconnected patterare emphasized as concurrently
shaping the process of social construction by wimtérnal and external stakeholder
groups attempt to strategically interpret, explaict, and react to evolving CSR-related
iIssues and initiatives, thereby continuously retongaCSR reality for the company. In
so doing, it restates CSR development as a sawihlrdnerently interactive process. In
addition, this essay reaffirms the need to adopiym@amic, context-specific research

perspective when dealing with the multifaceted €BRstruct.

Altogether, these five essays contribute to provadeomprehensive account of the
interactive and organizational aspects of CSR agwveént by highlighting and
integrating company- and stakeholder-focused petsfes on the CSR development

phenomenon.

The next section of this introductory part introdsiche research paradigms underlying
the different essays. Then, the evolving conceptminthe organization, organizational
culture and CSR notions underpinning the five essag concisely presented. Finally,
the last section discusses the research strategy nagthodological orientations

characterizing each essay.

RESEARCH PARADIGM(S)

Research paradigms (cf. Kuhn, 1962) help one t@rstand phenomena by providing
assumptions about the social world and how resesiniolld be conducted (Creswell,
1994). A research paradigm reflects a holistic apph lying beneath a research
methodology. It can be considered as characterigagple’s value judgements, norms,
standards, frames of reference, perspectives,aded, myths, theories, and approved
procedures that govern their thinking and actigdtifimesson, 2000: 18). According to
Bryman (1988: 4), a paradigm represents “a clustdseliefs and dictates which for

scientists in a particular discipline influence wishould be studied, how research
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should be done, [and] how results should be inéteok” It determines how one
appreciates the world, reflects its philosophy aobwledge and orients the research

methodologie§Strauss and Corbin, 1998).

There is no common agreement regarding the numbertgpes of main research
paradigms. In management and organization reseatich, various potential
paradigmatic positions are often discussed in texhas antithesis between two schools
of thought generally referred to, and loosely l@zkhs, positivism and phenomenology
(Gummesson, 2000). These schools of thought haste le=en argued as addressing the
philosophical extremes of social research (Gummes2000; Miles and Huberman,
1994; Stiles, 1998). Phenomenology, taken in a cdreanse (as an ‘umbrella’
paradigm), can however be divided further into ¢hidistinct approaches: critical
theory, constructivism, and post-positivism (or lissa) (Guba, 1990; Guba and

Lincoln, 1994; Healy and Perry, 2000; Riege, 2003).

In practice, neither organizational thought noramigation studies rely on a single
research approach (Riege, 2003). Scherer (1999: udderlines that in organization
and strategic management studies, in fact, “schglarsue different research interests
and publish descriptive, prescriptive, and evemmadive-ethical work. They undertake
research on various levels of analysis (e.g., sndiedustry, corporate, business, group,
or individual levels) and ground their efforts iarious methodologies, epistemologies,
and concepts of rationality (...). This leads to dpent, sometimes competing
perspectives”. In summary, there is a theoretiead( methodological) pluralism in

organization and strategic management studies.

In this dissertation, such pluralism is consideasgarticularly pertinent to facilitate the
understanding of constructive dialogue betweenviddals and groups who may hold
diverse worldviews and for developing organizatemmd management research that
would be practically and theoretically relevant [@&dand Norrgren, 2004). Essays in

this dissertation are underpinned by a post-pasitier a constructivist approach,

2 The methodological orientations adopted in eackmyesare presented in the last section of this
introductory chapter.
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depending on the essay taken into consideratioat iBh the main research paradigm
and associated ontological positioning and epistegical stance evolve across the
essays. This is summarized in Table 1 and explam#te remainder of this section and

in the following one.

Essays 1 to 4: a post-positivist approach

The post-positivist approach characterizing esdays 4, comprised in the first and
second part of the dissertation, relies on therapsan that perception is a window into
reality from which a certain representation of itgainust be triangulated with other
perceptions. Even though it considers that theee ‘tgeal’ world to discover (Tsoukas,
1989), such a post-positivist approach accepts ptienomenologist argument that
people’s understanding of the world emanates frbgir tindividual perspective. It

recognizes that reality is only imperfectly appmtible due to system complexity and
human limitations. Knowledge of organizational antkr-organizational phenomena

can therefore be partial or incomplete.

On an epistemological viewpoint, appearances do netessarily reveal the
mechanisms which cause these appearances. Thesgyingdmechanisms camly be

identified by constructing ideas about them. Olpyéigt represents a regulatory ideal,
but it can only be approximated. Proponents of thesspective argue that it is
“necessary to also explain observations from theiasowvorld through the use of
theoretical frameworks in order to understand anetemiine the underlying
mechanisms that influence people’s actions” (St€93: 265). In this sense, scientific

theories represent successive approximations ottiley.

Essay 5: a constructivist approach

Conversely, in essay 5, focus is not anymore oordalogical reality, but on relative,
complex, multiple, socially constructed realitieslch by the various organizational

members and stakeholder representatives.
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TABLE 1:
Evolution of research paradigm and associated ogital positioning and epistemological stance

Avrticle 1: N

Designing and implementing
CSR: An integrative framework

grounded in theory and practice

Avrticle 2:

Organizational stages and
cultural phases: A critical
review and a consolidative
model of CSR development

Avrticle 3:

Conceptualizing organizational
change toward CSR: A quad-
motor theory

Avrticle 4:

On the pursuit of ideological
ends through power-based
means: Reconsidering
stakeholder pressures for CSR

-

Avrticle 5:

Shaping the dialogical view of
CSR: A multipartite
sensemaking—sensegiving
conceptualization

RESEARCH PARADIGM ONTOLOGICAL POSITION EPISTEMOLOGICAL STANCE

__ mental operations or the capacity of

Post-positivism Critical realism Modified objectivist

[Post-positivistsdo not aspire to the There is a ‘real’ world to discover butitis Obijectivity represents a regulatory ideal,
universalistic claims of positivism, but see only partially and imperfectly apprehensiblebut it can only be approximated, with
knowledge as a social arstorical , “abstract things that are born of people’s special emphasis placed on external
product that can be specific to a particular minds but exist independently of any one guardians such as the critical tradition
time culture or situation’{Robson, 2002: 34)  person” (Healy and Perry, 2000: 120) and the critical communitif. Guba, 1990)

Constructivism Relativism Subjectivist

Knowledge results from a process based oRealities exist in the form of multiple mentalnquirer and inquired into are fused into
constructions, socially and experientially  a single (monistic) entity. Findings are
judgement. Science constructs a potential based, local and specific, dependent for theliterally the process of interaction
reality based on successive cognitive form and content on the persons who hold between the twe:f. Guba, 1990)
experiencegsf. Guba, 1990) them.(cf. Guba, 1990)




In this constructivist perspective, multiple reekt are socially embedded. Social
phenomena and their meanings are considered ag @@minually constructed through
the interaction of actors (cf. Berger and Luckmat®66; Burrell and Morgan 1979);
individuals and groups are seen as active creatdh® construction of their own reality
and “truth is a particular belief system held ipaticular context” (Healy and Perry,

2000: 120).

By insisting on the highly constructed quality ofidwvledge, such a constructivist
approach questions the possibility of always olmgirobjective relations on which

science can be based. The research itself can dre && a social production and
knowledge is seen as resulting from processes basethental operations or the
capacity of judgement of the researcher. The reeeamust challenge predetermined
postulations (Richardson, 1996) by acting as imétgp and trying to attribute meanings
to the phenomena taking place. In a constructipesspective, “theory is an act of
generation, rather than a formalization of undedyreality” (Mir and Watson, 2001:

1171).

CONCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATION, ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND
CSR

Reflecting the evolution of the ontological pogiiog and epistemological stance
characterizing the different essays, fundamentateptions of organizational realities,
organizational culture, and CSR at the heart of ttoctoral dissertation progressed
along the doctoral research. This development msirhe researcher’'s evolving

consideration of CSR development processes andiatsw organizational dimensions
along the research process. That is, based oneteaghment of the researcher along
the research journey and following a progressiveuration process, the conception of
the CSR development and organizational phenomedarwstudy gradually switched

from an ontologically-given one to a more socialbyastructed one.
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Especially, in the first four essays organizatiane widely regarded as sociocultural
systems. In the last essay of the dissertationarozgtions are more particularly
considered as systems of ideas. These orientadiahgheir implications are explained

hereundeYand summarized in Table 2.

Essays 1 to 4: Organizations as sociocultural systs

In essays 1 to 4, organizations are conceived rapiess explicitly as sociocultural
systems. That is, their ideational components @atern of shared meanings and
values, systems of knowledge and beliefs) are “emxksWith the social structure
component in a holistic concept of organization&flgire and Fisirotu, 1984: 199),
where all organizational dimensions are intringycaiterconnected. In this tradition,
research endeavours are typically inclined to foonsthe arrangements, structures,
functioning and evolutionary processes of thesdéegys, and on the development of
typologies aimed at explaining the diversity offierand processes observed. In such a
systemic perspectivéactions at one end of the system cause indireeliated, and
delayed effects somewhere else, which may not iratalydoe obvious(Rioux, 1998:
616). Therefore, such systems are often charaetetiy non-linear relationships and
several of the results of actions and commitmehthe company and its managers are

non-intentional.

Even though the first four essays of the dissemaliroadly rely on such sociocultural
viewpoint on organizations, a distinction has torbade between the conceptions of
organization and organizational culture adoptethanfirst essay and those adopted in
the three following ones. Indeed, in the first gssarganizations are basically
considered as systems with goals, purposes ands neddnctional interactions with
their environment. In this structural-functionaligerspective (see Radcliffe-Brown,
1952), organizations are not conceived as havitoglture’ very different from that of

the surrounding societal environment.

® The remainder of this section is based on Allairel Fisirotu’s (1984) typology of theories of
organizations and organizational cultures.
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TABLE 2:

Conceptions of organization and organizationaluralacross the dissertation (based on Allaire asicoku, 1984: 217-221)

Article 1:

Designing and implementing CSR: An
integrative framework grounded in theory
and practice

Avrticle 2:

Organizational stages and cultural phase|
A critical review and a consolidative mod
of CSR development

Avrticle 3:

Conceptualizing organizational change
toward CSR: A quad-motor theory
Article 4:

On the pursuit of ideological ends throug
power-based means: Reconsidering
stakeholder pressures for CSR

Avrticle 5:

Shaping the dialogical view of CSR: A
multipartite sensemaking—sensegiving
conceptualization

ORGANIZATION CONCEPTUALIZATION ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE CONCEPTUALIZATION

Pl

—

=]

. for-action in particular environments

Organizations as sociocultural systems

Organizations are purposive social systems with gt&
purpose, needs, in functional interaction with its
environment

Organizations have a ‘value’ subsystem which inspéieceptance of
the generalized values of the superordinate syatawhich thus
legitimizes the place and role of organizationthimlarger social
system. Organizations are functional enactmensookty’s
legitimating values and myths.

Structural-functionalist perspective

Culture is made up of those mechanisms by whidndimidual
acquires mental characteristics (values, beliefd)rabit that fit
him for participation in social life; it is a compent of a social
system which also includes social structures, tmtaim an
orderly social life, and adaptation mechanismsnaintain
society’s equilibrium with its physical environment

Organizations are social enactments of ideationaledigns- Adaptationist-ecological perspective

Culture is a system of socially transmitted behawvjmatterns that
Organizations take on varied forms through a cowiirs process of ~ serve to relate human communities to their ecolgiettings.
adaptation to, or selection by, critical environtseisparities in these Sociocultural systems and their environments arelied in
broadly defined environments (perceived or reasent or future) dialectic interplay, in a process of feedback arwiprocal

result in different organizational forms and stgis in a never-ending, causality

and sometimes unsuccessful, quest for fit and ibguin between the

organization and its environment

experience

Organizations as ideational syste

Organizations are figments of participants’ ascripton of
meaning to, and interpretation of their organizatianal

Symbolic perspective

Culture is a fabric of meaning in terms of whichfan beings
interpret their experience and guide their actibis an ordered

Organizations have no external reality as theysaéal creations and ~System of shared and public symbols and meaningshvgive

constructions emerging from actors’ sensemakingbahgoing
streams and interactions. The actors’ own actioadisst-order
determinants of the sense situations have.

shape, direction and particularity to human expese Culture
should not be looked for in people’s heads bubh&‘tneanings’
shared by interacting social actors.




Culture rather constitutes a component of an iategr social system. Nevertheless,
basic acceptance by the organization of the manergéized values of society “does not
[always] preclude the emergence of different valystems, ideologies or characters in
the organizations functioning in the same ‘supelirate’ system as a result of the

organization’s history and past leadership” (Abaand Fisirotu, 1984: 201).

This conception of the organization and organizatioculture notions is widely
reflected in the CSR definition provided in ess&ygfl Table 3), which explicitly makes
the link between organizational and societal valudsle also emphasizing the
purposeful, goal-oriented and need-fulfilling (mshental) nature of organizational

entities and CSR policies design and implementairogesses.

In the second, third and fourth essays of the dmisen, organizations are more
specifically conceived as taking varied forms a®ythadapt to environmental
characteristics, act upon their enacted environspeot are selected in or out of
existence by ecological circumstances. Organizalientities are seen as products of
dialectical interplay with their environment, inpsocess of reciprocal, or feedback,
causality. In this ecological-adaptationist perspec organizations as sociocultural
systems “may therefore function with a value ortunal subsystem substantially
different from that of the surrounding society ke tpoint of constituting a subculture

within that society” (Allaire and Fisirotu, 198402).

To a great extent, this conception of organizatiang their cultures is reflected in the
CSR characterizations provided in essays 2 to 4chwéxplicitly underline the central

role of the company’s acknowledgment and undergtgndf its impact on society in

the way it engages in CSR-related initiatives. Tdwisphasis on the way companies
recognize and conceive their social duties goe®rmythe instrumental, stakeholder
management-based conception of CSR suggestedan &s&specially, it stresses that
CSR conceptions can potentially vary according riganizational characteristics and

across diverse sociocultural systems of beliefsvahges, i.e. organizational cultures.
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TABLE 3:
Conceptions of CSR across the dissertation

Article 1:

Designing and implementing CSR: An
integrative framework grounded in theory
and practice

Article 2:

-

—_

Organizational stages and cultural phases:

A critical review and a consolidative mode|
of CSR development

Article 3:

Conceptualizing organizational change
toward CSR: A quad-motor theory
Article 4:

On the pursuit of ideological ends through
power-based means: Reconsidering
stakeholder pressures for CSR

Article 5:

Shaping the dialogical view of CSR: A
multipartite sensemaking—sensegiving

CSR CONCEPTUALIZATION (as defined in the essays)

Organizations as sociocultural systems

e

e

(...) A stakeholder-oriented concept that exterelohd the organization’s boundaries and
is driven by an acknowledgement of the organiz&ioesponsibility for the impact of its
business activitieshus seeking in return society’s acceptance ofagiimacy of the
organization(cf. page 43 of the dissertation)

(...) A stakeholder-oriented construct that concéinesvoluntary commitments of an
organization pertaining to issues extending inside beyond the boundaries of that
organization and that adgiven by the organization’s understanding and
acknowledgement of its moral responsibilities relyag the impacts of its activities and
processes on societfcf. pages 94 and 132 of the dissertation)

(...) A company has in addition to its economic agghl obligations, ethical and
discretionary responsibilities to constituent goagher than stockholders, which extend
beyond its direct interests. (...) CSR is meaneftect corporate behaviorthat are
alleged by stakeholders to be morally required xyexted by society and that are
therefore justifiably demanded of companiges$. page 179-180 of the dissertation)

Organizations as ideational systems

conceptualization

(...) An ongoing process through which internal arternal stakeholdemsteractively

construct and share sense through symbolic and atigptiscourse and actiorabout

issues pertaining to the organizational activitieferpreted in relation to the social good
by one or several parties. (cf. page 246 of theediation)




CSR profiles of companies, reflecting their orgatianal cultures, can therefore
substantially differ from general societal expdotsd and across corporate entities.
Also, even though the conception of CSR at theth&faessay 4 implicitly echoes the
CSR characterization highlighted in the two presgi@ssays, essay 4 further contributes
to stress the intrinsically dialectical nature dbBRC development processes by laying
emphasis on the role of stakeholder demands asdymes in the evolution of the CSR

profile of companies.

Essay 5: Organizations as ideational systems

In the fifth essay, conceptions of the organizatom organizational culture notions
significantly differ from those previously adopt&u the dissertation. In line with a
constructivist perspective, what the organizatigdands for cannot be defined
independently from its environment and its identisy multiple and fragmented.
Organizations become subjective realities thatufnointeractions between managers,
employees and other stakeholders with diverse fbeli@end expectations are
continuously being constructed and enactééeick, 1979; Taylor and Robichaud,
2004), sustained by means of social, ideologicalijtipal and symbolic processes
(Pfeffer, 1981; Mir and Watson, 2001). These cantstateractions between actors
contribute to create the reproduced purpose ofli@ative activity. They define the

horizon of possible organizational objectives amtatives.

In this context, organizational culture is conceiws a system of ideas. In particular, in
the symbolic perspective adopted in essay 5, “calltinould not be looked in people’s
head but in the ‘meanings’ and ‘thinkings’ shareg docial actors” (Allaire and
Fisorotu, 1984: 206). Organizational culture idabrtic of meaning’ in terms of which

individuals in organizations interpret their exjpeice and guide their action.

The concept of CSR and its integration in compami@s then be seen as largely
dependent upon the values and beliefs of the iddals or groups involved in

‘process’, as they tackle “myriad sources of uraety, in order to foster a sense of
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common purpose and common understanding amongettfetakeholders” (O’Brien,
2009: 112). CSR constitutes an ongoing processugiiravhich internal and external

stakeholders interactively construct and shareesens

Noticeably, no conception of CSR underlying thdedtédnt essays castricto sensibe
considered as ‘better’ than others, as they altrdmrte to reflect various viewpoints on
the still debated CSR notion. Nevertheless, ateihe of the journey, the processual
conceptualization of the CSR notion at the hearbwf last essay reflects our strong
belief that CSR-related issues are by essence amisg complex, dynamic and
multipartite. In this sense, few things are absolin the CSR realm and the
development of responsible and sustainable managepractices in the long term
unavoidably involves various internal and exterstdkeholder groups, within and
outside companies, who continuously react to ormthen and make different senses of

their reality.

RESEARCH STRATEGY AND METHODOLOGY

Three out of the five articles comprised in thissairtation are conceptual essays. The

two remaining essays rely on qualitative methodeleg

In particular, as described in Table 4, essaysa)d5 focus on developing theoretical
insights that advance the currently limited underding of the organizational and
interactive processes underlying CSR developmeheirTaim is fundamentally to

challenge recent advances and ideas in the CS® diell to push forward hitherto

unexplored questions.

For this purpose, these essays significantly boridand make use of existing multi-
disciplinary literature (cf. Davis, 1971), with tr@m of highlighting what previous
contributions in organization, management and $&c@nce studies can bring to the
emerging CSR development research field. Theseepdnal efforts specifically intend
to contribute to the critical questioning of contienal wisdom and existing models

related to the way companies can take their soal@lin society.
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TABLE 4:

Type of research and methodological orientations

CSRRESEARCH TYPE (cf. de Bakker et al., 2005)

METHODOLOGICAL ORIENTATION

Article 1:
Designing and implementing

Prescriptive — Instrumental
Major focus is on providing prescription (meangad, recipes for

CSR: An integrative framework actions) for practitioners and professionals, #ratinstrumental in
grounded in theory and practice he realization of a CSR strategic agenda

Article 2:

Organizational stages and
cultural phases: A critical
review and a consolidative
model of CSR development

Article 3:

Conceptualizing organizational
change toward CSR: A quad-
motor theory

Article 4:

On the pursuit of ideological
ends through power-based
means: Reconsidering
stakeholder pressures for CSR

Article 5:

Shaping the dialogical view of
CSR: A multipartite
sensemaking—sensegiving
conceptualization

Theoretical — Conceptual

Major focus is on developing propositions and (egations
between theoretical constructs , based on a discuséstate-of-
the-art literature: no new empirical material hasmcollected for
this work

Theoretical — Conceptual

(See above)

Theoretical — Exploratory

Major focus is on developing propositions and (egations
between theoretical constructs, based on the exdiminof
extensive, new theoretical data

Theoretical — Conceptual
(See above)

Qualitative: multiple case study research

Empirical inquiry that investigates the CSR deveiept and
implementation phenomenowithin its real-life context (...) and in
which multiple sources of evidence are tig&(in, 1984: 23). The
article is built upon within- and cross-case anagy¢Eisenhardt,
1989) of CSR implementation processes at three [Atgopean
companies

Conceptual inquiry

Article 2 primarily relies on and builds upon lig¢are pertaining to
stakeholder theory, CSR, stage-models of CSR-tklate
development, and organizational culture.

Conceptual inquiry

Article 3 primarily relies on and builds upon thearhework
developed in article 2 as well as on literaturetgeing to
organizational development and change. The provigedel is
epitomized by real-life examples

Qualitative: multiple case study research

Empirical inquiry that investigates the CSR-oriehstakeholder
influence phenomenorwithin its real-life context (...) and in
which multiple sources of evidence are tig&in, 1984: 23). The
article is built upon within- and cross-case anady¢Eisenhardt,
1989) of CSR-related interaction processes at angel European
companies

Conceptual inquiry

Article 5 primarily relies on and builds upon ekigt literature
pertaining to CSR and stakeholder theories and esegisng
processes in organizational and inter-organizatioatexts




Besides, in line with the ambition of this disséda to focus on theory building and
elaboration and accordingly to the descriptive reatof our research questions (cf.
Healy and Perry, 2000), qualitative case study odtogy was adopted in the first and
fourth essays of the dissertation. Even thoughspezific methodological orientations
underlying these two essays are described in metailsl within each of them, a

succinct overview of these general orientationwésented in the next paragraphs.

Case study methodology is relevant to the studg®R development processes as it is
“particularly well suited to new research areasresearch areas for which existing
theories seem inadequate” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 34&ddition, it is widely considered
as appropriate for studying complex and contexeddpnt phenomena and when
numerous variables may influence the issue at H&menhardt, 1989; Hamel and

Dufour, 1993; Yin, 2003).

In both studies, a multiple case design was useduding three case companies in
essay 1 (i.e. IKEA, Philips and Unilever) and twoeissay 4 (i.e. Netdial and Hofjpe

In particular, replication logic was considered rappiate for both studies. It is indeed
now widely recognized that “random selection ofesas neither necessary, nor even
preferable” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 537). The basicqyple that guided the case selection
strategies was to select “information rich casd®atton, 1990: 181), that is, cases
worthy of in-depth study. It allowed afterwardsesigthening the results by replicating
the pattern-matching, thus increasing confidencehim robustness of the proposed

theoretical advancements.

For both studies, we focused on obtaining a comgrekie understanding of
organizational or inter-organizational settingstsamt we may appropriately develop our
theoretical contributions in context. We used sdeoy and primary data (including
semi-structured interviews and observations) theyatich insights and provide a basis

for a greater generalizability of our findings.

“ Actual names of these companies are not mentionids study in order to protect their anonymity.
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To analyze the cases, we used within- and cross-@aalysis (Eisenhardt, 1989) and
elaborated on theoretical categories during opedaal aand selective data coding
procedures (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). Coherert thi¢ fact that “it is [almost]
impossible to go theory-free into any study” (Riaks 1993: 40), we departed in our
analysis from purely inductive research approachHsat is, in line with the
acknowledgement that starting and running empiricglestigations with no pre-
assumed assumptions is neither practical nor sorastpreferred (Strauss and Corbin,
1998), existing conceptual notions and frameworksewconsidered in the qualitative
research processes. In this sense, when analyatagwle alternated between inductive
and deductive thought (cf. Mangan, Lalwani and Gead2004). It typically entailed
moving back-and-forth from data to existing theary,order to avoid an “unfettered

empiricism” (Suddaby, 2006: 635).

As a general rule, the presence of an introducisorneld to imply that there is
something of importance and consequence to beduntexl. Since the issues at the heart
of this dissertation certainly are of importancel as the reader reaches the end of this

introductory part, we hope he will be inspired bg following pages.
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PART I: A COMPANY-FOCUSED PERSPECTIVE ON CSR
DEVELOPMENT

Designing and implementing corporate social resgulity:
An integrative framework grounded in theory andqpice

pp. 23-61.

Organizational stages and cultural phases: A caltieview and
a consolidative model of corporate social respotisjdevelopment

pp. 63-103.
Conceptualizing organizational change toward coider

social responsibility: A quad-motor theory

pp. 105-152
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ESSAY 1

Designing and implementing corporate social resportsility:

An integrative framework grounded in theory and practice ¢’

ABSTRACT

This article introduces an integrative framework adfrporate social responsibility
(CSR) design and implementation. A review of CSRrditure - in particular with
regard to design and implementation models - pesvithe background to develop a
multiple case study. The resulting integrative feavork, based on this multiple case
study and Lewin’s change model, highlights fougetathat span nine steps of the CSR
design and implementation process. Finally, theysidentifies critical success factors

for the CSR process.

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility, stakeholder afiale, planned change

strategy, multiple case study.

® Joint work with Professors Adam Lindgreen (Uniwgrof Hull) and Valérie Swaen (Université
catholique de Louvain).

" An early version of this essay has been preseaitéde secondCCA international ConferencéCity
University of New York) in 2007 and selected by tmnference committee for inclusion in theurnal
of Busines&thics. It has been published in 2009 (volume &ippEement 1, pp. 71-89).

41



INTRODUCTION

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has attaiaekdigh enough profile (de Bakker,
Groenewegen and den Hond, 2005; Lockett Moon, aisdey, 2006; Margolis and
Walsh, 2003; Walsh, Weber and Margolis, 2003) thaty consider it a necessity for
organizations to define their roles in society authere to social, ethical, legal, and
responsible standards (Lindgreen and Swaen, 2Q@tahd Bhattacharya, 2006). From
a CSR perspective, organizations provide the dsitleat can construct a better world
(Friedman and Miles, 2002) and therefore experiepcessure to demonstrate
accountable corporate responsibility (Pinkston &adroll, 1994). Organizations must
deliver profits to shareholders but also frequersttg subject to broader stakeholder
interests and the need to demonstrate a balancethels perspective. Thus,
organizations develop and update programs andigelic an attempt to measure their
social and environmental performance while alsoagimy in consultations with
stakeholders and, during this process, communiatireir values to employees,

environmental groups, local communities, and govemts.

The pressures are real, as industry leaders imgjugikxon, Nestlé, Nike, and Pfizer can
attest; these corporations encountered severe lteir reputations because of their
failure to maintain quality, ethical, and other istlg responsible standards. In contrast,
organizations such as The Body Shop and Ben amg'sléase their business model
explicitly on ethical foundations (Pearce and D2805). In this sense, CSR has to a
certain extent moved from ideology to reality aegresents an important dimension of
contemporary business practices. Literature cameg to the definition and

characterization of the CSR phenomenon (De Bakkei.£2005; Garriga and Melé,

2004), as well as discussions of best CSR prafsty and Winston, 2006; Savitz and
Weber, 2006), yet CSR design and implementationcga®es remain largely

unexplored. On the basis of a multiple case stwdydevelop an integrative framework

to help guide managers and identify critical susdastors for the CSR process.
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The remainder of this article is organized as fefioFirst, we review CSR literature, in
particular existing design and implementation mede$econd, we outline the
methodology and provide details about the threescagveloped for the study. Third,
we present the study’s findings, including an inétige framework of CSR design and
implementation and the critical success factorgherCSR process. Fourth and finally,
we discuss the study’s theoretical and managedatributions, along with possible

avenues for further research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Since it first emerged in the 1950s (De Bakkerlgt2®05), CSR has developed from
relatively uncoordinated and voluntary practicesmore explicit commitments in

response to stakeholder pressures and, recenggjrapfuture commitments. Although
a significant body of literature exists, the prablef a singular definition remains
(Clarkson, 1995), such that alternative concematitins currently represent various

aspects of the same concept of corporate “doing'g@d. Kotler and Lee, 2005).

We choose to define CSR as a stakeholder-orierdadept that extends beyond the
organization’s boundaries and is driven by an aske@dgement of the organization’s
responsibility for the impact of its business atidg, thus seeking in return society’s
acceptance of the legitimacy of the organizatidn Gray, Owen and Adams, 1996).
This definition relies on the stakeholder concepd aalls for the actual integration of
CSR into the organization’s strategy. In additibemphasizes that CSR can result in a

win—win situation for the company and its stakeleotd

Stakeholders

The concept of stakeholders is central to CSR.eBialklers may be defined as “groups
and individuals who can affect, or are affectedthg, achievement of an organization’s
mission” (Freeman, 1984: 54) or alternatively d®%e groups who have a stake in or a

claim on the firm” (Evan and Freeman, 1988: 97)tlkermore, the stakeholder concept
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may extend to a wider perspective and includehaké¢ entities that maintain a “critical
eye” on corporate actors (Bomann-Larsen and Wigg6éf4). Stakeholders thus form
the link between the aims and ambitions of the wigdion and the expectations of

society (Whetten, Rands and Godfrey, 2002).

Stakeholder theory also emphasizes that organizatiovival and success hinges on the
organization’s ability to generate sufficient weakalue, or satisfaction for its primary
stakeholders, though not exclusively for sharelrsld€larkson, 1988). For example,
Post, Lawrence and Weber (1999) consider those evhsect relationships are
essential for the organization to realize its neissn producing goods or services for
customers to be the primary stakeholders. Seconstakeholders include social and
political actors who support the mission by pronglitheir tacit approval of the
organization’s activities, thereby making them gtable and giving the business
credibility. Such secondary stakeholders may irelleal communities, governments,

and nongovernmental organizations (NGOSs).

CSR development and implementation

Corporate social responsibility strategy developmand implementation could be
considered an organizational change process fheving from a present to a future
state; cf. Georges and Jones, 1995) or as a newolvayrganizing and working

(Dawson, 2003). Its aim is to align the organizawaith the dynamic demands of the

business and social environment by identifying arahaging stakeholder expectations.

In addition to change, CSR involves learning oweetand the ability to understand the
specific context and confluence of stakeholder etgimns. Although there is no best
way to bring about change (Burnes, 1996), enharleaching about stakeholder
expectations and the specifics of the context leaekure that the change is beneficial
and supported by appropriate mechanisms (Burnd®})20 herefore, managers must
understand and remain actively aware of both theestd and expectations, as well as

recognize that any changes they implement will sh#pe environment in turn
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(Mitleton-Kelly, 2003). The development of CSR prees therefore can entail
evolutionary and recursive activity that acts oml ameacts to and with the business

environment.

Literature offers various insights into how CSR htipe implemented; we summarize
existing frameworks for designing and implement®®8R in Table 5. However, most
studies focus on limited aspects (Maignan, Feemdl Ferrell, 2005), and a framework
has yet to be offered that integrates the developraed implementation of CSR into
the organization’s strategy, structure, and cul{@eattacharya and Sen, 2004; Smith,
2003). For example, studies tend to base theinitiefn of CSR strategy on existing
corporate norms and values, such that the framewprkposed by Maignan et al.
(2005) and Panapanaan, Linnanen, Karvonen and P2@208) stress the role of
stakeholders and their concerns. Yet these framteadiffer in their emphasis on the
role of stakeholders for either providing inputithe development and implementation
of CSR the activities or offering feedback to imygothe process. The concept of
process improvement, which regards CSR implememadis cyclical, is consistent
across many frameworks. To integrate the diffeygspectives of CSR design and
implementation into a single framework, we devedopreliminary model that we test

and refine though multiple case studies of IKEAIllip$, and Unilever.

METHODOLOGY

The qualitative case study approach is particulaggful when concepts and contexts
are ill defined, because it enables the derivatwnin-depth understanding and
explanation (Blaikie, 1993; Eisenhardt, 1989), adlvas when change in the study
context is radical and unpredictable (Matthyssenmsd a/andenbempt, 2003).
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TABLE 5 (part 1/2)
Existing frameworks on CSR design and implementatio

FRAMEWORK CSRCONCEPTION CSRINTEGRATION PROCESS STAKEHOLDERS ' ROLE IN THE PROCESS
Khoo and Business commitment to CSR should “envelop allBased on the Australian Business Excellence Frame\te Stakeholders’ concerns and roles are not
Tan (2002) employees (i.e. their health and well-being), the authors considefour cyclic stagesnvolved in transforming the  integrated into the framework, which refers only
quality of products, the continuous improvement afrganization from its initial state to a socialgsponsible and to addressing the well-being of employees and
processes, and the company'’s facilities and profitsustainable organization in a continuous perspectiv the needs and expectations of customers.
making opportunities” (Khoo and Tan, 2002: 196).
1. Preparation (involving leadership and strategy milag).
Sustainable manufacturing and development is 2. Transformation (involving people and information
further defined as “the integration of processes, management.
decision making and the environmental concerns 3. Implementation (involving the embedment of
of an active industrial system that seeks to aghiev sustainability in the company processes).
economic growth, without destroying precious 4. Sustainable business results (involving the rewoéthe
resources or the environment” (Khoo and Tan system’s performance).
2002: p. 197)
Panapanaan CSR “encompasses three dimensions—economicTwo preliminary stepgonditioning the commitment to CSR The authors mainly insist on step (1) and
et al. (2003) environmental and social” (Panapanaan et al., management precedige essential activitiefor CSR emphasize the critical role of social risk

Werre (2003)

2003: 134)—and is about “doing business
sustainably and ethically as well as treating or
addressing stakeholders’ concerns responsibly” 1.
(Panapanaan et al., 2003: 135).

management:

Assessment of CSR (identification of the main C&asa
and identifications of the relevant CSR parameters)
2. Decision whether to proceed in managing CSR

= Organization and structure.

= Planning.

= Implementation.

= Monitoring and evaluation.
Communication and reporting

Corporate (social) responsibility is used in a Four main phasesn a Corporate Responsibility (CR)
general sense, referring to “the strategic chaice t implementation model:

take responsibility for the impact of business with
respect to economic, environmental and social
dimensions” (Werre, 2003: 260).

1. Raising top-management awareness.

2. Formulating a CR vision and core corporate values.
3. Changing organizational behavior.

4. Anchoring the change.

assessment by considering stakeholders’ clusters
(employees, community, customers, community,
suppliers) and their issues.

The five “essential activities” in step (2) are
only evoked. The framework doesn’t consider
any stakeholders’ role from that perspective.

Importance of internal communication and
employee’s involvement is underlined. But
external stakeholders’ involvement is not
mentioned, except in their role in raising top
management sensitivity and in external
certification processes.




TABLE 5 (part 2/2)

Existing frameworks on CSR design and implementatio

CSR CONCEPTION

CSRINTEGRATION PROCESS

STAKEHOLDERS ' ROLE IN THE
PROCESS

Cramer
(2005)

Maignan et
al. (2005)

Cramer uses the WBCSD definition of CSR: Six non-sequential CSR implementation activities

“the commitment of business to contribute to

sustainable economic development, working 1.
1.

with employees, their families, the local
community and society at large to improve
their quality of life” (Cramer, 2005: 583)

2.

Listing the expectations and demands of the stddetm
Formulating a vision and a mission with regarddgorate social
responsibility and, if desired, a code of conduct.

Developing short- and longer-term strategies wéthard to
corporate social responsibility and, using theseraft a plan of
action.

Setting up a monitoring and reporting system.

Embedding the process by rooting it in quality amhagement
systems.

Communicating internally and externally about thpraach and the
results obtained.

Business commitment to CSR is viewed as, Eight stepgsto implement CSR from a marketing perspective:

“at a minimum, adopt values and norms along

with organizational processes to minimize
their negative impacts and maximize their
positive impacts on important stakeholder
issues” (Maignan et al., 2005: 958).

The CSR of an organization is issue-specific.
Also, commitment to CSR is best evaluated at 6.
7.

the level of an individual business unit.

1.
2.
3

4.
5.

5.

Discovering organizational values and norms.

Identifying stakeholders and their respective sake
Identifying the main issues of concern to the idiat key
stakeholders.

Assessing a meaning of CSR that fits the orgamimaif interest.
Auditing current practices.

Prioritizing and implementing CSR changes andatiites.
Promoting CSR by creating awareness and gettitkglstédders
involved.

Gaining stakeholders’ feedback.

The emphasis is on the importance of
dialoguing with stakeholders, but the model
remains unclear on their role and
engagement in the process of organizational
CSR development.

The framework highlights the importance of
two feedback loops to gain stakeholders’
feedback:

Stakeholders’ feedback to be used as input
for the next audit. Consequently, the
sequence linking steps five to eight should
be performed on a regular basis (bi-annual
audits of current practices bi-annually).

Stakeholders’ feedback as an input to
reassess the first three steps of the CSR
management process in the long-run
(approximately every four years).




Thus, our research is inductive, in that we see&utgment our preliminary framework
with in-depth understanding that will enable usd&velop a framework of the design
and implementation of CSR practice, as well astehe factors that may contribute to

its successful implementation.

We select the cases for our study using theoretaaipling (Strauss and Corbin, 1998).
All three represent different business sectors dlgb are global and have strong
reputations based on their investments in CSR. IKioAsesses a long history and
experience in the CSR area and has had to resposelveral CSR-related crises and
criticisms, which have enabled the organizatiordéwelop structured policies and a
range of collaborations and initiatives with staidelers. Philips ranks at the top of the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index and also is thewseeader in the 2006 Covalence
Ethical Ranking (Covalence, 2007), partly becatgpedaduces a highly regarded annual
sustainability report. Finally, Unilever publishasdetailed social and environmental
report, ranks sixth in the food industry categoryhe Dow Jones Sustainability Index,
and holds the leading position across all sectérth® Covalence Ethical Ranking

(Covalence, 2007).

In conducting our case studies, we undertake extengsearch to understand the
contextual issues that surround each organizafld'e aim of our data collection
process was to develop rich, in-depth case histoviethe CSR development and
respective implementation processes in these arg@omns. To improve methodological
rigor and understanding, we obtain secondary dadacanduct interviews to assist in
the development of rich insights and improve gdimility. In particular, we
interview senior managers - responsible for theaoizations’” CSR programs - who
provided additional documentation and archival rdspwhich is important as a means
to gain stable and exact data (Yin, 2003) that we cross-check against other data
sources to reduce selectivity and reporting biasaddition, we review news articles,

Web pages, scientific literature, promotional mateand other literature sources, and
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we spend time at each case site, which provideitisagditional information through

short conversations, observations, and athsitu techniques.

To analyze the cases, we use Eisenhardt’'s (198®)ocheof within- and cross-case
analysis. Within-case analyses summarize the dadadavelop preliminary findings;
thus, we gain a richer understanding of the pra&essch organization underwent to
move toward its CSR vision. The outcomes of théhwitase analyses get compared
and contrasted during the cross-case analysis pooire the rigor and quality of the
results. That is, each organization achieves @rdifit degree of CSR success, so we
compare the cases to analyze their similarities différences and gain a greater
understanding of the processes involved. Cross-aaa#ysis is essential for multiple
case studies (Yin, 2003). At the same time, weagkth on theoretical categories during
the open and axial coding procedures (Strauss amiirGC 1998). Finally, to obtain a
holistic and contextualized comprehension of hovgaaizations approach CSR
development and implementation, we tack back anith fduring our analysis between
the literature and the collected data (Spiggle,4)19@verall, the process enriches the
preliminary framework shown in Figure 3 and indesasome factors important to CSR

implementation.

To improve the quality of our research, we adopious methods throughout the study.
Consistent with recommendations from interpretiesearchers (Lincoln and Guba,
1985), grounded theorists (Strauss and Corbin, )129fl previous case-based research
in business-to-business marketing (Beverland, Napot Lindgreen, 2007; Flint,
Woodruff, and Gardial 2002), we apply the criten& credibility, transferability,
dependability, confirmability, integrity, fit, undganding, generality, and control. We
use case study tactics (cf. Lindgreen, 2008; YD0N3) to secure the designs test of
validity and reliability. Specifically, we soliciexperts to help us select the cases,
develop independent interpretations of the findingsan individual basis, and allow
respondents to provide feedback on the initialifigd. The same interviewer conducted

all the interviews, and colleagues performed indepat coding of the transcripts,
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which helped minimize potential bias (Lincoln andlb@, 1985; Strauss and Corbin,

1998). Appendix 1 provides supplementary studygfeand methodological elements.

FINDINGS

We develop the framework in Figure 3 using Lewil®51) force field model of

change, which characterizes change as a state lmdlance between pressures for
(driving) and against (restraining) that change I$df, 1992). By changing the
equilibrium between driving and restraining ford®g creating pressure in favor of
change, managers can effect change (Burnes, 2084jnL 1951). Several recent
change models also use Lewin’'s (1951) model (®@gmford and Forrester, 2003;
Beverland and Lindgreen, 2007; Bullock and Batfi€85), which consistently presents
change as a finite activity. Lewin’s (1951) modehsists of three stages: unfreezing,

moving, and refreezing.

In the first stage, the process requires managetsfreeze past practices associated
with the status quoUnlearning is critical to a learning orientatiand the development
of a CSR orientation and requires uncovering loalgth unchallenged, cultural
assumptions about the “right way to do things” 88h1992). Such assumptions, often
held subconsciously, must resurface through a ehamgervention—unfreezing
process—and may result in energetic forces agahestge (Wilson, 1992). Barriers to
the development of a CSR orientation include tleréatstability, fear of change, the
belief that a CSR orientation is inappropriate floe organization, or the belief that

focusing on CSR will result in the organizationitassight of its core values.

In the moving stage, the organization is guidedaimva new set of assumptions
(Lewin, 1951). Identifying the need to adopt a G8kntation therefore is just the start
of the change process. Our literature review idiestiseveral practices that may be

involved in the development and implementation &SR orientation.
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Integrative framework for designing and implemegt@®SR

FIGURE 3:
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In the third stage, to effect a new state, managaust refreeze the new cultural
assumptions. Depending on the degree of changesswge refreezing even may
involve wider changes that build structures anat@sses to support the new ways (Katz
and Kahn, 1978). Critically, a learning orientatiagain is necessary to ensure the
refreezing of CSR-oriented cultural values, becaase organization’s learning

orientation represents a resource that influenicesqtiality of CSR-related behaviors.

That is, in a learning organization, employees uwstded how to learn (generative
learning), which involves constantly reflecting past strategies and approaches to
business rather than just learning through adaptafe.g., trial and error) (Bell,

Whitwell and Lukas, 2002).

We also include a fourth stage: sensitizing. I8 8tage, which precedes the unfreezing
stage, top management becomes aware of the impert@insustainability issues. A

person, or group of people, also seeks to overgesistance to change.

The four stages incorporate nine steps: raising @s8&eness inside the organization,
assessing corporate purpose in a societal comsteblishing a working definition and
vision for CSR, assessing current CSR status, dpie an integrated CSR strategic
plan, implementing the CSR integrated strategio,ptaaintaining internal and external
communication, evaluating CSR-related strategiesd acommunication, and
institutionalizing CSR policy. We discuss thesepsten more detail next and provide

illustrative quotes from interviews regarding egelnticular step in Appendix 2.

Step 1: Raising CSR awareness inside the organizai

Increasing organizational sensitivity to the orgational environment in general and
CSR issues in particular can be defined succiraglyhe result of the influence of four
key drivers: economic, social, political, and indival. The three first drivers may be
market based, in that they initiate when an orgeion anticipates or respond to a risk

associated with the societal impact of its particldusiness practice (Mazurkiewicz,
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2008), whereas individual drivers appear to beesblased and highlight the CEQO’s role
in orienting the ethical norms of the organizatiégle, Mitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999;
Waldman and Siegel, 2005) and the presence of gm0 values in the workplace
(Robertson, 1991). Our framework considers bothdmwn (top manager awareness,
which influences CSR strategy and implementationdl #ottom-up (awareness of
employees and workers, who induce their employersintlude CSR practices)

processes.

The development and integration of a CSR visiorrofs triggered by an evolution in
the way management actually perceives its busiaesssocietal environment. This
modification in managerial perceptions may be cotterized as either reactive and
resulting from external environmental pressureghsas damaging media coverage,
NGO pressures, or activists’ or communities’ prtage.g., child labor issues faced by
IKEA during the 1990s, disclosed in the media)paactive, such as when the personal
values of some individual or groups inside the oizgtion gain increasing weight, in
which case CSR is driven by a sense of personaalitygrinspired by managers’ or
employees’ socially oriented personal values (Hemvay, 2005; Hemingway and

Maclagan, 2004).

Step 2: Assessing corporate purpose in its societantext

Uncovering corporate norms and valueforporate values play critical roles as
prerequisites for proactive CSR. To improve orgaminal fit, a CSR program must
align with the values, norms, and mission of thgaoization (Maignan, Ferrell and
Ferrell, 2005), which demands awareness and umahelisigy of the organization’s
vision and values and their relationships to tlganization’s core business practices. In
turn, it becomes particularly relevant to recogritze organizational values and norms
that likely have implications for CSR. Because tlgyde behaviors and decisions
within the organization, corporate values suppadanizational efficiency in the
organization’s efforts to reach its vision and chjees. Furthermore, by articulating

corporate values and embedding them in managenrawtiges, organizations may
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hope to “reinforce behaviors that benefit the comypand communities inside and
outside the firm, and which in turn strengthenittsitution’s values” (Van Lee, Fabish
and McGaw, 2005: 4). To define or redefine corporaalues, organizations might
consider existing credos, corporate charters, onssiatements, reports, Web sites and

other documents.

For instance, IKEA summarizes its corporate valaes organizational culture as
follows (IKEA, 2004: 13): (a) doing more with lessnce its foundation, IKEA tries to
avoid wasting all sorts of resources; (b) daringedlifferent: questioning how and why
things are the way they are, which often opens ew avenues of approach; (c)
humanity and criticism: respect people, opinionsl @kills, be able to admit own
mistakes and learn from those and those of otla@d,be able to accept constructive
comments; (d) learning by listening: not only tgesenced or enlightened people, but
also to nongovernmental organizations; and (e) $itgnis the best policy: to enable
IKEA to build and enjoy long-term, close relatioisd) IKEA has to be honest in its

communication towards employees, customers, aitd ielationships with suppliers.

In this sense, the organization must align its @RIs and decision making with its
overall goals and strategies, so that taking CS#iderations into account becomes as
natural as taking customer perspectives into add@eovernment of Canada, 2006). In
addition to finding existing norms, CSR activities)d values inside the organization,
companies must create new norms and values witpeceso CSR. Lyon (2004)
emphasizes that to incorporate CSR into long-tetrategjies and decision-making
criteria, organizations must transition from a &rdriven to a value-driven culture.
Thus, organizations must build on their corporasdu®s to create an organizational

culture that is receptive to change and can suat&@8R strategy over the long run.

Identifying key stakeholders and critical stakehels’ issuesA difficult dilemma for
all managers facing the integration of CSR is de§rwhich stakeholder categories the
organization should cooperate with and include. ditganization’s primary objective is

to understand the continuously changing objectivakjes, demands, and expectations
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of those people with stake in the businesses (FapedD84; Jonker and Foster, 2002).
The dilemma managers face thus involve not onlycth@ice of stakeholders but also
the great diversity in stakeholder groups and tharious (intrinsic) and often

conflicting values, objectives, expectations, aremdnds, all of which have to be

satisfied at a minimum.

Clearly identifying the organizations’ stakeholdew®ids the misallocation of resources
to non-stakeholders or to stakeholders with ndilegie interests or concerns. Mitchell,
Agle and Wood (1997) suggest three key attributas identify stakeholder categories:
(1) the stakeholder’s power to influence the fifR); the legitimacy of the stakeholder’s
relationship with the firm; and (3) the urgencytbé stakeholder’s claim on the firm.
Managers analyze the presence of these threeusdsiand thus can define the salience
or “degree to which managers give priority to cotimgestakeholder claims” (Mitchell
et al., 1997: 854) and prioritize their respecissies. Driscoll and Starik (2004) adapt
Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model by adding proximag a fourth attribute that refers to the
distance between the organization and the stakehagbe. Bryson (2004), Bryson,
Cunningham, and Lokkesmoe (2002), and Eden andrAeke (1998) provide various
tools and methods for mapping and identifying caiti stakeholders along the

dimensions of power, interest, and influence.

For example, Unilever identifies seven importamatkeholder groups (Unilever, 2001
4): (1) shareholders, (2) employees, (3) consuniéysuppliers and trade customers as
business partners, (5) government, (6) local conitiegnand societies where Unilever
does business, and (7) academics and others witmwbnilever conducts research.
Unilever researches these stakeholders to gatlear dpinions about its values and
planned practices and activities (Cormack, 2002)ickv enabled the organization to

develop its CSR methodology, adapted accordinggesolders’ views.

Furthermore, CSR issues and the influence of std#ets likely vary both within and
across industries and countries (Swaen and Maigg800). For example, U.S.

organizations must pay attention to small investesnands, but this is not the case in
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most European countries, where stock ownershipotsas widespread. As another
example, a manufacturing company’s concerns alswgnvironmental record depend
on whether it deals with corporate or end-customierdhe latter case, the company
might be especially wary of negative media pubtict consumer boycotts, whereas in
the former case, it could be more worried aboutnta&ning a good reputation among

its few business partners (Swaen and Maignan, 2000)

Step 3: Establishing a vision and a working definibn for CSR

After it clarifies its internal values and norms, well as its key stakeholders and their
Issues, the organization can define a common mgdaimCSR that promotes a socially
responsible shared vision that includes stakehsldetpectations and is compatible
with the organization’s long-term strategic god&veloping a working definition for

CSR is essential if managers and stakeholderoam®rk in the same direction and to
establish the foundations for subsequent CSR amse$s(Government of Canada,
2006). According to Maignan et al. (2005), a wogkidefinition of CSR or CSR

commitments should shed light on two key elemefifsthe motivation supporting the

commitment to CSR and (2) the stakeholders anessilentified as most important to
the organization. The working definition for CSRs@lmust establish a constructive,

socially responsible vision.

A strong leader might create a vision for the fatatigned with the demands from the
environment; this leader also must communicatevikien in an inspiring way so that
employees act accordingly. Moreover, this socialsponsible vision must be
formulated and declared by top management and fiv@malized and communicated
through official documents, such as annual repartsporate brochures, and online
postings. It also should be designed carefully dyy tnanagement in accordance with
identified corporate values and formulated to fithwthe current personal values of

employees (Werre, 2003).
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Step 4: Assessing current CSR status

Auditing current CSR practices.Existing mission statements, policies, codes of
conduct, principles, and other operating documgntsvide logical candidates for
review, as do external documents associated wigrams or initiatives in which the
organization is involved. In addition, consultatiwith key managers who represent key
business functions inside the organization and W#R and industry experts can offer
further insight. Thus, working with a consultingrni that can scrutinize the
organization’s current policies and practices midig an appropriate approach

(O’Connell, 2004).

The objective of an audit of current practiceigdentify organizational characteristics
related to five key CSR aspects: (1) the social @)denvironmental dimensions and
impacts of organizational activities, (3) corpora@evernance issues, (4) corporate

commitment to sustainability, and (5) the socidialogue process.

Another practical CSR audit methodology, suggedigdMorimoto, Ash and Hope
(2005), relies on an analysis of current CSR litem and interviews conducted with
various interested and knowledgeable stakehold@&itss methodology appears
especially relevant because social auditing thgages stakeholders through dialogue
can in turn help build trust, identify commitmerind promote cooperation among

stakeholders and corporations (Gao and Zhang, 2006)

The complexity and scope of CSR concept requinesriaty of procedures to assess the
level of an organization’s responsibility, includiras just a few examples, SA8000, AA

1000, and the Global Reporting Initiative.

Benchmarking competitors’ practices and CSR normsdastandards Benchmarking

CSR practices allows the organization to contirmdighlight what it should keep to
support its competitive advantage, as well as iflemhappropriate activities. The
benchmarking criteria must accord with the charaties of the industry sector under

scrutiny. The process of benchmarking competit@SR practices consists of three
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broad steps: First, the organization identifies ltlkst performers on each CSR-related
issue on the basis of its industry knowledge abinwlustry-specific issues and
recognized CSR champions for more general CSR3s&exond, the process requires
identifying the norms and standards used or deeelopy competitors and then
measuring the performance of the best-in-class nimgions against each of these
benchmarks. Third, the organization should compar@erformance with that of the

best performers to measure the gap.

Learning from peers and sharing experiences magadssible through networks that
offer business managers opportunities for learnibgnchmarking, and capacity
building. Furthermore, such learning can provide plossibility of creating a dialogue
between the organization and its stakeholders, ssclpolicymakers, governments,
investors, social partners, civil society, and a&caids. In Europe, the leading CSR
business network boasts more than 60 leading ratithimal organizations as members
(including Unilever), and since its inception in98) CSR Europe has embraced as its
mission the effort to help organizations integr@®R into the way they do business.
For example, CSR Europe (2003) launched a Europemumap for sustainable and
competitive enterprises that provides a set ofgaatl strategies organizations can use
to integrate CSR into their daily business prastida addition, the group offers daily
practical assistance and information on demandness seminars related to practical
solutions about issues such as diversity and emaplbty, access to more than 250 CSR

best practices, and engagement with stakeholders.

Step 5: Developing a CSR integrated strategic plan

Many organizations want to invest in CSR activitieg face some problems, as the
following quote exemplifies: “In any company, dragi up short- and longer-term
strategies is a familiar procedure. What is oftéil missing up till now is the

integration of the three P’s (planet, people amafifrinto the strategy and the action

plans which derive from it” (Cramer, 2005: 588)
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The first step involves translating values, visioms policy statements into
commitments, expectations, and guiding principéeg.( codes of business conduct and
ethics). Goal setting occurs simultaneously witle tthevelopment of targets and
performance measures. Other supports include thelafanent of an integrated CSR-
enabling structure, such as designating a senfmiadfor a committee responsible for
overall CSR implementation, improving interfunc@ncoordination, building CSR
responsibilities into employees’ job descriptionsid a performance evaluations,
recruiting people knowledgeable in CSRth appropriate attitudes and skills, and
developing regular forums in which to share iss@e®l knowledge across the
organization. At the U.K. retailer Marks and Spender example, the CSR policy
comes from the CSR committee, which is led by tlengany chairperson and
comprises key directors and managers. In additius, committee relies on the CSR
team to embed policy throughout the business, weitables it to “make sure that
there’s a link between decisions made by the CSRwittee and the operational side of
the business,” because as Ed Williams, head obcarp responsibility, notes, “Nothing
will happen if it just remains with the CSR commét We make sure that our people
are in touch with stakeholder expectations andtti&t're developing their policies and

actions accordingly to achieve a win-win” (citedralker, 2005: 30).

Step 6: Implementing the CSR integrated strategic lpn

Several organizations already have developed gnetel for successful CSR
implementation; for example, the Canadian goverrnnugfers useful, relevant, and
detailed guidelines and checkpoints for helping aargations during CSR
implementation (Government of Canada, 2006). Thea@@n guide mentions the
importance of employees and key stakeholders focessful implementation efforts.
Although top management determines the CSR dimectaod strategy, middle
management and employees must implement it in tyeallherefore, middle
management’s role is “to put into effect the dil@ttestablished by top management by

making sure that resources are allocated and dlmutr@ppropriately, monitoring
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performance and behaviour of staff, and where sacgs explaining the strategy to
those reporting to them” (Johnson and Scholes, :2882), as well as communicate and

enforce the top-down vision and CSR implementation.

As the organization’s human face, employees caras@mbassadors, advocates, and
sources of new ideas and information; if not prgpengaged, they also can be a source
of problems. Therefore, good communication musstexetween top management and
employees about the CSR strategy and implementattomgaging employees in
implementation requires focusing on awareness asdrang that they understand the
context and background of the organization’s CSpr@ach, including the motivation,
reasons for adopting a specific approach, relevémtiee organization, how it fits with
existing organizational objectives, any changesctwrent approaches, and other
implications. By involving employees in discussionf CSR implementation, the
organization ensures that these stakeholders geeetense of ownership of and pride

in their organization’s CSR activities (GovernmehCanada, 2006).

Employees’ CSR training also might create awareaesshelp employees understand
how CSR issues affect them and their immediaterenmient. For example, IKEA’s
Co-worker Environment and Social Responsibility ifiirag program, created in
response to the company’s first environmental acfitan in 1992, covers IKEA’s
worldwide environmental and social policies, pragsagoals and performance, and all
aspects of business operations, including supplieeasportation waste management,
CO, emissions, product design, and packaging. Theranoghus is designed to show

employees how they can help the company achiegméls in these areas.

Regular progress updates often help create enfmsiabout a CSR program.
Alternatively, organizations can provide incentivesch as rewarding employees for
relevant suggestions and incorporating CSR perfoce@&lements into job descriptions
to reward employees for CSR-related achievementsd (punish them for

nonconformance). Only when incentives are compatith a more comprehensive

view of stakeholder expectations and contributiailsmanagers’ values change, which
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in turn enables the organizations to create mogasable organizational wealth

(Sachs and Ruhli, 2005).

Corporate and employee’ activities that counteoactall outside CSR principles and
the designed CSR strategy should be detected éadguse they can damage the image
of the organization. Mechanisms and processes bwish place for early detection,
reporting, and resolution of problematic activitdrganizations might consider
anonymous hotlines, e-mail boxes, or ombudsper@@nsernment of Canada, 2006),
but regardless of which method they choose, thegtransure that these mechanisms
are designed well to deal with problems and they tannot be the option of last resort.
For example, a senior manager should take respliysib investigate and report about

compliance with CSR issues.

Step 7: Communication about CSR commitments and pé&rmance

Continuous internal communication about CSR commiits increases awareness of
CSR. The internal communication plan should idgritie communication means, such
as newsletters, annual reports, meetings, andrgaifurthermore, during the moving
phase, communication will consist of reporting dilarges and reassuring employees by
informing them about the program’s progress, a$ agetlarifying any misconceptions.
Thus, top management and the CSR team can saimmitt iabout the effects of the
implementation process, enhance knowledge amongsigdervisory management
personnel, and clearly identify and delineate relationships and expectations (Klein,
1996). During the refreezing stage, communicatierds center more on publicizing
and demonstrating the success of the CSR progmamelhas anchoring the CSR vision

in the day-to-day activities of the organizationd(i§, 1996).

Using collateral media, such as newsletters, magazior other frequent delivery
modes, can be particularly useful, especially enréfreezing stage, to celebrate success
and institutionalize the process, and moving phessejaintain regular and continuous

information dissemination. With regard to externemmunication, organizations face
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greater demands for detailed information aboutsth&al and environmental impacts of
their activities (Burchell and Cook, 2006). In respe to these increasing demands for
transparency, many organizations publish infornmatabout how they fulfill their
responsibilities to stakeholders (Dawkins, 2004g]uding 'annual reports that provide
nonfinancial information and separate reports amsand environmental activities, even

though there is no legal obligation for them tosddBollen, 2004).

IKEA’'s media advertising to the general public demsiates its minimal
communication about its CSR commitments; the nieg ikessages IKEA conveys to
its customers (‘IKEA concept,” ‘IKEA product rangehome furnishing specialist,’
‘low price,” ‘function,’ ‘right quality,” ‘conveniat shopping,” a ‘day out for the whole
family,” and ‘Swedish’; IKEA, 2006; Lewis, 2005) otain no reference to CSR.
Instead, IKEA stresses family and the environmést,Swedish roots, and thus the
solidarity and egalitarianism traditionally asseedwith Sweden. Explains Jean-Louis
Baillot, CEO of IKEA France, “people consider thidEA has an environmental
behavior” because of its Scandinavian roots, whigans that “it is ultimately not
inevitably necessary to speak about it” (Comité 2@04). However, IKEA stores’
brochures contain information about various progiugnvironmental impact, and
catalogs once featured two pages devoted to CSRethethough that information has
disappeared in the latest editions. Inside staestomers can read about IKEA’s cause-
related marketing campaigns and cooperative actioitis Save the Children and
UNICEF, as well as review “green panels” that aewisem about good consumption
practices. Information about the organization’s Q®Hces also appear in its public
codes of conduct, brochures, and annual reporgslaéle through the national IKEA

Web sites.

IKEA's first social and environmental responsilyiliteport, published in 2004 for the
year 2003, described how IKEA had incorporated G&RB its supply chain and its
collaborations with various NGOs. Anders Dahlvigs@ of IKEA, declared at the time

that IKEA’s partners “have been eager to start waylseriously with these issues and
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have progressed step by step, but it is only nolenmwve have accomplished a little
more, that it seems right to start telling the msthe world about it.” The CEO also
stressed that it was best to remain humble abouat vihe organization had
accomplished so far, “because there is so much riatestill remains to be done”
(IKEA, 2004: 36). IKEA thus has chosen to be caugian communicating its CSR to
avoid promoting “itself as a target for anti-glakation organizations who focus on big
brand names like ours despite our many communitg-environment-friendly policies
and contributions” (Marianne Barner, communicationanager at IKEA, quoted in

Lewis, 2005: 175).

More clearly involved in a refreezing process, ipbilrecently provided detailed CSR
reports, which the company views as valuable témiSmaintaining a dialogue with a
variety of interested parties, including sharehddecustomers, business partners,
governmental and non-governmental organizations ahd@ourse, Philips employees
around the world, who work daily to improve the amgation’s performance” (Philips,
2005: 2). Unilever, for its part, considers its W&te the central means to provide
annual updates about its progress and explain hasvimplementing CSR principles

across its whole business (Unilever, 2007: 24).

As these three cases illustrate, organizations meiseady to communicate externally
what they have realized and what they still hopadioieve. Corporate decisions related
to the nature and the level of communication al@8R practices remain complex,
because communication needs vary across stakebptterpriority they place on CSR
issues, and their potential harmful impact or iefiae. Thus, the clear identification of
key stakeholders and their expectations, as wetiomtinuous CSR dialogue, remain

cornerstones of the CSR communication strategy.

Step 8: Evaluating CSR integrated strategies and aamunication

To improve the CSR program, evaluations shouldaseth on measuring, verifying, and

reporting, with the objectives of determining whaidrks well, why, and how to ensure
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it will continue; investigating what is not workingell and why; exploring barriers to
success and ways to overcome them; and revisitiiggnal goals or establishing new

ones as necessary (Government of Canada, 2006).

Regular formal reviews of CSR activities enablekektelders recognize progress and
activities and make activities both visible andhgparent. The audit process provides
just such a mechanism and thus becomes the thde&iroinatching performance and
expectations. The value of such audits increastgeiprocess appears rigorous, which
may be achieved by involving external auditors oblighing the performance results
compared with the target standards. Finally, stakksis should be invited to verify the

organization’s CSR performance.

Step 9: Institutionalizing CSR

With the introduction of any new strategy, a questrises: How can we maintain our
momentum and ensure the continuation of the ing& An initiative that starts with
enthusiasm may not survive in an organization, @aflg in times of economic

recession that create huge risks (Cramer, 2005).

To be sustainable, activities must be institutimeal into the organization and
considered part of the culture, because they haea bdopted as the long-term strategy
and decision-making guide. Committing resources estdblishing rewards/penalties
for achievement provide powerful and symbolic iradicns of this dedication to the

initiative.

Continuous stakeholder dialogue

To align with stakeholders’ interests and creategiterm value, organizations must
develop, apply, and maintain necessary managenmapetences and capabilities to deal
with stakeholder concerns (Ayuso, Rodriguez andiRi006). When developing the
CSR program, initiating a structured CSR dialogae @entify and help respond to

expectations and address key concerns in advantgurieg consensus about the
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working definition of CSR and the socially respdsivision of the organization also is

crucial (Draper, 2006).

During the implementation phase, ongoing stakehmoldéalogue and deeper
collaborations with key stakeholders encourage dbeelopment of knowledge and
know-how about specific issues faced by the orgditia. For example, IKEA paid
considerable attention to its relationships with World Wildlife Fund and UNICEF,
entering into ongoing dialogues, establishing frasd making compromises along the
way, which resulted in highly successful relatidpsh This example demonstrates the
importance of involving external stakeholders ie thonitoring process, because that
involvement indicates that the organization is mglto change its CSR policies and

signals its credibility to the outside world.

During the evaluation of CSR policies, transpargakeholder dialogue drives future
improvements. Such transparency also plays a pesiie in determining stakeholders’
attitudes toward the organization (Maon, Swaen, laindgreen, 2010). Stakeholders
who are engaged in a regular and transparent dialagth an organization demonstrate

less skepticism than do others.

Moreover, continuous, constructive dialogue dutting refreezing phase helps fix any
weaknesses and correct any deficiencies, which giesrthe institutionalization of the
CSR vision and processes and increases the cigdibil published results. Philips
continuously keeps in touch with its stakeholdéreoigh exchange and dialogue
mechanisms that are tailored to the categoriesagEbolders, including surveys, focus
groups, networking practices, meetings, and sd fatepending on the nature of the

relationship, as we depict in Table 6.

In Table 7, we summarize the different factors tp&y key roles in the CSR
implementation process. Factors critical for CSRlementation, therefore, reside at

the organizational level and individual level.
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TABLE 6:
Stakeholder dialogue at Philips

STAKEHOLDERS MEANS OF INTERACTION DEDICATED INTERFACE
Division Country/Region Corporate
Primary Buyers
stakeholders Customers B2B = Advisory boards, co-R&D, co-strategy development X X
B2C = Surveys (trend related, customer satisfaction-adlat
application research), complaint resolution, foguaups
Suppliers
Suppliers/business partners = Supplier days (local, global), co-R&D, industry nieenship X
Financial service providers = Ongoingad hocinvolvement, financial ratings X
Internal
Employees = Employee engagement surveys, town meetings, people X X X
performance management system, compliance managiemen
system, ombudsman
Social investors =Surveys X
Mainstream investors =Road shows, analyst (face-to-face) meetings, rating X
Secondary Lateral
stakeholders Academia =Co-R&D, exchange programs, local networking X X
NGOs = Surveys, project developmeat] hocinvolvement X X
Communities = Social investment activities focused on educatiwh lzealth, X
local networking
Regulatory bodies = Local networking (business / community driven),tiggpation X X
in advisory bodies, cooperation in community prtgec
Media = Local networking, surveys X X X
Competitors/other companies  =Industry membership, network for best practiceg. (e. X X X

WBCSD, Global Compact)

Source: Adapted from Philips (2005: 21).



TABLE 7:
Critical success factors in the CSR design and impteation proce§s

LEVEL STAGE

Unfreeze

Move

Refreeze

Organizational » Thinking in terms of long-
term engagement rather
than quick fix solutions
though including quick

wins to build confidence.

= Engaging with external
stakeholders.

= Connecting CSR vision
and strategy with core
values, competencies and
functional strategies.

= Building upon existing
organizational structures
and process. Expanding
after.

» Considering mistakes
as an opportunity to
learn and improve
CSR programs and
policies.

= Getting regular
stakeholder
feedback.

= Fostering the presence
of moral, CSR
champions at all
levels of the
organization.

» Relying on existing,
available tools and
expertise.

= Communicating
achievements and
limits in a
transparent and
meaningful way.

= Sharing experience
and learning with and
from peers.

Individual = Getting key people’s
commitment (directors,

owners, senior managers).

= Involving employees in
developing CSR programs
and fostering creative and
innovative thinking.

» Ensuring the organization
has adequate internal skills
and knowledge and
training employees in
CSR-related issues.

* Involving employees
in implementing CSR
initiatives.

» Formalizing CSR
objectives through
official documents
and regular
communication.

= Creating enthusiasm
and credibility around
CSR (e.g. by
providing updates on
progress).

= Emphasizing
relationships between
new behaviors and
success.

= Rewarding people
who create CSR
successes.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Our article addresses several questions. Firstideatify Lewin’'s (1951) planned
change model as a means to capture the dynamiosiassl with adopting a CSR
orientation. Second, we combine planned changeridseavith limited research on

implementing a CSR orientation.

® This stable has been slightly adapted from thdighed version of the article.
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On the basis of three case studies, we identify $tages in the process of developing
and implementing CSR in an organization and pdsit these stages encompass nine

steps whose the role and importance vary acrosstdiges.

Our findings are supported by real-time industryadiéat offer the first examples of
change process toward CSR orientation. As sucharigte both identifies new insights
and extends extant theory by building on previcesearch (Cramer, 2005; Hardjono
and de Klein, 2004; Khoo and Tan, 2002; Maignaal.e2005; Panapanaan et al., 2003;
Werre, 2003). Third, we identify those factors theat critical to the successful
development and implementation of CSR orientatidrese factors span the corporate,

organizational, and managerial levels.

The findings in turn give rise to several insigint® the practice of CSR. First, the four-
stage model of change in Figure 3 provides arainitad map for managers seeking to
implement CSR-oriented change. Our framework alsmldc be adopted by

organizations that require more evolutionary chagif@rts. For example, organizations
that already possess a set of CSR-oriented valuessthuggle to implement them

effectively can use this framework to recognizet ttheey need to address issues of
refreezing immediately by, for example, buildingedéack systems and identifying

short-term wins. Second, our findings indicate thetause many functions must work
in unison to execute a CSR program successfullyyagers need to invest in internal
marketing programs that educate organizational neesnbbout the CSR program’s
success, as well as CSR-relevant activities. Sutelnnal marketing programs should be
reinforced with a reconfigured human resource @ systems that helps ensure buy-in

to the CSR program.

Our article also highlights the imperative to deyeleven more comprehensive
frameworks when it comes to the design and impléatiem of CSR policies. From that
perspective, our developed framework representsréisalt of extensive effort to

synthesize key challenges and facilitators in tifeRCdesign and implementation
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process. The next essential step should be to beitections about CSR practices to a

relevant and constructive operational level.

As is the case for most research, our study hasralelimitations that affect our

interpretations. A real-time or longitudinal studfyCSR processes could offer insights
beyond those we obtain by relying on historicabinfation and respondent recall.
Similarly, instead of relying on the recall of averganizational members, further
research could conduct interviews with a range takeholders, which might help

identify the tensions involved in managing the C®Rogram across different

stakeholders. Our results also focus on radicaln@d change efforts, though more
evolutionary, emergent efforts also exist, suchaasng organizations that already
come close to a CSR orientation. We further relyewamining CSR programs for three
organizations in very different industry sectorsiditional research should carry out
case studies that might challenge our findings ghogeneralizing across industry
sectors can be difficult. These limitations sholtd considered when interpreting our
results; however, even despite them, we believe studly offers several important

contributions.
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APPENDIX 1:
Study design and additional methodological elements

Sample companies

Companies in this research study were selectedarmomly. The following selection

criteria were set up by mutual agreement betweemndsearchers:

Companies should already have implemented CSR, egahknresearcher to draw conclusions
about the CSR implementation and associated CSR coitation;
Companies had to undergo or had undergone significiaanges by implementing structured

and integrated CSR programs and/ or in their CSR cariuation;

Companies had to have publicly available and easitgssible information about the company’s
CSR programs and initiatives, enabling researcheggrdpare and ask specific, well-founded

questions during the interview and write detailad a-depth case studies;

Companies had to have a B2C focus, through that tiaig research on stakeholder

interactions;

Companies had to be multinational corporations waittinternational focus in order to stimulate

potential interest for the research and represehbanogeneous sample;

Companies had to be located within reach of theareber, preferably in the Netherlands or in

Belgium for convenience purpose.

A list of companies that complied with the aboventiened criteria and conditions
was. Banks were excluded because of the diffidalgpproaching stakeholders. It was

furthermore decided not to focus on a particulpetgf industry:

IKEA was chosen for its world-wide business, and issohical background and experiences in
corporate social responsibility analyzed in a prasistudy (see Maon, Swaen and Lindgreen,
2010)

Philips was chosen for its world-wide business, its histdrbackground and experiences in
corporate social responsibility, its number onekinag at the Dow Jones Sustainability Index, its
outstanding Sustainability Report, and the numbee oanking of PhilipsSustainability
Webpage 2008y Jungle Rating

Unilever was chosen for its world-wide business, its hisarbackground and experiences in

corporate social responsibility, its sixth unintgried number one ranking in the food industry
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category at théow Jones Sustainability Indeits detailedSocial and Environmental Repprt

and the number two ranking of UnileveBsistainability Webpage 204 Jungle Rating

Selection of respondents in companies, interview ptocol and collected data

Due to the importance of selecting respondentsctiafig the quality of the research
study, efforts were made to localise the most gmpte person in each company for
the interview. The first contact with the possibleerviewee was made by sending an
introduction letter that presented the scope & tbsearch study and by getting in touch
by phone a few days later. Table 8 below gives\arwew of the interviewees, their
functions, and the length of the interviews — ttwatk place between March and May
2006. Prior to each interview recent news artictesporate webpages, promotional
material and existing case study analyzes regariti@gcompany and other secondary
data were reviewed to recall the available inforamatabout the company, and to
improve the researchers’ familiarity with the compand its CSR practices (see Table
9). The interview questions were set-up prior ® gbmi-structured interviews, using an
open-ended design open-ended design (see Bleeagthar, T2002). Interview questions

were focusing on:

The history of CSR development at the case company

The nature and type of CSR programs and effortseamehted

The nature and type of communicational initiatilieked to CSR programs and efforts

The target of CSR communicational initiatives

The perceptions of stakeholders concerning CSR progyeend initiatives

The perceptions of stakeholders concerning CSRegtledmmunicational initiatives developed

by the case company.

The interview protocol allowed for follow-up quests that attempted to induce greater
insights into specific lines of inquiry, such agalls about specific events, perceptions,
and past achievements (see Snow, Zurcher, andr§job@82). After each interview,

additional data was collected in order to corrotmeand nuance previous findings.
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TABLE 8:
Interviews at IKEA, Philips and Unilever

Function of the interviewee Interview Number of retranscripted
length (hours) pages(Font 12, single-spaced)
IKEA National Environmental Manager 1,5 27
(The Netherlands)
National Communication Director 1,5 25
(Belgium)
Philips Senior Vice President of the 2 31
Corporate Sustainability Office
Unilever  pevelopment Manager 2 35
TABLE 9:
Additional data collected for essay 1
Main sources of information
IKEA 7 articles from scientific journals and existingeastudy analyzes, 3 books on IKEA and
Ingvar Kamprad (founder), 3 unpublished scientifiticles, 8 CSR reports and brochures,
31 company webpages, 17 NGO webpages, 3 publisipegclses/ interviews, 12
newspaper articles, 27 other webpages and artiélesrticles from 2 internal IKEA
magazines, one general CSR training of four hourtdurand 103 sheets from that CSR
training, 7 store visits.
Philips 3 books, 5 annual reports, 4 sustainability repoBts company webpages, 17 NGO
webpages, 9 published speeches/ interviews,16 @esparticles, 8 company articles,
press realeases and presentations, 72 other aréinkk webpages, 2 internal webpages, 8
internal brochures/ posters, and 7 internal sustdlity E-newsletters, 3 on-site visits.
Unilever 5 scientific articles and existing case study aredy 18 annual reports or annual reviews,

15 social & environmental reports and reviews, ®Kso 11 published speeches and
interviews, 57 company webpages, 18 NGO webpageasvipaper articles, 59 other

articles and webpages, 5 company articles and petssses, 59 other webpages, 2 on-site
visits.

These multiple data collection methods increasedabustness of the findings, helped

compensate for the weaknesses of any one datatomtienethod, improved the quality

of the final interpretation, and contributed to wnesdata triangulation (Strauss and

Corbin, 1998).

Coding process, within- and cross-case analyses

All interviews and key information contained in spe CSR-related company

documents were open coded / classified into segeratral and specific matrices. Main

initial categories of code were related to the thgenorientations at the heart of our

interview protocol and based on the history of tevelopment of CSR strategic

agendas at the case companies. These general reedegb codes included: market
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intelligence; organizational culture and valuesadiership role (top vs. middle
management); inter-functional coordination; Systensteering concepts, and
organisational arrangements; training initiativésternal communication (tone and
frequency); external communication (tone and fregy® role of and attention given to

particular stakeholder categories (internal aneret).

Then we developed axial code categories (StraudsCambin, 1998). The particular
process of defining, removing, and naming axial esodvas fundamentally a
“disciplined imagination” process that suggestedeotitical categories and
subcategories, informed by existing frameworks &RCdevelopment (see Cramer,
2005; Khoo and Tan, 2002; Maignan et al., 2005;vMirand Googins, 2006,

Panapanaan et al., 2003; Were, 2003). Through tthat-and-error process, we

progressively brought concepts together within gsopelevels of abstraction in a

selective coding process that attempted to assendad refine theory (Strauss and
Corbin, 1998). This process allowed more clearlgitieg specific case information and
events with Lewin’s (1951) force field model of clgg, which constituted the driver

that impelled the ‘story’ forward.

Especially, through within-case analyzes, we fiatused on each case separately.
Within-case analyses were compiled into three imiekry, case-specific manuscripts of
respectively — including appendices — 133 page&AK 273 pages (Philips) and 205
pages (Unilever), available upon request. Thenouiin comprehensive cross-case
analyses, we looked for common patterns between @&Rlopment processes and

category characteristics (Eisenhardt 1989; Yin 2003

Quality control

Yin (2003) suggests that researchers continuabgsssthe quality of their case study
design. Four tests that are generally used arevatuae if the study has construct
validity, internal validity, external validity andeliability. They should be applied

during the study design, data collection, data yeisl and reporting. Table 10
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emphasizes key tactics (cf. Lindgreen, 2008; Y003 and associated actions taken by

the researchers in this study in order to secwweldsign tests of validity and reliability.

TABLE 10:
Case study tactics and responses (cf. Lindgreer 200 Yin, 2003)

DESIGN TESTS CASE STUDY TACTICS  ACTIONS TAKEN IN THIS RESEARCH

Construct
validity

Internal validity

External validity

Reliability

. Chain of evidence
. Triangulation

- Pattern matching

- Explanation building
. Time series analysis
. Type of data

. Triangulation

- Replication logic in

multiple-case studies

. Research methods
. Type of data collected -
. Research methods

- Specification of

population of interest

. Interview and case

study protocols

. Clearly conceptualized

concepts

- Multiple indicators
- Pilot tests
. Triangulation

. Collection of rich data and use of multiple datarses

(primary and secondary)

. Use of multiple methods (interviews, field visitgntent

analyses, case feedback from respondents);

- Use of multiple case studies;

. Development of rich cases descriptions;

. Establishment of a chain of evidence throughousthdy;

. Getting suggestions from knowledgeable colleagues;

- Regular discussions between co-authors;

. Submission of early versions of article to two pemriewed

conferences

- Building of CSR development timelines for each cadernm

the basis of an initial coding scheme for the cieasse analysis;

- Development of a cross-case analysis;
. Grounding of CSR development-related phenomena a dat
- Allowance of respondents to give feedback on in¢svg and

drafts of cases;

. Discussion of the findings with knowledgeable cafjaes;
- Regular discussions between co-authors;
. Collection of rich data and use of multiple datarsea

(primary and secondary)

- Multiple cases investigated using replication lpgic

. Establishment of a detailed description of the exnof the

CSR-oriented study and locating each case withinciiwatext;

Use of a standardized interview protocol;

. Use of a clear procedure for data analysis anchgodi

- Collection of rich data and use of multiple datarses

(primary and secondary)

. Use of same data collection procedure for each case
. Use of multiple concepts from extant literature alehr

definitions of key notions;

. Development of the interview guide on the basia pfevious

case study focusing on similar CSR-related impleatent
issues (see Maon et al., 2010);

- Development of a coherent and standardized intergigde;
. Transcription interviews and other notes;
- Provision of links to online and physical artifgcts

- Collection of rich data and use multiple data sosi{peimary

and secondary)
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APPENDIX 2 (TABLE 11):
trative interview quotes - key steps of theRC8rategic agenda development at Philips, IKEA Eniever

SENSITIZE

1. Raising CSR awareness inside tf
organization

- (...) That started at the end of the 6C
70s. It was mainly related to tk
environmental area. A member of t
Board of Management, responsible
Research & Development, took part
the Club of Rome, where the rep
“Limits to Growth” was published
When he came back to Eindhoven, F
Philips, president at that time, said ‘V
have to start an environment
department’ (PHILIPS MANAGER)

(...) In reality, being socially
responsible in a structured manner, C
at IKEA has developed in the 80s wh
IKEA ran into some conflicts related
the use of raw materials and th
functioning. (...) We had to d
something. We were loosing mark
share. So we took steps that wo
protect IKEA's future. Internally, thi
has been received positively, and pec
also expected us to make the ri
decisions based on transfer
knowledge. At the end of the 80s, a
of people appeared with knowledge
forestry, and our own co-workers we
asking questions. So, there were t
reasons, one internal and one exte
(IKEA MANAGER 1)

- (...) The CSR | am talking about , “tf;
license to operate” strongly depends
the CEO (UNILEVER MANAGER)

UNFREEZE

€2. Assessing corporate purpose in societal context 3. Establishing a vision and a

working definition for CSR

4. Assessing current CSR status

s /(...) In the environmental area, Philips has altrack-record of - (...) For IKEA, CSR is more than a- (...) A few years ago we started on investigate
grograms (...). We always say that it [sustainaljiliy in our commercial strategy; it is a vision (...)what [kind of social activities] happened at
n®ONA, [Philips’] sustainability is from before theerim existed, And it is totally imperative for this Philips, all were very fragmented based on too
drecause we were acting ‘sustainable’ for a long taiready. We vision to be grounded in both habits anchany separated decision-making processes
ihaven’'t followed fashionable ‘trend’, and that is hyv day-to-day activity, for everyone (IKEA(PHILIPS MANAGER)
bifisustainability] is so embedded in all the orgatids activiies MANAGER 1) - (...) On top of that, all products- and services-
. (...). The [revised values] lie at the heart of company, reflecting - (...} If people see IKEA as a companyelated development processes are checked on
ithe way in which we want to interact with all stekédlers and that is polluting the environmentenvironmental soundness, which is embedded as
Veuiding our behavior every day of our working livV@BHILIPS creating wastes or emissions, or wastirgpermanent part in the product creation process.
aMANAGER) resources, then we are not living up th results in knowing which environmental
- (...) Stakeholders are divided into different greupor instance: our mission as it must be understooémprovements/redesign can be implemented.
media, and academia and other universities, cusgymeon That is a very strong matter. We aréhese [improvements] are then implemented,
Sgovernmental, suppliers, other business partnées,(e.) So, all meeting customers face-to-face evesometimes all of them, sometimes a few, and
estakeholders are divided into stakeholder groupsiato different day. As a company built on the vision teometimes none, depending on economic
sub-groups, per region or country. Dependent omé#iare of the create a better every day life for theonsiderations. Then, the top products are
cistakeholder groups and based on several critehidip$ keeps in majority of the people, of course wéenchmarked against [products of] competitors
btouch with them. At Philips, we believe we haveaod opinion must take environmental issueand against other products. We call these
edbout which issues are important for our stakehsldEhe most seriously” (IKEA MANAGER 2) products  Green Flagships (PHILIPS
ldnportant ones are more specifically analyzed, @Mulips - (...) As clearly evoked in both internaMANAGER)
s manages to hear stakeholder opinions and stimdkeback and public documents, people at(...) IKEA uses external knowledge to figure
pteocesses. We develop participative processes akel part in Unilever must be committed toout whether we are doing the right thing, like
Jlubnsultations etc. etc. Once every three year jstésipported by a contributing to sustainablewith international and national environmental
eteputation research (PHILIPS MANAGER) development. We truly endeavor terganizations (...). IKEA does consult them
at (...) Locally, it is impossible to satisfy everybodfall work with other businesses, civil societgvery year (IKEA MANAGER 1)
O8takeholders](...). External stakeholders are niyt the customers, organizations and governments towards(_..) | do have a lot of contact with colleagues
"But also governments, people living near IKEA stomsd achieving this goal. Look... Officially, from other companies and especially those who
“distribution centers, suppliers... These are all vibves main we recognize this as “a commercigh my opinion would be or are possible partners.
Nghkeholders (IKEA MANAGER 1) imperative as we will only be able tq am consulting theRaad van de Nederlandse
- (...) To measure the opinion of external stakehwsidenainly Maximize shareholder value and prospgfetailhandel [=Belgian FEDIS] a lot, and
€onsumers, IKEA has other means, such as cust@seanch. The in the long term if we operate in a morgainly the bigger retail companies like KBB
OMarket Capital Researcis conducted almost daily, in each stogstainable  way”  (UNILEVER (HEMA and theBijenkorfare part of it). These
(IKEA MANAGER 1) MANAGER) consultations are to find out who is doing what”
(IKEA MANAGER 2)




UNFREEZE (CONT.)

5. Developing a CSR-integrated strategic
plan

- (...) In 2003 for instance, Philips started w
a specific management agenda
sustainability, (...). We have defined k
performance indicators for sustainability.
has resulted in a lot of attention [f
sustainability] and clearly allows the compa
to go move faster on key issues (PHILI
MANAGER)

- (...) But the whole organization had to
changed. (...) This also resulted in a lot
resistance (...). This kind of policies on
comes from the top management. W¥
shaping a policy, several forces are shapin
not only bottom-up and external forces... (.
An  environmental structure and
environmental plan have been develop
which sends everybody to do their work.
this process, the support and commitmen
stakeholders is important, because they
the confirmation to IKEA, its developers, a
the partners with whom IKEA is cc
operating” (IKEA MANAGER 1)

(...) We developed quite a compl
structure. Basically, the corpora
responsibility and reputation committee m
comprise minimum three independent n
executive directors as well as the execu
director, who is actually chairing the corpor
responsibility  council. This committe
supervises Unilever's conduct concerning
reputation and obligations as a respons

MoVE

&liating CSR integrated
strategies and communication

6. Implementing CSR-integrated strategic plan

7. Communicating about CSR commitments and perfuzena

th (...) Taking about three to four hours, the tragnican be - (...) The next step is to follow up tho
fdollowed per Intranet or in class. That training hts be codes of conduct by organizing audits
eyttended within a half year, and that is monitcesdwell. That several levels: by IKEA and by extern
is a first step, to pass on a feeling about whaEAKdoes. partners - what has been done the last €
oiTraining and communication constitute means to pass years (...). IKEA conducts audits in thr
nfeelings concerning what is expected from a co-wpork..). ways: the people who make appointme
PBhere is a standardized training package, whicltdépied per IKEA's own IWAY auditors, and audit
country (IKEA MANAGER 1) by KPMG, PriceWaterhouseCoopers, €

REFREEZE

9. Institutionalizing CSR

7. (cont.)

se (...) Well, we think Philips is pretty far
@ embedding the topic of sustainability in
alhe organization and not viewing it as a
igleparate issue (...). Sustainability can't be
casuccessfully addressed in isolation or as
hisn 'add-on' to our day-to-day business (...)
s All functions, businesses and regions must
tbe involved in managing sustainability

be (..) An efficient policy can only be designed antkKEA's policy objectives are stated, andssues. It's embedded in our corporate

habout what is going to happen (IKEA MANAGER 1) and considered as credible by our o

€...) Readmas an internal magazine, directed at co-workersPEOPle, but also byexternal - partner
Jdlso published a lot about CSR issues. In casepgliet is (IKEA MANAGER 1) )

-thentioned, it can be send to the particular supplieis a - (---) In case of social changes, seve
Ahagazine purely focused internally IKEA MANAGER 2)  consultative bodies within Philips exist
eq'(...) Philips provides workshops [on sustainapjliand is find out what t_emplc_)yees think about the
1) ry busy with embedding [sustainability] in allaiting (“'_): Regarding |nt_ernal_ _stakeholde
.Qitivities. For my own sustainability network pldcat the " NillPS measures their opinion by seve
1'aﬁlisional and corporate levels, we have developeskparate SUVEYS: €.0. the Employee Engagem
“whether we meet requirements and what we haveto.l&lext,

orporate curriculum, a special learning program ook Survey where employees are asl
we have a separate e-learning tool within the drgaion 'SSPonsible —company —or - rather
environmentally responsible compar
. . employees  usuall react ositive
'€ (...) Philips always looks for dialogue ( poY y P
J&Sb of the Corporate Sustainability Office. But aen’t do that R di blicity. for inst
"one. We have a ‘network’. In addition, all protigivisions " (.-) el_gz:r 'n% pud_lm %h'lpr Instang
"Eploy someone who has the same job, at the pratiliston 1€ JOurnalists and media, Fhilips measy
its external communication in k&Pl 250.
®This network | used to find out what developmentg ar tainabili lated ticl
ppening in society, at governmental level andtritiatives ]'(sus a”;)? lity-relate Phpl_ress ar;?_ﬁflm
blfe "developed by NGOs and by other companies (mgLfavorable —to llips - ( :

afnplemented when top management decides and cledolyns those have to be monitored to be valyetrategy, our manufacturing and products,

wend our extended business
(PHILIPS MANAGER)

- (...) They are not only able, but they
rehve to, otherwise they are not the right
t@mployees. IKEA focuses highly on the
roreativity of its co-workers and tries to
stimulate  it. We have introduced
ralternational projects, like energy and
e@O2 reduction programs, paper, waste,
arhnsport and next year will be about
lypackaging. By organizing a competition,
ano-workers are challenged to think of
\improvements] ideas, to join the
lyompetition  (...). Co-workers are
challenged to think of how to change and
ghow to improve. For IKEA it is also a way
rt@ save money (IKEA MANAGER)

- (...) In 2005, we dismissed something
dike 70 people for breaches of our Code,
ar@pproximately 20 less than in 2004
5 (UNILEVER MANAGER)

system

corporate citizen (UNILEVER MANAGER)

whether they think Philips is a social
2XPHILIPS MANAGER)
). Thabiar job, the. o) |ps MANAGER)
R el Per region and per country, another persarsponsible. or instance.  we measure  whet
MANAGER) MANAGER)
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ESSAY 2

Organizational stages and cultural phases: A critial review and a

consolidative model of corporate social responsiliy development®®

ABSTRACT

Based on a stakeholder-oriented conceptualizaidBSR, this article offers a multi-
dimensional, dynamic perspective that integratesamoultural and strategic aspects of
the CSR development process, together with itsrozgéional implications. Therefore,
the authors link existing stage models of CSR dgveaknt with stakeholder culture and
social responsiveness continuums and provide aotdasve model that highlights a
seven-stage development process toward CSR, atgcublround three cultural phases
(i.e., CSR reluctance, CSR grasp and CSR embednhert)context in which literature
on CSR development and implementation tends to ®erlyo segmented, this
consolidative model integrates organizational valuend culture together with
management processes and operations. In its emspbasithe importance of the
organizational context and characteristics in aedy of organizations’ CSR
development, the proposed consolidative model ®ff@vel research perspectives and

highlights the relevance of adopting a phase-deperapproach.

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility, organizationalture, stakeholder culture,

literature review

® Joint work with Professors Adam Lindgreen (Uniwgrsof Hull) and Valérie Swaen (Université
catholique de Louvain).

19 An early version of this essay has been preseatttéte seconthternational Sustainability Conference
(Basel University) in 2008. This essay has beeniglud in thelnternational Journal of Management
Reviewsn 2010 (Volume 12, Issue 1, pp. 20-38).
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In the last few years, companies have begun to tmeyend traditional philanthropy and basic

compliance into a new kind of corporate and soagsponsibility.

— Jane Nelsondirector of the CSR Initiative, Harvard Kennedy SdhafdGovernment, 2006

INTRODUCTION

As socioeconomic actors demand more than everotigainizations demonstrate their
economic, legal, ethical and discretionary resgalitsés (Carroll, 2004; Margolis and

Walsh, 2003), corporate social responsibility (C®83$ become a primary concern for
contemporary business activities. A growing numbérorganizations support and
conduct social and environmental programs, develihycal codes of conducts and
charters, work in partnerships with nongovernmerdgejganizations (NGOs) and

international federations, collaborate within CS&works (e.g., Business for Social
Responsibility, CSR Europe) and attempt to positialues and ethical considerations
at the heart of their business model and orgawizaliculture. Through such CSR-

related initiatives, organizations undertake tdilfuheir accountability to society.

For decades, scholars have focused primarily oul¢ffieition and ethical foundation of
CSR-related concepts (Carroll, 1979; Windsor, 200@0d, 1991). The field of CSR

studies comprises profuse approaches, theoriestemunologies that are diverse,
ambiguous and often complex (Garriga and Melé, 0¥ addition, marketing and

management scholars have worked extensively tblesigotential business rationales
for CSR and investigated the effects of CSR comenitihon reputation and financial
performance (e.g., Burke and Logsdon, 1996; ENgepb and Mohr, 2006; Margolis

and Walsh, 2003).

Yet academic literature, until recently, more rarehs considered the organizational
and practical aspects of CSR implementation byrgarozation (Lindgreen, Swaen and
Maon, 2009). Although CSR often represents a gjiedtly essential orientation for the

organization, few comprehensive models analyzeategptation of existing strategic
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policies, organizational culture and practices t€3R perspective, prompting Smith
(2003) to argue that the time had come to addreas rather than whether, to commit
to CSR.

Scholars thus endeavor to answer concerns and emgagforts to conceptualize CSR
according to a more dynamic and implementationatei@ perspective, with the goal of
understanding how CSR unfolds in organizations widt triggers organizational
engagement in CSR initiatives. This emerging reseatream features both conceptual
developments and empirical investigations, notéfabge related to an understanding of
the internal and external factors of social chaimgerganizations (e.g., Aguilera et al.,
2007; Basu and Palazzo, 2008; den Hond and de BaRR87) and the design and
structure of CSR strategies and policies (e.g.,lileand Ochoa, 2008; Maon,
Lindgreen and Swaen, 2009; Russo and Tencati, 260f)ecting trail-blazing CSR
typologies and conceptualizations (Eells, 1956; tafal 1967; Zenisek, 1979), a
growing body of academic and managerial literatls® deals with the organizational
developments required to integrate CSR principiés business models and processes
(e.g., Dunphy, Griffiths and Benn, 2003; Mirvis a@bogins, 2006; Zadek, 2004).
These conceptualizations generally rely on the iolea level-by-level process along
which internal capabilities gradually get applienl gocietal issues and drive CSR
development. However, researchers do not alwaygeag@n the description and
articulations of the various organizational stage€SR development, their respective
content, the key leverages of the organizationalgmess on the CSR path or the
theoretical foundations supporting various modehjch suggests the need for a

consolidative perspective of the many models of @8®lopment.

Furthermore—and despite the widely accepted viemipihiat the changes required to
progress toward CSR often require fundamental sshift organizational culture
(Doppelt, 2003; Lyon, 2004)—analyzes of the orgam@nal and cultural implications
of the CSR development process remain underdew&lopenly partially evoked in

existing models. Moving into the later stages oRGfvelopment nonetheless requires
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members of the organization, both individually amdlectively, to make sense of the
CSR concept and internalize CSR values at all $eyBhsu and Palazzo, 2008). In
particular, to integrate CSR principles into anamigation’s long-term strategy and
decision-making criteria, the organization must endke transition from an utterly
economy-driven culture to a more value-laden calt(de Woot, 2005) and from a
negative duty-based morality (which leads the omgion to prevent corporate actions
that can harm others) to the incorporation of atpesduty-based morality that spans
institutional, organizational and individual levelsd leads the organization to advocate
a willing, active commitment to help others obtgieir best (Swanson, 1995, 1949)
That is, the organization must build on corporaddues to create an organizational
culture that promotes openness, does not focuty smeself-interest and adopts other-
regarding sentiments (Jones, Felps and Bigley, R@¥ganizational culture also must
lead the organization in redefining members’ relaghips and altering its interactions

and collaborations with stakeholders and the enwi@nt (Etzioni, 1988).

In a context in which CSR-related literature temoldbe segmented according to the
various aspects of the CSR development processieeed integrative frameworks that
provide a more comprehensive perspective on CSRIg@went (Swanson, 1999). In
particular, to offer such a perspective on cormatogression toward CSR from a
stakeholder-oriented view, we undertake a critiealew of existing CSR development
models based on psychology, organizational andnbssi and society literature to
provide a descriptive, integrative model of CSRalepment on which further research
efforts might build. Our seven-stage consolidativedel of CSR development revolves
around three cultural phases (CSR reluctance, Q&8Bpgand CSR embedment) and
highlights both underlying rationales for and kemensions of CSR development. By

™ n line with Crane and Matten (2005: 11), we comeeimorality’ as “concerned with the norms,
values, and beliefs embedded in social processéshvdefine right and wrong for an individual or a
community”. In particular, we consider that suclsibasense of right and wrong precedes ‘ethicst, itha
“concerned with the study of morality and the apgiion of reason to elucidate specific rules and
principles that determine right and wrong for anyeg situation” (2005: 11). Such rules are refetieds
‘ethical theories’. It must be noted that Joneale(2007) distinguish ‘traditional’ morality (olgiation
and duty, honesty and respect, fairness and eqeatye and assistance) from market morality (self-
interest).
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stressing complementary linkages among existing elsodf CSR development, the
morally based stakeholder culture continuum dewaopy Jones et al. (2007) and
Clarkson’s (1995) continuum of corporate postusard social responsiveness, we
help consolidate cultural, moral, strategic andaargational elements that characterize

an organization at different stages of its CSR bigreent.

First, our consolidative model emphasizes that GffRelopment implies a deep
comprehension and integration of the moral anducalltevolution that CSR demands.
This assumption stems from the idea that orgamizali culture shapes the context
within which organizations design and operatioralibeir strategy and policies and
exerts considerable influence on the organizatio@SR development (Berger,
Cunningham and Drumwright, 2007). Thus, our mod#eid notably from existing

CSR development models, in that it highlights thgpartance of the organization’s
evolution from a CSR-unsupportive to a CSR-supperticulture through its

development of integrated CSR programs and policies

Second, by addressing the progressive recogniti@hiategration of social concerns
conveyed by internal and external stakeholders th&o organization’s strategy and
decision-making processes, our model intrinsicdithks the degree to which the

organization understands and addresses stakehddoheands — that is, the morally
based stakeholder culture of the organization @ateal., 2007) — and Clarkson’s
(1995) conceptualization of corporate strategiessafial responsiveness. Thus our
model explicitly acknowledges the strategic naff€SR development and highlights
that a stakeholder culture (which we posit repressenkey form of leverage in the
development of a CSR-supportive organizationalucelt significantly conditions the

organization’s responsiveness to social issues thod prompts or prevents CSR

development.

From a managerial perspective, our model providéssariptive basis that stakeholders
and managers may use to evaluate where their aagam stands in the CSR

development process. From a research perspectiventegrative model also offers a
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comprehensive basis on which to build further cpheal and empirical efforts aimed at
assessing how CSR unfolds in organizations. Iniquaar, we argue that more
prescriptive investigations should address the ghamotors that drive CSR

development within organizations.

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows: first present a brief conspectus of
CSR and stakeholder-related theories and define @SRa stakeholder-oriented
construct. We then focus on CSR development modets)g the critical importance of

imagining CSR development as a culturally depengenmtess, outline some key social
responsiveness models and present a comprehersii@vrof existing stage-based
models of CSR development. On the basis of thiseptmal background, we introduce
and develop our consolidative stage model of CSRIdpment, together with the key
cultural phases that it reflects. Finally, we cowl@ by discussing some implications

and limitations of our work.

CSR AND STAKEHOLDER THEORY

In the extended history of the evolution of theimieébn and concept of CSR and its
related notions (e.g., corporate social performamogporate citizenship, corporate
sustainability), significant ambiguity and compkgxarise (Carroll, 2008; de Bakker,
Groenewegen and den Hond, 2005). Garriga and N28l@4)) categorize CSR-related
theoretical conceptualizations into four groupstiamental, political, integrative and
ethical approaches. The instrumental approach deg&SR as a direct or indirect
means to a specific end: profits. Political theweenphasize the social rights and duties
associated with the social power of the organimatwhereas the integrative approach
includes theories that assert organizations shotggrate social demands, because they
depend on society for their continuity, growth ameére existence. Finally, ethical
theories understand the relationship between bssiaed society as embedded with
ethical values; therefore, organizations shouldpadocial responsibility as an ethical

obligation, above other considerations.
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The lack of a formal, up-to-date consensus abaitGB8R construct is reflected in the
emergence of manifold conceptualizations that fumetgally vary in their recognition
of the nature of CSR commitments, ranging from mtdwy practices that depend on
corporate discretion (e.g., European Commissiofl2Botler and Lee, 2005) to moral
obligations and binding activities that respondsuaxietal expectations (e.g., Carroll,
1979; Jones, 1980). Furthermore, they differ inrtitkentification of the groups toward
which the organization should be responsible—sludeins (e.g., Friedman, 1970),
internal stakeholders (e.g., Drucker, 1984), speaiternal and external stakeholders
(e.g., CSR Europe, 2003) or society at large (égvis and Blomstrom, 1975)n
Table 12, we offer some key CSR definitions and leasjze their key features (i.e.,

nature of CSR commitments, theoretical approactys@f CSR commitments).

These conceptualizations predominantly rely onidea that CSR pertains, at least to
some extent, to social expectations in the org#éiniza environment and therefore
requires those organizations to acknowledge thegrad@ not in just a universe of
shareholders but rather within larger networks wfaricial, political and social
members, all of whom put pressure on the orgawzat{Martin, 2002). According to
this stakeholder perspective, the organization iscomstellation of converging,
competing interests, each with intrinsic value, anpglace of mediation at which these

varying interests of different stakeholders andetg@an interact.

Stakeholder theory, as adopted by managementtliterdor its descriptive accuracy,
instrumental power and normative validity (Donaklsmd Preston, 1995), has emerged
as crucial for understanding and describing thectires and dimensions of business
and societal relationships (Carroll, 1993; Wood dondes, 1995). It helps specify the
groups or persons to whom companies are resporaitaleprovides a foundation for
legitimizing stakeholder influences on corporateisiens; consistent with Kantian
moral philosophy, stakeholders cannot be treate@lgnas means to corporate ends but
rather are valuable in their own right and as endthemselves (Evan and Freeman,

1988).
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TABLE 12 (part 1/2)
CSR Definitions

AUTHOR(S)

TERMINOLOGY  DEFINITIONS CONCEPTUALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS

Nature of CSR Theoretical Focus of CSR
Commitments approach commitments

Bowen (1953)

Davis (1960)

Friedman (1970)

Sethi (1975)

Davis and
Blomstrom
(1975)

Carroll (1979)

Jones (1980)

Social “the obligations of businessmen to pursue thoskipsl to make those decisions, dvoral
responsibilities  to follow those lines of action which are desirabléerms of the objectives and  obligation
of businessmen values of our society” (p. 6)

Social “businessmen’s decisions and actions taken fooreast least partially beyond the Discretion
responsibilities  firm’s direct economic or technical interest... [Spdaesponsibilities of
of businessmen businessmen need to be commensurate with thealgmmiver” (pp. 70-71)

Social “to use its resources and engage in activitieggdesl to increase its profits so long Moral
responsibility as it stays within the rules of the game, whictoisay, engages in open and free obligation
of business competition without deception or fraud” (p. 125)

Social “implies bringing corporate behavior up to a lewgdere it is congruent with the  Discretion
responsibility prevailing social norms, values, and expectatidrsedormance” (p. 62)

Social “The idea ... that decision makers are obligate@dite actions which protectand Moral
responsibility improve the welfare of society as a whole alongnliieir own interest” (p. 6) obligation
Social “encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, andedisnary expectations that Moral
responsibility society has of organizations at a given pointrimeti (p. 500) obligation
of business

Corporate social “the notion that corporations have an obligatiordastituent groups in society othédoral
responsibility than stockholders and beyond that prescribed byalawnion contract” (pp. 59-60)bligation

Ethical Society at large

Political Society at large

Instrumental  Shareholders

Integrative Society at large

Integrative Society at large

Integrative Society at large

Integrative Specific
stakeholders
groups




TABLE 12 (part 2/2)
CSR Definitions

AUTHOR(S) TERMINOLOGY DEFINITIONS CONCEPTUALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS

Nature of CSF Theoretical Focus of CSR
Commitments approach commitments

Drucker (1984) Social “to tame the dragon, that is to turn a social problnto economic opportunity and Discretion Instrumental Internal
responsibility ~ economic benefit, into productive capacity, intarfaun competence, into well-paid stakeholders
of business jobs, and into wealth” (p. 62)
Maclagan (1998) Corporate social “may be viewed as a process in which managersreggonsibility for identifying Discretion Integrative Specific
responsibility  and accommodating the interests of those affegtaétidorganization’s actions” (p. stakeholders
147) groups
European Corporate social “a concept whereby companies integrate social amgt@mental concerns in their  Discretion Integrative Specific
Commission responsibility business operations and in their interactions thi¢hir stakeholders on a voluntary stakeholders
(2001) basis” (p. 6) groups
McWilliams and Corporate social “actions that appear to further some social goegiphd the interests of the firm and Discretion Integrative  Society at large
Siegel (2001)  responsibility that which is required by law” (p. 117)
CSR Europe  Corporate social “the way in which a company manages and improwesdtial and environmental  Discretion Integrative Specific
(2003) responsibility  impact to generate value for both its shareholdadsits stakeholders by innovating stakeholders
its strategy, organization and operations” groups
Kotler and Lee Corporate social “a commitment to improve community well-being thgbudiscretionary business  Discretion Integrative  Society at large

(2005) responsibility practices and contributions of corporate resour@es3)




Accordingly, even if it is not sufficient per sesorting to stakeholder theory commonly
appears as “a necessary process in the operatatati of corporate social

responsibility” (Matten, Crane and Chapple, 20QB8t)1

Building on existing CSR-related conceptualizatiamsl in line with the stakeholder
and organizational culture—centred perspective 8R @dopted herein, we characterize
corporate social responsibility as (1) a stakehetiteented construct that concerns (2)
the voluntary commitments of an organization pertay to (3) issues extending inside
and beyond the boundaries of that organization @jdthat are driven by the
organization’s understanding and acknowledgementit®f moral responsibilities
regarding the impacts of its activities and proesssn society. This integrative
conceptualization of CSR restates responsibilitg amoral obligation in voluntary
language to recognize the influence of corporaszrdiion, as well as that of the
organization’s own comprehension and recognition itsf moral duties toward
stakeholders and the social issues they conveyetorganization. It also suggests a key
role of organizational traits, which influence corgte postures toward social
responsiveness with regard to recognition and alssiom of CSR issues. That is, our
approach emphasizes both cultural and strategiecesppf the CSR development

process.

CSR DEVELOPMENT MODELS

Dunphy et al. (2003) argue that CSR developmentallysuakes place through
organizational change processes, whether increinamtaransformational, which
depend on the organization’s situation. Doppel0@0nstead posits that change efforts
should follow a radical, transformational approaduch that “managers must
fundamentally rethink their prevailing views abaitategy, technology and markets”
(Hart and Milstein, 1999: 32), because in the lomg, incremental improvements are

not sufficient.
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A common foundation underlying these two approatb&3SR development states that
developing integrated CSR initiatives becomes jpessivhen managerial views evolve
and “ethical” decision making receives support frtime organizational culture (see
Trevino and Nelson, 2007). Organizational culturespresent storehouses of
information, knowledge and know-how that can supporspoil CSR efforts (Doppelt,

2003). In this sense, fostering a CSR-supportiagjerdriven culture is a key challenge
on the journey to CSR, because the presence argtegeive growth of a CSR-

supportive organizational culture constitutes asepsal leverage for the organization’s

further CSR development (Swanson 1999).

Organizational and stakeholder cultures

Organizational culture commonly appears as dynamgjtifaceted and layered
(Ogbonna and Wilkinson, 2003), though no real cosse supports a definition of
organizational culture (Howard, 1998), which magamt for the widespread use of
Hofstede’s (1984: 21) definition of corporate ogamizational culture as “the way
things are done in the businesSc¢hein (1990) cites the pattern of basic assumgption
that organizations use to cope with external adi@ptaand internal integration
problems, in which “shared perceptions, patternbadiefs, symbols, rites and rituals,
and myths ... evolve over time and function as thesghat holds the organization
together” (Zamanou and Glaser, 1994: 475). Thetiagisulture of an organization
clearly constitutes a framework that provides go@#ainto issues such as how work
gets done, the way in which people think and tlaaddrds for interactions. It also
determines the context within which organizatiopprehend and deploy activities and
strategy (Ghobadian and O’Regan, 2006) and sigmitig affect the organization’s

potential CSR development (Berger et al., 2007).

From a stakeholder-oriented perspective, we assinae the values, attitudes and
patterns of behaviors within an organization, wHighdamentally characterize the way
it integrates stakeholders’ claims, represent thierng to which the organizational

culture can support the development of an organizat CSR policies and initiatives.
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In particular, we argue that what Jones et al. 720@12) call astakeholder culture
which they define as “the beliefs, values, and ficas that have evolved for solving
stakeholder-related problems and otherwise managiagjonships with stakeholders,”

constitutes a dominant dimension of a CSR-suppodrganizational culture.

Stakeholder culture is the extent to which an ogdional culture adopts self-interests
or rejects them in favor of other-regarding sentime On the basis of this
conceptualization, Jones et al. (2007) build a ltygy of corporate stakeholder cultures
that comprises a continuum of concern for othensging from self- to other-regarding.
Their five stakeholder culture categories also iemtstinct stakeholder-related and
moral foundations. In Table 13, we highlight the kdaracteristics of each stakeholder
culture they identify. In Appendix, we further prdeg a more comprehensive
delineation of the possibly relevant moral founoiasi of the five stakeholder culture

categories, as emphasized by Jones et al. (2007).

An amoral or agency culture exhibits no concern ddrers and is based on pure
managerial egoism. The corporate egoist and insintafist stakeholder cultures
represent limited morality cultures that exist undbde umbrella term “moral

stewardship.” Regard for others extends only taedi@ders in the corporate egoist
culture; it includes other stakeholders to the mixtieat doing so benefits shareholders in
the instrumentalist culture. Finally, the moralebd altruist cultures demonstrate
concern for the welfare of normative stakeholdessaaprimary motivation, which

makes them broadly moral cultures. The moralistucelfeatures concern for all other

stakeholders, whereas the altruist culture does not

The various assumptions and values underlying @&ngistakeholder culture may
strongly influence the nature and sophisticationthef practices applied to manage the
organization’s relationships, as well as the irttoas with stakeholders (Hatch, 1993).
Depending on the stakeholder culture, members obrganization likely apprehend
their environment, decisions and actions in a noorkess stakeholder-focused manner.

We therefore contend that there are contingentioakhips between the dominant
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stakeholder culture of an organization and its pngty and ability to respond to social
expectations, which in turn dictates the nature soape of the development of its CSR

commitments.

Corporate postures toward social responsiveness

In line with their stakeholder culture and the ngaréal orientations that derive from it,
organizations can adopt various approaches to déal each stakeholder group
(Wartick and Cochran, 1985; Wilson, 1975). In teense, Carroll (1979) suggests a
social responsiveness continuum that ranges fftomothingto do muchresponses to
characterize the extent to which managers readh@osocial expectations of their
environment. A corporate strategy for social resp@mness might be reactive,
defensive, accommodative or proactive (Wilson 197/5)reaction strategy features
resistance or opposition, including either fightiagainst a stakeholders’ interests or
completely withdrawing and ignoring the stakehol@@@wahar and McLaughlin, 2001).
Organizations with a defensive strategy addredeebtdders’ expectations “to escape
being forced into it by the external forces” (Jayaad Payne, 2002: 300), such as legal,
regulatory or social pressures. In contrast, accodation is a more active mode:
Organizations address social issues that exisg tasponsibility for problematic
behaviors and act positively to rectify them. Thigamizations that adopt a voluntary
approach to handling social issues act before thigit be forced to do so by outside
forces. Finally, proactivity involves “doing a gtedeal to address a stakeholder’s
Issues, including anticipating and actively speaifoncern or leading an industry effort”
(Jawahar and McLaughlin, 2001: 400). A proactivgamization moves to prevent
potential issues constructively and resolve lafgnblems or protect against unethical

behavior.
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TABLE 13:
Stakeholder cultures: A punctuated continuum

AMORALITY LIMITED MORALITY : MORAL STEWARDSHIP BROAD M ORALITY
Stakeholder . . . .
culture Agency Corporate egoist Instrumentalist Moralist Altruist
Relevant None Shareholders only Shareholders only, but other All normative* and Normative stakeholders only
stakeholders stakeholders as means to shareholder derivative stakeholders®
ends
Instrumentally useful stakeholders
Moral Pure egoism Regard for others extends to Regard for others extends to Morally based regard for Morally based regard for
orientation . shareholders; belief in efficiency shareholders; belief in efficiency of normative stakeholders; normative stakeholders only
Purely self-regarding ' . . :
of the market; honour contract  the market; honour contract with pragmatic regard for
with shareholders; OR shareholders; OR derivative stakeholders
Moral purism Egoistic at the Egoistic at the corporate level
corporate level
Alternative Amoral management Short-term profit maximisation  Enlightened self-interest Intrinsic morality Pure intrinsic morality; concern
descriptors Managerial egoism Short-term self-interest at the Corporate self-interestith guile tempere_d W'_th . for welfare of hormative
corporate level _ _ pragmatism; genuine  stakeholders is primary
Instrumental or strategic morality concern for welfare of
Short-term stewardship ‘Moral’ impression management normative stakeholders
Enlightened stewardship Moral pragmatism

Source: Adapted from Jones, Felps and Bigley (209%)

*Normative stakeholders represent “those stakehlslttewhom the organization has a moral obligatampobligation of stakeholder fairness, over anolvatlthat due other
social actors simply by virtue of their being hurh@Rhilips, 2003: 30). Such “obligations of fairs2sare created whenever parties accept benefigsrofitually beneficial
cooperative arrangement (Phillips, 1997).

°Derivative stakeholders represent “those groupesetactions and claims must be accounted for byageaa due to their potential effects upon the degdion and its
normative stakeholders. Managerial attention tesehgroups is legitimate, but this legitimacy isividt from their ability to affect the organizati@nd its normative
stakeholders” (Philips, 2003: 3).



Clarkson (1995) links the strategies of social oesjveness and the responsibilities of
the organization with the concept of posture, oe tlevel of responsibility an
organization demonstrates in managing its stakensldconcerns and relationships.
Postures pertain to the organization’s characteitsninteractions, so rather than
characterizing the nature of the response, posalates to how the response is made
(Basu and Palazzo, 2008; Wood, 1991). The respemssture of an organization thus
evolves as it confronts new challenges (Mirvis, @0@ccording to Clarkson (1995), a
reactive posture indicates a denial of CSR, wheeedsfensive posture is associated
with admitting responsibility but fighting againstWith an accommodation stance, the
organization accepts responsibility, and with aaptive stance, it adopts a posture from

which the organization can anticipate its respalitsib

Stage models of CSR development

Stage models specifically focus on organizatior@BRGlevelopments with a dynarffic
long-term perspective, which assumes that orgaarmidemonstrate different level of
acceptance, understanding and integration of C8Riples at different points in time.
These models emphasize the dynamic and evolutioratgre of the CSR development
process, during which CSR-related initiatives beeamore integrative, sophisticated
and demanding. For instance, Eells’s (1956) eadykvanalyzing corporate attention to
social responsibility issues assigned corporataviels to a continuum, ranging from a
less responsibléraditional corporationthat is nothing but the organizational arm of its
stockholders to a responsiblagtro corporationthat purposefullymaintains a balance
of interest among competing claimants. Walton (396Xpands Eells’'s work by
dividing this continuum into six clusters, or stagbat can characterize the spectrum,

ranging from armaustereto anartistic corporate attitude toward social responsibility.

2 These models contrast with discrete CSR typologised on organizations’ motivations to undertake
CSR efforts or the nature of the initiatives impletaenby the organization (e.g., Halme and Laurila,
2008; Hillman and Keim, 2001; Husted and Salazaf062, which represent more static
conceptualizations. They also differ from existi@&R implementation models that focus on practical
guidelines and success factors that can help argons design and implement their CSR policies and
initiatives (e.g., Cramer, 2005; Maignan, Ferrelll &errell, 2006; Maon et al., 2009).
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Consistent with these pioneering contributionsywal as subsequent corporate social
responsiveness models, scholars and practitiomsgsecially since the 1990s, have
refined and developed various stage models of C8RIdpmenit; Table 14 offers a

comparative illustration of selected key stage nwgeoposed over the years.

These stage models are comparable and related. &hen they rely on distinct
concepts, such as corporate attention to socigdoresbility, managerial positions
toward CSR, corporate (social) responsibility, cogbe or organizational moral
development, corporate citizenship or corporatetasuability, they consistently
emphasize key organizational stages along a camtindhat indicate greater
consideration for social and environmental issuss thereby provide a relevant and

enriching basis for comparison.

Noteworthy nuances exist among these models thdtghexample, the hypotheses on
which the authors build their stage models oftelateeto distinct, if connected,

theoretical or methodological choices. Models depetl in an organizational or

corporate moral context (e.g., Logsdon and Yuth897; Reidenbach and Robin, 1991;
Sridhar and Camburn, 1993) expand on Kohlberg’'$6419.976) theory of moral

development, which combines moral philosophy withgrdtive psychology and

advocates individual cognitive development as aes®@ry prerequisite for moral
reasoning. These stage models therefore assejushats individual persons respond to
ethical dilemmas differently, organizations varytieir reactions to moral issues and
exhibit various levels and stages of moral develpmUsing the specific case of
Nike’s CSR development, Zadek (2004) adopts anrizgtonal learning perspective,
though his focus pertains specifically to how ofigations learn by encoding inferences
from their history with direct experiences, the enences of others and their
interpretations of those experiences in the fornraeitines that guide their behavior

(Levitt and March, 1988). Mirvis and Googins’s (B)Qoroposed CSR stage model

13scholars in environmental management offer sindirelopmental continuums of corporate greening
and environmental strategy (e.g. Post and Altmaf42Roome, 1992; for a comprehensive review, see
Kolk and Mauser, 2002).
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relies instead on Greiner's (1972) organizationadwgh theory, which implies that
organizations move through five stages of growtth @guire appropriate strategies and
structures for each. According to this perspectoganizational development results
from series of predictable crises that prompt raspe, which in turn move the

organization forward.

Beyond these differences, the key characterisfitheosuccessive stages seem similar
across models but may differ significantly on spedaimensions. First, existing stage
models for CSR vary in the starting point they fgtthe CSR development. Many
models (e.g., Davis and Blomstrom, 1975; Dunphyalet 2003; McAdam, 1973)
indicate a progressive evolution from a denial ctive rejection to a proactive
integration and management of societal issues, baithin and outside the
organizational boundaries. Davis and Blomstrom §185) define a withdrawal stage
as an actively antagonistic stage in which “businesedes further into its own shell,
reducing its interface with society and trying tinchits own business.” Other models
(e.g., Mirvis and Googins, 2006; Van Marrewijk akiderre, 2003; Walton, 1967)
ignore the rejection stance and suggest a progeessrolution that starts with an
indifferent or self-protecting approach, before mgvtoward the proactive integration

and management of societal issues.

Second, we can differentiate these models accotdittge number of stages they cite in
their responsiveness continuum. McAdam (1973) atathlSand Gringsby (1997), for
instance, offer robust models that emphasize adonhumber of large stages; more
refined stage models (e.g., Dunphy et al., 2003 Marrewijk and Were, 2003) instead
highlight more but narrower stages and provide aremouanced view of CSR

development.
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TABLE 14:
Stage models of CSR development

AUTHOR(S) WALTON MCADAM DAVIS AND REIDENBAC  STAHL AND DUNPHY, VAN ZADEK MIRVIS AND CONSOLIDATIVE MODEL
(1967) (1973) BLOMSTROM  HAND GRIGSBY GRIFFITHS MARREWIJK  (2004) GOOGINS
(1975) ROBIN (1991) (1997) AND BENN AND WERRE (2006)
(2003) (2003)
CONCEPT CORPORATE SoCIAL SocIAL CORPORATE MANAGERIAL CORPORATE CORPORATE CORPORATE CORPORATE CORPORATESOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
REFERRED TO ATTENTIONTO ~ RESPONSIBILITY ~ RESPONSIBILITY ~ MORAL CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY SUSTAINABILITY  RESPONSIBILITY CITIZENSHIP
SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY DEVELOPMENT  SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY RESPONSIBILITY
NUMBER OF STAGES Six stages Four stages Five stages Five stages Ehstages  Six stages Six stages Five stages  Fivgesta Seven stages
. . “Winning at
DO
NOTHING Reaction / Fight all the Withdrawal / Rejection / Defensive / 1. Dismissing  any cost
posture way —
perspective
A Amoral
Public relations Non- Pre-corporate 2. Self- Rgputaﬂon &
Austere : il : Philanthropy
~ approach Minimum responsiveness Sustainability protecting .
£ | & Defense Do only what leqal Compliance | Elementary b perspective
3 < posture is required cogm i P y
c pliance . . .
= 2 Legal I . Compliance- 3. Compliance- “Requirement
c X Household Legalistic Compliance - . N
8 H approach driven seeking S perspective
o | 2
g g
2 5 . "Stakeholder
- -
.% 3 Vendor Profit-driven Engaged gégﬁggb'“ty management
c = ; perspective”
2 | © Accommoda- Bargaining Responsive SEQ#?::::;? Efficiency Managerial
2 =7 A
e g tion posture Be "Stakeholder
= pu Investment progressive Caring Innovative 5. Caring dialogue.
8 § perspective”
"z
- Emerging Strategic I . . “Sustainability
_ Civic ethical _ proactivity Synergistic Strategic Integrated | 6. Strategizing perspective”
v Proactive Problem Proactive
posture solving change
"Change
Do Artistic _Lead the Ethical Sustaining Holistic Civil Transforming 7. Transforming the game
MUCH industry an
perspective




Third, existing models often diverge with respecttte content of the successive stages.
Walton’s (1967) and Van Marrewijk and Werre’'s (2D0@8odels appear particularly
noteworthy in this respect, because they includesrador or profit-driven stage that
does not appear in other models. In this stagepthanization promotes CSR only if

doing so contributes to the bottom line.

In summary, stage models of CSR development ofsendifferent terminologies, rely
on rather dissimilar theoretical assumptions ardicate discrepancies related to the
number, articulation and content of the successiganizational stages they emphasize.
Nonetheless, these models demonstrate, if notasimmgconcilable logics and generate
parallel implications for organizations. In all eas they describe a CSR-related
development that consists of a progressive integrabf social concerns into

organizations’ decision-making processes.

CONSOLIDATIVE MODEL OF CSR DEVELOPMENT: SEVEN STAGE S,
THREE CULTURAL PHASES

The logic behind our consolidative model stems frone assumption that an

organization’s CSR development state reflects wertharacteristics of its cultural,

moral, strategic and organizational features. Wguarthat CSR commitments are
driven by particular, morally based stakeholdertwrels, because the organizational
practices (and, by extension, organizational r@gjinthat characterize a stakeholder
culture reflect “collectively learned behavioral sppnses to problems that the
organization has encountered as its members hased/together to manage complex
stakeholder relationships” (Jones et al., 2007).143this sense, integrating the notion
of stakeholder cultures with the stage models dR@8velopment helps establish links
across moral, cultural and organizational elemtrgsmark an organization at different
stages. That is, our consolidative model integrai@sting perspectives of stage models
that build on moral development, organizational wjilo and learning theories.

Furthermore, it clearly emphasizes the link betwden CSR development stages and
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Clarkson’s (1995) conceptualization of corporatstpres toward social responsiveness.
Our consolidative model thus explicitly acknowleddghe strategic nature of the CSR

development phenomenon.

At a cultural and moral level, we contend that ®8R developmental path moves
through three main phasesC8&R cultural reluctance phasehen CSR gets ignored or
considered only in terms of constraintsC&R cultural graspphase, during which

organizations become familiar with CSR principlesid aCSR cultural embedment
phase, when the organizational culture fully emésamorally based CSR principles
that influence its organizational outcomes. Taldesdimmarizes the key features of the

cultural phases in our proposed model.

The three broad CSR cultural phases further encesngsstinct development stages,
which are characterized by distinctive strategid anganizational features. The CSR
reluctance phase encompasses only the (1) dismissage; the CSR cultural grasp
phase includes (2) a self-protecting stage, (3pmptiance-seeking stage and (4) a
capability-seeking stage; and the CSR cultural eim@mnt phase comprises (5) a caring
stage, (6) a strategizing stage and (7) a trangfigrstage. Table 16 summarizes our
articulation of the development stages acrosshreetCSR cultural phases, as well as
key features of each stage with respect to thécp&at aspects of the CSR development
process. We classify these features into diffedémensions that successively influence
one another in the decision-making process for @fgRitive developmentknowledge
and attitudinal dimensions, strategic dimensionsd aactical and operational

dimensions.

CSR cultural reluctance phase

In this cultural phase, CSR appears as a constitatprovokes active opposition to
any initiatives that seem broader than those fatueme financial benefit. The
organization ignores its own social and environraeimipact and contests stakeholders’

claims that might constrain its activities, despsteong criticisms from its external
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environment. The organization is self-regarding. Werefore connect this cultural
phase to the corporate egoist stakeholder cultienatified by Jones et al. (2007). Short-
term self-interest at the corporate level constguthe prevailing orientation, with a
focus on avoiding constraints and honoring only elidaccepted contracts with
shareholders. In this “winning at any cost” perspe¢ CSR does not represent a key
element of the organization’s values and beliefga@izational culture is unsupportive

of CSR.

Dismissing stageThe CSR cultural reluctance phase confounds thie @iSmissing
development stage, marked by nonexistent motivattonCSR development and an
absence of CSR-related actions or initiatives. ¢ stage, the organization adopts a
black-box posture toward its external environmant relationships with stakeholders

are purely contractual.

CSR cultural grasp phase

Organizations begin to progress toward CSR duhiegdSR cultural grasp phase. Their
sensitivity to CSR issues increases, and acknowladgt of CSR concepts and
rationale progressively emerges. Therefore, CSRrpesively appears more as a value

protector.

The organization also is concerned, in its CSRtedlanitiatives, with minimizing

operational risks and protecting the value of itgsteng assets by reducing its
environmental and social burdens. Precaution resraikeyword, and the focus centers
on tangible results and the adaptation of exisfingcesses in the short-term. The
organization still is fairly self-regarding, but akeholders increasingly appear
instrumentally useful, and the enlightened selfiest noted by Jones et al. (2007)
emerges. The organization wants to meet compliabztives and maintain its license
to operate, so it progressively works to develdieht management and production
processes to reach these goals while graduallymdagsng CSR principles and

translating them into managerial practices. In teense, CSR becomes a risk
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management tool. Relationships with stakeholdeognessively evolve from punctual
to more interactive dimensions as top managemengrezes the potential CSR-related
advantages of learning from knowledgeable stakemnsld’he CSR cultural grasp phase
encompasses self-protecting, compliance-seeking aagbability-seeking CSR
development stages, all of which can be charae@rizy instrumental stakeholder
cultures. From this phase forward, CSR progresgigelcolates into the cultural loam

of the organization.

Self-protecting stageln the self-protecting stage, the lack of awassna® CSR-related

issues results in limited CSR activities, which ewtermittent and often lack coherence
or structure. The organization faces uncontroligicsms from some stakeholders and
tends to deny accusations about potentially harnafctivities (Zadek, 2004) or

implement only local rectifications in responseptmctually highlighted issues. There
Is no real CSR aspiration, so organizations daanttally take CSR issues into account,
other than as limitations on their business-asiysuesses or as extra activities, such
as philanthropic initiatives. The involvement of mgement in CSR issues is very

limited, and CSR is a marginal element of the oizgtion’s culture.

Compliance-seeking stag®uring this development stage, top managementeavesas

of CSR-related issues and potential threats tootanization begins to increase. The
organization focuses on compliance with evolvingcréasingly severe regulatory
frameworks while also striving to meet minimum istly standards, mainly pertaining
to the employment and production sides of its #@&s. The organization develops
policies, such as early environmental, health aietg guidelines, and exposes them to
the relevant public and internal stakeholders ef dhganization. In turn, it reduces its
risk of sanctions. Mirvis and Googins (2006) emjeghat the responsibility for
handling compliance matters usually falls on thencfional heads of several
departments, such as human resources, legal mattérsc and investor relations and

community affairs.
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TABLE 15:
A three-phase CSR cultural model

PHASE KEY FEATURES STAKEHOLDER CULTURE TYPE
Limited morality: Corporate egoist
Approac_h to CSR — social Ignorance, reaction Concern for others Self-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultural Purpose of commitment to CSR None Relevant stakeholders Shareholders
reluctance
CSR influence on organisational CSR as a constraint, focus on avoiding CSR . Honour the widely accepted contract with
Stakeholder treatment logic
goals concerns shareholders only
Nature of CSR-related goals None Key feature Limited mprahty: Corporate egoist /short-
term self-interest at the corporate level
Limited Morality: Instrumentalist
Approac_h to CSR-social Instrumental, from defence to accommodatiorConcern for others Fairly self-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultural Purpose of commitment to CSR Compliance and license to operate Relevant stakeholders Instrumentally useful stakeholders
ras . . .
grasp . o CSR as a value protector, focus on reputation, Honour the widely accepted contract with
CSR influence on organisational . . e . L
oals tangible results and adaptation of existing  Stakeholder treatment logic  shareholders only, adhere to principles
9 processes in the short-term when instrumentally advantageous
Nature of CSR-related goals ~ Tangible and communication objectives Key feature Enlightened self-interest
Broad morality
Approac_h to CSR-social Integrative, from accommodation to proactionConcern for others Other-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultural Purpose of CSR commitment From business-wide opportunity to social Relevant stakeholders Normative and derivative stakeholders
embedment change

CSR influence on organisational CSR as a value creator, focus on innovation
goals and long-term prospects

Nature of CSR-related goals

CSR as a moving target

Key feature

Stakeholder treatment logic

Treat stakeholders as an ends as well as
means

Intrinsic morality tempered with
pragmatism or pure intrinsic morality




TABLE 16 (part 1/2)

A consolidative model of CSR development

CSR STAGE OF CSRVIEW AND DIMENSIONS OF CSR DEVELOPMENT
CULTURAL CSR PROMINENCE IN i
PHASE DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATIONAL - . . H
Knowledge and attitudinal dimensions :
CULTURE :
Organizational sensitivity to CSR Driver of CSR initiatives Support of top management
issues development :
CSR cultural 1.Dismissing Winning at any cost perspective Active opposition to CSR broader None None
reluctance / None than financial benefits :
CSR cultural 2.Self-protecting; Reputation and philanthropy | Window-dressing and / or lack of Lack of CSR-orientation perceived iaRiecemeal involvement
grasp perspective / CSR as marginal | awareness or ignorance about potentially harming business :
CSR issues :
3.Compliance- | Requirements perspective / CSRGrowing awareness of CSR-related | CSR perceived as a duty and an | Involvement in theory / professed
seeking as worthy of interest troubles to be avoided obligation — Focus on restricted :
requisites :
4.Capability- Stakeholder management Growing awareness of CSR-related | CSR perceived as a duty and an | Fair involvement / supportive :
seeking perspective / CSR as influential! advantages to be gained obligation — Focus on confluent :
expectations :
CSR cultural 5.Caring Stakeholder dialogue perspectivekKnowledgeable CSR perceived as important as such ~ Commitment :
embedment / CSR as embodied CSR awareness :

6.Strategizing

Sustainability perspective
/ CSR as prevailing

Leadership objectives on
CSR-related issues

CSR perceived as inexorable
direction to take

Sound commitment

7.Transforming

Change the game perspective
/ CSR as ingrained

CSR as an internalized management
ideology

CSR as the only alternative
considering universal mutual
interdependency

Devotion




TABLE 16 (part 2/2)

A consolidative model of CSR development

CSR STAGE CSRVIEW AND DIMENSIONS OF CSR DEVELOPMENT
CULTURAL OoF CSR PROMINENCE IN
PHASE DEVELOPMENT ORG. CULTURE Strategic dimensions Tactical and operational dimensions
Social Rationale Performance Transparency | Stakeholder Resources Structuring Coordination
responsiveness behind CSR objectives and reporting relationship commitment of CSR of CSR issues
initiatives initiatives
CSR cultural  1.Dismissing :Winning at any Rejection None None Black-box Purely None None None
reluctance cost perspective contractual
/ None
CSR cultural 2.Self- Reputation and Strong defense Limitation of | Resolution of problems : Justifying posture | Punctual Budget for Activities Public
grasp protecting Philanthr‘opy poten_tially as they occur problems as relations
perspective harming and they occur concern
/ CSR as marginal uncontrolled
criticisms
3.Compliance- Requirements Light defense / Compliance Minimization of harmful i Internal reporting /{ Unilateral Limited- Policies Functional
seeking perspective / CSR as | reaction objectives externalities / Respect of Legal disclosure minimal
worthy of interest evolving norms and posture funding
regulatory requirements
4.Capability- Stakeholder Accommodation / | License to Anticipating new Internal reporting /i Interactive Generally Plans of action Multi-functional
seeking management response operate requirements & Selective sufficient but
perspective / CSR as expectations / disclosure posture inconstant
Influential Identification of profitable funding
niches for CSR
CSR cultural  5.Caring Stakeholder dialogue ! Adaptation Competitive | Active Public Reciprocal Dependable Programs Cross-
embedment perspective / CSR as advantage management of CSR- | reporting posture |influence funding functional
embodied related issues / Definitior:
of business-wide
opportunities
6.Strategizing Sustainability Strategic Value Leading the pack / Certified Reporting Collaborative | Substantial Systems Organizational
perspective / CSR as | proactivity proposition Development of posture funding realignment
prevailing sustainable business
leverages through CSR
7.Transforming Change the game Proactivity Enlarged finalityDiffusion of expertise / | Fully Joint Open-ended Core integration —! Institutionaliza-
perspective / CSR as — Societal Maximization of positive | transparent posture innovation funding and CSR as business ation
ingrained change externalities resource usual

commitment




The organization still adopts a defensive stanezabse it does what is “correct,”
without developing interactive relationships witietexternal environment. Corporate
reputation concerns begin to lead to a greatemiat®n of CSR-related concerns
within the organizational structure and process¢ghis stage, views of CSR take an
external requirements perspective, but it progvegsiemerges internally as a concept

appearing worthy of interest.

Capability-seeking stagerhe last development stage associated with the €fRral
grasp phase implies that the organization has dpegdl some skills in managing CSR
fundamentals, derived from its practice and famtiyawith CSR-related issues.
Awareness of CSR issues and the reputational asksciated with neglecting these
issues increase. To ensure its license to opeth&e,organization endeavors to
demonstrate its new stance toward its role in $p@ad its commitments by opening
itself to new categories of stakeholders. The lmssirrationale for CSR also begins to
emerge, though it may remain rather unclear footiganization. Those CSR initiatives
identified as profitable in particular markets bat can strengthen corporate reputation,
especially among consumers, shareholders and eegdpyet particularly promoted
(Van Marrewijk and Were, 2003). Relationships wgtakeholders become more
interactive. From this newly born stakeholder mamagnt perspective, CSR grows into

an increasingly influential dimension of the orgaation’s values and beliefs.

CSR cultural embedment phase

Organizations substantiate their CSR organizatipmagress through a CSR cultural
embedment phase, during which they extend their-@&Red know-how, deepen their
key stakeholders’ relationships and mobilize theiernal resources to address CSR-
related demands from their environment proactiv€l$R is seen as a potential value

creator.

110



During the CSR cultural embedment phase, organmstiexperience significant
cultural evolution toward integrating and managistgkeholders’ claims and CSR
principles. That is, they increasingly are othegareling in their decision making. These
organizations demonstrate intrinsic morality tenepleby pragmatism, especially with
regard to derivative stakeholders “whose actiorts @daims must be accounted for by
managers due to their potential effects upon thgaroration and its normative
stakeholders" (Phillips, 2003: 31), such as commsti the media or activist groups.
Corporate stakeholder cultures tend toward broawldyal stakeholder cultures, and
organizations attempt to hold on to moral pringpleat apply to all stakeholders, not
just shareholders. The CSR policies and activéveisch from a short-term, result-based
perspective focused on value protection to a valeation—driven conception (cf.
Lindgreen and Wynstra, 2005). The basis that stallens can use to influence
decision-making processes within the organizatiamwg progressively larger, and their
relationships become collaborative and head towardble alliances. Furthermore, the
organization develops a culturally integrated apphoto CSR, through which it tries to
maximize opportunities and create value through €&Rmitments, creative processes

and joint innovations with external stakeholders.

But considering CSR as “an opportunity rather tteen damage control or a PR
campaign requires dramatically different thinkir{orter and Kramer, 2006: 91), so in
the CSR cultural embedment phase, the acknowledgenhehe crucial links between
CSR and innovation becomes a key element of the @8®elopment process.
Innovation in this context entails the creativeqasses that lead to “new products and
services that are adopted by users and consumgirenorganizations to compete by
creating and supplying new markets that replacstieg, less sustainable markets and
patterns of production and consumption” (Roome,62@@®). Thus, in the CSR cultural
embedment phase, CSR is progressively perceivatgsring long-term sustainability
by facilitating both resource productivity and puctidifferentiation. More crucially, by
placing joint innovation at the heart of the CSRtwal embedment process, an

organization can critically reflect on “the possti@s of new relationships between
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nature, society and technology that will mark a newsre sustainable age” (Dunphy et
al., 2003: 54) and thereby develop creative initeet that reflect the core of its business

activities.

Caring stage When CSR initiatives go beyond compliance andtsieom profit-driven
aspirations, top management understands that CSE&essconstitute a long-term
challenge that the organization cannot handletpustugh compliance, public relations
strategies or isolated profitable opportunities.p Tmanagement instead becomes
sensitized to the potential for long-term improvemse business-wide opportunities and
benefits of coherent CSR programs. The CSR codesrafuct reflect a wider societal
orientation, focused more on the external envirammend the long term. The
coordination of CSR policies becomes cross-funetidiMirvis and Googins, 2006),
and the organization places core business manageharge of developing a balanced
perspective among economic, social and environrhexaacerns. The organization
initiates communication about existing reportingpes and ensures the results of its
CSR-related programs and initiatives are made pulilalso progressively embraces a
“stakeholder dialogue perspective” of CSR, and C@Rdually is embodied as a

distinctive attribute of the organization’s actieg and culture.

Strategizing stageln this stage, CSR becomes important unto itselknowledged as
the orientation that prior progress inevitably heached (Reidenbach and Robin, 1991).
Because CSR practices are understood to contribdtang-term viability and success,
CSR becomes an important part of corporate strat€ggganizations rely on
implemented CSR systems and constructive initiatitce undertake their positioning
efforts and gain a reputation as a leader in qustée practices. For this purpose, the
organization tends to endeavor to make itself apleyer of choice and develop
innovative initiatives that build stakeholder sugg®unphy et al., 2003). At this stage,
the organization moves beyond community expectatiand finds opportunities to
achieve social, environmental and economic benaffitse same time; thus, its quest for

CSR definitely becomes value driven. Codes of cohtlun into action documents, and
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the organization gradually develops into a pro&ct¥SR-oriented organization that
maintains a transparent dialogue with key stakedrelcdind engages in constructive
partnerships pertaining to key business and sdécistaies. In this sustainability

perspective, CSR is the prevailing objective otcallporate activities.

Transforming stage During the last CSR development stage, the orgéiniz goes
beyond its traditional business model and fullyegrates CSR principles into every
aspect of the organization and its activities. ®rganization has undergone a profound
change in its culture and strategy and reached-mwidging CSR by adopting new
ethical values that are committed to human welkpeand the fulfillment of the
ecological sustainability of the planet. For thesganizations, the CSR motivation is
anchored in the belief that “sustainability is ttely initiative since all beings and
phenomena are mutually interdependent” (Van Majkeamnd Were, 2003: 112). The
organization adopts fully transparent posturesant to diffuse its CSR management
expertise. The promotion of CSR within and acrosslustries characterizes
organizations that associate with other businessesoss-industry and multi-sector
cooperation. Existing collaborations with communityoups, NGOs and public
authorities transform into durable alliances thddrass real societal concerns (Mirvis
and Googins, 2006; Zadek, 2004). The organizatiis stands at the proactive end of
the spectrum, taking a “change the game” persped¢tiward CSR, and CSR is very

deeply ingrained in the culture of the organization

DISCUSSION

The consolidative model we propose relies on theseconsiderations. First, each stage
along the path to CSR cannot be understood astianstey achievement. For any
organization, CSR development represents a dynammntinuous process, without clear
stopovers or breaks and with potential trial-anmermperiods. That is, our CSR
development model must be apprehended flexibly,alee an organization that

demonstrates CSR practices mainly associated witarizcular CSR cultural phase or
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development stage might develop some other aspleatsrelate to a preceding or

subsequent cultural phase or organizational stage.

Second, organizations do not necessarily proceesugh each cultural phase or
development stage. In line with Dunphy et al. (200& assume that organizations may
well jump, leapfrog some steps or retreat by elatinmg certain practices, thereby
worsening their CSR stance, depending on the iakemd external contexts they face at
each moment. New management teams, stakeholdesupeesthe presence of a CSR
champion or the evolution of legal and regulatagnfeworks all could drive or hinder
the development of CSR programs and initiativespGate leaders’ specific visions,
motives and values appear to constitute a partigul@portant influence on the nature
and scope of an organization’s commitment to sa@aponsibility (Maak and Pless,
2006; Waldman, Siegel and Javidan, 2006). Furthespwehereas some nonconforming
organizations might demonstrate active antagonismaid CSR, others might be
founded on a deep commitment to ethical valueschvbnables them to skip the early
cultural phases or development stages of the pattorganization’s commitment to an

activity appears decisive for it to embed the distiwithin its culture (Schein, 1992).

In addition, CSR stages emphasized in our modaeitimely assume a coherent CSR
approach. Nevertheless, companies might well, ectpre, be very advanced with
respect to the consideration and management of speafic stakeholder claims and
issues while at the same time keep disregardingr disR-related concerns linked to
their activities. In this sense, our model is cosgabof ‘ideal type’ stages in a Weberian
sense, through which “more or less present andsemtally absent concrete individual
phenomena (...) are arranged into a unified analyticastruct” (Weber, 1949: 90) and

contributes to put the confusion of social realityrder.

Third, sub-cultural differences in organizationgghti occur across hierarchical levels
and functional units (Cooke and Rousseau, 1988)h Siifferences reflect enactments
of the myriad, distinct works and social environtsewithin the organizations, which

may lead to local, hierarchical and functional d#weins with respect to the dominant
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stakeholder culture of the organization and theexistence of nuanced sub-cultures
within the organization. We warn that the distipbases and stages highlighted in our
model should not suggest an unyielding succesdiablggatory grade crossings for all
groups and sub-groups. Rather, they representneipitantermediary points along the
CSR development process, designed to highlight howorganization as the unit of
analysis can deal collectively with societal issaad integrate CSR principles into its

organization.

From a theoretical perspective, our consolidativeleh of CSR developmeptovides a
robust basis for an empirical confirmation of thetual pertinence of stage models of
CSR development. Furthermore, we call for concémnd empirical research, using a
dynamic perspective, that investigates how orgaoiza evolve along successive CSR
stages. Our consolidative model offers new persgest for the analysis of
organizations’ CSR development processes by idemgifkey development stages and
robust cultural phases as well as by emphasiziegirtportance of organizational
context and characteristics in these processesingnwith Maon et al. (2008), we
suggest CSR development research should asses$ co@nge drivers and strategies
that appear specifically relevant to the distinevels of CSR development.
Organizations in early and later stages likely bitdissimilar moral, cultural, strategic
and organizational characteristics, which sugg#sts need for a time- and phase-
dependent consideration of change drivers andegiest across the CSR development
process. Studies that highlight critical succesgofs and related change strategies
therefore should adopt a developmental perspedtiae reflects the typical staged

nature of the CSR development of an organization.

From a managerial perspective, our model describesmulti-dimensional, cultural
nature of the CSR development process rather tingplys CSR policies and practices.
That is, our model builds on the principle thatamgations can capitalize on their
current strengths and capabilities to evolve wibpect to CSR; it highlights some

constructive starting points and thus smooth thg fea further CSR developments.
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However, scholars in management and organizateldsfialso demonstrate that the
purposeful management of organizational culture lmarm complex, persistent process
that seldom succeeds, except at a superficial ([evgl, Ogbonna and Wilkinson, 2003).
Furthermore, the possibility and desirability of magerial control over the values,
beliefs and assumptions of organizational membensam contested (Legge, 1994;
Nord, 1985), in that existing cultural values armaidfs about what is right and wrong
tend to resist to purposeful change (Crane and evat2004). Nevertheless,
unfavorable, emergent cultural patterns may beupisd and favorable patterns
encouraged (Weeks, 2007). Accordingly, we do notterad that CSR development
requires deliberate management and control by riip@nizational culture but rather that
the key challenge for organizations that want tdednCSR within their strategy and
culture entails an ability to generate room to dost more appropriate organizational
context for the dissemination of CSR awareness tmdleverage CSR-related

opportunities initially, then maximize positive extalities later.

CONCLUSION

In recent decades, CSR has to a certain extent anfreen professed principles to
reality, and management literature has contribusgghificantly to defining and
characterizing the phenomenon and developing dismus of its best practices and
impact on reputation and financial performance. Ewsv, the development and
implementation of CSR, until recently, had remainladgely unexplored; in this

context, we offer some central contributions.

Primarily, by conceptualizing CSR as a stakehotite¥nted construct that restates
responsibility and moral obligation in voluntaryntuage and by explicitly connecting
models of CSR development with the morally basededtolder culture continuum
developed by Jones et al. (2007), as well as whih strategic nature of social
responsiveness continuum conceptualizations (QGad®¥9; Clarkson, 1995; Wilson,

1975), we underline how moral, cultural, strategid organizational features appear
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inextricably linked in the course of CSR developm@&ur dynamic, multi-dimensional
perspective of CSR thus integrates organizatiomdles and culture together with

management processes and operations.

In addition, we offer a comprehensive review ofystanodels of CSR development and
combine models originating from psychology, orgatian and business and society
research. Consequently, we present a practicalpadransive model that consolidates
various perspectives into a robust model with thoedtural phases and seven
organizational stages. In particular, we note tilagenerate the innovativeness and
creativity required to develop a sustainable bussir@ser the long term, an organization
must progressively become a site for dialogue aoithlworation. Therefore, CSR-

related values must become deeply integrated imontanagement philosophy and

organizational culture.

We clearly base our model on a perspective thatates CSR-related research must
deepen its efforts to develop practice-oriented e@lodnd thereby understand how
organizations engage in and encourage corporatponswility commitments
(Lindgreen et al., 2009; Smith, 2003). For thissperctive, our proposed model should
provide a strong basis for further research, esflgcstudies pertaining to the change
strategies an organization can adopt to design @ewploy comprehensive CSR

initiatives.
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ESSAY 3

Conceptualizing organizational change toward corporag social

responsibility: A quad-motor theory 4

ABSTRACT

This article introduces a composite model of orgatibnal change that moves toward
corporate social responsibility (CSR), built on@nbination of ideal-type theories of
change and an existing conceptualization of CSRu@llphases. The result is a quad-
motor theory of CSR development in which life cycleleological, dialectical, and
evolutionary motors of change operate interdepethdedepending on the unit of
change considered and the level of integration 8R(rinciples into the company’s
culture. This conceptual study supports more cohgarsive accounts of the dynamic
processes of organizational change toward CSRsdt laelps bridge the gap between
emerging research into what prompts corporate emngegt in CSR and the actual
design and implementation of CSR initiatives. Ollethis study offers both a relevant
framework for assessing prior research and a siredttblueprint to drive ongoing

research efforts.

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility, organizationalltune, organizational

change, motors of change

14 Joint work with Professors Valérie Swaen (Univigrsiatholique de Louvain) and Adam Lindgreen
(University of Hull).

5 Early versions of this essay have been preseritéde&EBEN-UK ConferencéCambridge), at the
ISBEE ConferencfCape Town) and at tiscademy of Management Annual MeetjAgaheim) in 2008,
where it has been selected for inclusion in the papers proceedings and recognized as a runnfr up
the best paper award of the ‘Social Issues in Mamagpt’ division. The ‘ideal target’ for this esgaythe
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The path to our destination is not always a straige.
We go down the wrong road, we get lost, we turn back.
Maybe it doesn't matter which road we embark on.

Maybe what matters is that we embark.

— Barbara Hall, Northern Exposure

INTRODUCTION

Recent decades have witnessed the growth of abd#ligation movements, trends
toward ethical consumption, the emergence of dgciasponsible investing, and
increased external scrutiny of companies’ impaatshe environment (Guay, Doh, and
Sinclair, 2004; Vogel, 2005). In this context, déspcontinued arguments about
whether companies have social obligations that nektbeyond wealth creation
(Henderson, 2009), companies engage in specifiegsoor activities to demonstrate
their corporate social responsibility (CSR), inéhgl organizing donation and
volunteering campaigns, working in collaborationthwipublic and civil society

organizations, designing and implementing sustdibalprograms, revising corporate
governance systems, adapting service and produagesa and committing to triple

bottom line reporting (Spiller, 2000).

For management research, this intensifying patiEnorporate behaviors makes central
“the need for conceptual robustness to guide CS#atimes undertaken by firms”
(Basu and Palazzo, 2008: 122). Even as scholass imadertaken significant efforts to
identify best practices (e.g., Esty and WinstonQ&@0Rowledge, Barton, and Brady,
1999) and fruitfully established potential businesttonales for CSR engagement based
on reputation, competitive, and financial advansade.g., Kurucz, Colbert, and
Wheeler, 2008; Orlitzky, Schmidt, and Rynes, 20@&;ter and Kramer, 2006), research
on how companies become socially responsible ha&n belatively less frequent

(Lindgreen, Swaen, and Maon, 2009; Smith, 2003).

128



More recent efforts nevertheless attempt to deveiope complete understandings of
what catalyzes growing corporate engagement in @8Rtives. They highlight and
assess instrumental, relational, and moral drigéiacreased corporate engagement in
socially responsible policies and initiatives (éAguilera et al., 2007; den Hond and de
Bakker, 2007; Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004; Rowdeyl Moldoveanu, 2003).
These drivers are emphasized as operating at thail;i organizational, national, and

transnational levels.

In parallel, emerging research efforts addressow SR principles get integrated into
companies’ organizational settings, strategy, apdrations often suggest strategic
planning models (e.g., Maignan, Ferrell, and Fern2005; Wheeler and Sillanpaa,
1997; Mitchell, Agle, and Wood, 1997) and ordaiséage models of CSR development
(e.g. Mirvis and Googins, 2006; Zadek, 2004). Yetporate engagement in CSR
policies and initiatives is a complicated phenonmennovolving interactions at various

levels among diverse groups with distinctive ins¢se objectives, and power over the
organization (Frooman, 1999; Rowley, 1997). In 8ease, CSR principles may unfold
in organizations through emergent courses of act@wa in iterative fashions

characterized by backtracking, omission, and cy{Msvis, 2000). In addition, the

development of integrated CSR policies and initegimay entail either incremental or
radical approaches to change, depending on the amyiyp features and context

(Dunphy, Griffiths, and Benn, 2003).

Therefore, the integration of CSR principles intimpanies’ strategy and operations
represents a multifaceted process associated wittplex organizational implications,
still imperfectly understood by CSR and managenigatature. Though insightful,
scholarly attempts to delineate how companies ¢attkk intricate phenomenon remain
confusing and insufficient with regard to how CS#ated change occurs in companies.
To some extent, existing research efforts lack rigtégal soundness and practical
relevance. As stated by Lee (2008: 64), “the irtiiwas between businesses and society

and the organizational changes occurring as atretalorporate adoption of CSR are
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immensely rich and dynamic phenomena, but they Imatebeen adequately explored

yet”.

We therefore turn to literature pertaining to CSRakeholder theories, organizational
culture, and organizational change to derive aaigh theoretical explanation of
change processes at play in CSR develomment. Weepturalize organizational change
toward CSR by emphasizing life cycle, teleologichdlectical, and evolutionary ideal-
type change motors (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995hwtperate interdependently to
drive CSR development. Specifically, the four metaan explain the rationale and
processes at play in the organizational and siategegration of CSR principles,

depending on the unit of change (i.e., company siagle entity vs. constituent groups
or an organization and its stakeholders) and tmepemy’s attitude and behavior with
respect to CSR-related issues and opportunitieee§]d-elps, and Bigley, 2007; Maon,
Lindgreen, and Swaen, 2010). We exemplify our modi¢h real-life cases of CSR

development at Nike and Novo Nordisk.

We thus help deepen understanding of how CSR piexiunfold in organizations by
integrating CSR and stakeholder theories with dmgdional culture and change
theories to produce a more comprehensive accoaonpatticular, we consider how
individual, organizational, environmental, and itgitonal forces affect how CSR
unfolds in organizations and drives the evolutidncompanies’ attitudes, structural
arrangements, and behaviors. In so doing, we glaofv organizational change toward
CSR is typically characterized by both prescribed eonstructive modes of change and
integrate emerging literature about what catalyz@porate engagement in CSR with

studies addressing the actual design and impletn@amiaf CSR initiatives.

In addition, we emphasize cultural features atdtganizational level, which orient the
nature and type of CSR commitments and strategyl sumbstantiate previous
assumptions about the role of organizational celiar CSR development (de Woot,
2005; Swanson, 1999). Our effort thus both comphlemand extends existing stage

models of and prescriptive strategic planning framrds for CSR development.
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Finally, our model represents a relevant frameworkorganizing prior research and a
structured blueprint for future research effortsr Quad-motor theory of organizational
change could serve as a heuristic for critiques r@fokmulations that further clarify

CSR changes and motors.

We structure the remainder of this article as feioFirst, in a critical literature review,
we focus on CSR from an organizational culture pectve and organizational change
lens. Second, we develop our quad-motor theorygdrazational change toward CSR,
using Maon et al.’s (2010) CSR cultural phase made Van de Ven and Poole’s
(1995) typology of change process theories. Thodxemplify our conceptualization,
we use the real-life cases of CSR development le¢ hd Novo Nordisk. Fourth, we

emphasize our central contributions and implicatifor further research.

CSR, ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE, AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHA NGE

The CSR concept began to take shape in the 1960gskefinitions only proliferated

in the 1970s (e.g., Carroll, 1979; Davis and Bloorst 1975). Since then, the evolution
of the definition and concept of CSR has been rkatde and complex and fostered
various research efforts to classify (e.g., Garaga Melé, 2004; Gond and Matten,
2007) or provide historical analyses (e.g. Carr2ll08; de Bakker, Grenewegen, and
den Hond, 2005; Frederick, 1998) of the concept Qarroll's (1994: 14) statement
that “the CSR ground is an eclectic field with mibleaboundaries, differing training

and perspectives, multiple memberships and a wrdadbth” remains pertinent as a

description of the state of affairs.

In line with the stakeholder view of the organimatiFreeman, 1984; McWilliams and
Siegel, 2001; Post, Preston, and Sachs, 2002)sp@use Maon et al.’s (2010) account
of the CSR notion as (1) a stakeholder-orienteditroot that involves (2) the voluntary
commitments of an organization pertaining to (3ues extending inside and beyond

the boundaries of that organization and (4) arevedri by the organization’'s
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understanding and acknowledgement of its moralomesipilities regarding the impacts

of its activities and processes on society.

This sakeholder-based account regards the commaaysige of mediation, at which the
interests of different stakeholders and societyeraitt. In line with a normative
perspective on stakeholder theory (Donaldson aedtén, 1995; Evan and Freeman,
1993), it further suggests the organization asrsstetlation of converging, competing
interests, each with intrinsic value, such that heatakeholder group deserves
consideration for its own sake. Beyond the legal anonomic obligations associated
with their existence and activities, companies thage moral duties to society (Carroll,
1979; Jones, 1980). Such an account of CSR regtageasotion in voluntary language
though, by recognizing corporate discretion andddetral role of organizational traits
for identifying, understanding, and assimilatingngex and potentially wide-ranging
CSR issues and duties. That is, this view emphsisizdtural, moral, and strategic
dimensions of the processes related to companmssideration and integration of

stakeholder interests, claims, and expectations.

CSR through an organizational culture lens

An organization’s evolving consideration, integoati and response to stakeholder
claims and demands (i.e., social responsivenessplCa979; Wartick and Cochran,
1985; Wilson, 1974) involves increasing sensitivibysocietal issues and openness to
various categories of internal and external stakkfte (Mirvis and Googins, 2006;
Sethi, 1979; Strand, 1983). Viewing social and emunental issues in terms of
responsibility and potential opportunities, ratlthan a source of potential public
relations or damage control, requires considerdifgrent thinking on the corporate

side (Porter and Kramer, 2006).

Accordingly, companies may need to transition framutterly economy-driven culture
to a more value-laden culture (de Woot, 2005) aachfa negative duty-based morality

(i.e., prevent corporate actions that harm othtershie incorporation of a positive duty-
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based morality that spans institutional, organizel, and individual levels and leads
the organization to advocate a willing, active cdtmment to help others (Swanson,
1999). The company must build on its corporate eslto create an organizational
culture that promotes openness, not focus solelysa@finterest, and adopt other-
regarding sentiments (Jones et al., 2007). In dbisse, the development of a CSR-
supportive organizational culture with positive amwhstructive attitudes toward CSR
issues represents a key challenge for companiesvird to implement integrated CSR

policies.

Although researchers and managers commonly useoti@n of organizational culture,
its interpretation is far from unanimous (Langancfmd Tan, 1997; Ott, 1989). On the
one hand, traditional scientific management resedéecg., Gordon and Di Tomaso,
1992; Schall, 1983; Sethia and von Glinow, 198%)saters organizational culture as an
autonomous and observable variable that can batésbfor analysis and organizational
comparisons (Alexander, 1990). On the other handoraplexity theory perspective
regards organizational culture as “something ammeation is” (Smircich, 1983: 347)
rather than something it has, such that it emeagea product of shared symbols and
meanings (Harris and Cronen, 1979; Smircich, 1988}his perspective, purposeful
cultural control and change by managers is diftiemld perhaps unachievable, though
unfavorable cultural patterns can be disruptedfamdrable patterns encouraged (Seel,
2000; Weeks, 2007). Yet despite the absence okeosns, Hofstede (1997) argues that
most researchers would not dispute that organizaitioulture is holistic and referring
to a whole that is more that the sum of its pag#ects the history of the organization;
relates to things anthropologists study, such &sals and symbols; is socially
constructed and created; is preserved by the pedpbeform the organization; and is

soft and difficult to change.

Then regardless of the approach, organizationdalmeulshapes knowledge structures
and influences who, what, and how work gets peréatnm the organization (Barney,

1986; Schwartz and Davis, 1981). Companies musaviae of and build on their

133



organizational culture to design relevant strategaicies, prior to undertaking

organizational developments. Strategic and cultigslies within the company often
overlap, and many organizational issues involvé loofture and strategy (Bates et al.,
1995; Weick, 1985). If the organizational culturedastrategic orientations of the
company are interconnected, the development aridagen of CSR strategic agendas
and the company’s cultural features also are ireatily linked. Organizational cultures
represent storehouses of information, knowledgd, karow-how that may support or

spoil the development of CSR strategy and eff@tgppelt, 2003; Lyon, 2004).

In turn, Maon et al. (2010) provide a model of C&Relopment in organizations that
integrates cultural, moral, and strategic aspet83IR development together with its
organizational implications. This consolidative rabdbuilds on the corporate social
responsiveness continuum (Carroll, 1979; Warticét @ochran, 1985; Wilson, 1974),

existing stage-based models of CSR development, @ayis and Blomstrom, 1975;

Mirvis and Googins, 2006; Van Marrewijk and Werg§03; Zadek, 2004), and the
stakeholder culture notion that reflects “the Hslievalues, and practices that have
evolved for solving stakeholder-related problemd atherwise managing relationships
with stakeholders” (Jones et al., 2007: 142). Nwérg organization necessarily

experiences each cultural position, but Maon €28110) highlight three cultural phases

that characterize how companies integrate CSR iptesc

In the firstCSR cultural reluctance phaserganizations reject or ignore CSR-related
issues and preserve a “win at any cost” perspectivey are self-regarding, and
shareholders are the overriding stakeholder grdinerefore, CSR commitment is a
constraint, and the company actively resists ithts broader than those that foster
direct financial benefits. In th€€SR cultural grasp phaseorganizations become
familiar with CSR principles and commit to CSR doecompliance objectives and in
an attempt to minimize operational risks by redgamvironmental and social burdens.
Thus, CSR-related commitments seem like a meapsotect value, and organizations

consider a wider range of stakeholders, even gsrémain fairly self-regarding.
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Finally, in the CSR cultural embedmephase,organizational culture fully embraces
morally based CSR principles, and the company isenaiher-regarding. Its CSR
policies and initiatives switch from results-bassllort-term value protection efforts to
value creation—oriented, CSR-related initiativeat tpertain to the core of business
activities. We summarize the key features of Mabalés (2010) three-phase cultural

model in Table 17.

CSR through an organizational change lens

The consolidative model of CSR development (Maonakt 2010) stresses that
companies genuinely committed to CSR acknowledgedimamic demands of their
business and social environment by increasinglegir@ting various stakeholder
expectations. If possible, the organization evesesiabove these expectations and
proactively adopts policies and practices committeduman well-being and ecological
sustainability. This evolution generally represemthift from a present to a future state,
with new ways to organize and work, and thus aramiational change process. The
required degree and type of change involved renmanrsbject of ongoing debate.
Incremental or radical degress of changelhe reformist perspective that dominates
environmental management literature and underliagesbased CSR development
models (Mirvis and Googins, 2006; Schaefer et 2003) indicates that CSR-related
change should be incremental. Management shouldsfamn basic, progressive,
operational changes to integrate CSR principles stakieholder expectations over the
long term. However, Doppelt (2003) suggests thipragch ultimately falls short;
because incremental improvements seem insuffidierthe long term, CSR-related
change efforts must entail a radical, transfornmatiqperspective in which managers
“fundamentally rethink their prevailing views abaitategy, technology and markets”
(Hart and Milstein, 1999: 32). The aim thus becornteseinvent and reconstruct the

company to ensure its long-term success in a reggerway.
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TABLE 17:
A three-phase CSR cultural model

PHASE KEY FEATURES STAKEHOLDER CULTURE TYPE

Limited morality: Corporate egoist

Approach to CSR — social

. Ignorance, reaction Concern for others Self-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultral Purpose of commitment to CSR None Relevant stakeholders Shareholders
reluctance
CSR influence on organisational CSR as a constraint, focus on avoiding CSR . Honour the widely accepted contract with
Stakeholder treatment logic
goals concerns shareholders only
Nature of CSR-related goals None Key feature Limited m_orallty: Corparate egoist /short-
term self-interest at the corporate level
Limited Morality: Instrumentalist
Approac_h 10 CSR=social Instrumental, from defence to accommodatiorfConcern for others Fairly self-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultural Purpose of commitment to CSR Compliance and license to operate Relevant stakeholders Instrumentally useful stakeholders
r . . .
grasp ) L CSR as a value protector, focus on reputation, Honour the widely accepted contract with
CSR influence on organisational . . oy . o
oals tangible results and adaptation of existing  Stakeholder treatment logic shareholders only, adhere to principles
9 processes in the short-term when instrumentally advantageous
Nature of CSR-related goals ~ Tangible and communication objectives Key feature Enlightened self-interest
Broad morality
Approac_h 10 CSR=social Integrative, from accommodation to proactionConcern for others Other-regarding
responsiveness
CSR cultural Purpose of CSR commitment From business-wide opportunity to social Relevant stakeholders Normative and derivative stakeholders
embedment _ - change _ _
CSR influence on organisational CSR as a value creator, focus on innovation . Treat stakeholders as an ends as well as
Stakeholder treatment logic
goals and long-term prospects means
Nature of CSR-related goals CSR as a moving target Key feature Intrinsic morality tempered with

pragmatism or pure intrinsic morality

Source: Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen (2010: 3@g-also p. 107 of this dissertation



bunphy et al. (2003) adopt a more temperate, catorly position by suggesting the
degree of change needed to progress toward CSRdepa the company’s specific

activities and context.

Planned or emergent types of changeMany research efforts associate the
development of integrated CSR policies and initegi with planned change processes
(e.g., Maignan et al., 2005; Maon et al., 2009;dpanaan, Linnanen, Karvonen, and
Pham, 2003; Werre, 2003). Thus change results fralanced assessments of current
CSR status, managerial endeavors to establish €&Rd objectives, and a vision for
the future that reflects key stakeholders’ expemat and CSR-related opportunities.
The CSR policies and initiatives result from théidgon and realization of a strategic

plan designed to achieve the established vision.

Although some models of these models emphasizennoous CSR planning process
and the importance of stakeholder dialogue andbied(Maignan et al., 2005; Maon
et al., 2009), they generally assume companiesatgpér stable environments and face
mostly identifiable, foreseeable, controllable cenms. Yet many complex CSR issues
are latent, evolving, and unclear and untidy fothbcompanies and their managers
(Dawkins and Lewis, 2003). Furthermore, internal arternal stakeholder groups may
appear unexpectedly, interact with others, andrpiaiéy forge alliances that modify the
power balances between stakeholders and the conjpguyera et al., 2007; den Hond
and de Bakker, 2007; Frooman, 1999; Rowley, 19@6mpanies’ environments thus
are often complex and turbulent, with changeabteracerratic factors, and evolving

rules and expectations with respect to ill-deficedcporate duties.

In this context, corporate progression toward CSRy ndemand up-and-coming,
recursive activities that incessantly act on arattréo the environment and emerging
institutional trends. To some extent, strategicnplag models can provide only
partially relevant accounts of how CSR principlesold. Mainstreaming CSR demands
the ability to cope cogently with both planned amwhergent change (Smith and
Lenssen, 2009).
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Ideal-type theories of changdexisting research depicts organizational changeatdw

CSR as contextual and multifaceted, potentiallyoimwmg incremental adaptations and
radical transformations, as well as planned intetiees and emergent courses of
action. Thus, its underlying processes remain ifegdy represented; we lack

integrative perspectives of the pertinent phenomenpa this article though, we depart
from the inconclusive debates and rely on the caiegtion of organizational change
theories developed by Van de Ven and Poole (1995)offer an alternative

understanding. Classifications of organizationalarge approaches abound in
organizational change literature (e.g., Bullock &atten, 1985; By, 2005), but Van de
Ven and Poole’s distinctive research effort coonsts a particularly relevant tool

because it provides a sound, wide-ranging, flexrelgresentation of types of change
that enable us to combine generic approaches arsdstindy complex and potentially
compound change processes. Furthermore, it canrtitdkaccount internal and external,
as well as individual, organizational, and instdgoal, drivers of organizational change
toward CSR. Specifically, their typology highlightaur ideal developmental or macro-
organizational change theories: life cycle, telgalal, dialectical, and evolutionary

theories. The four theories operate at differegtanrzational levels, focus on distinct

units of change, and are driven by different cotuapmotors.

Life cycle and teleological theories operate oimgle entity, such as an organization or
group, whereas the dialectical and evolutionarpties operate with regard to multiple
entities, such as constituent groups or an orgtoizand its stakeholders. Whereas
teleological and dialectic theories reflect constie modes of change that can generate
unprecedented, discontinuous, and unpredictablartieps from the past, life cycle and
evolutionary theories operate in a prescribed mtydthlat evokes a sequence of change
events, reflecting the progressive evolution ofasctroutines. Interactions among the
theories also produce a wide variety of complexnpheena related to change and

development, such that organizational change dfierlves more than one motor.
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Life cycle theories (e.g., Chandler, 1962; Kimberly and Mil@980) use organic
growth to explain organizational development, frmstigation to termination. Change

appears immanent; its source already exists ioih@nization.

The teleological approach underlies organizatiotte@ories of change, including
decision making (e.g., March and Simon, 1958), wimgdional learning (e.g., Levitt
and March, 1988), and models of strategic planfinghe end state drives the

organization, so the organization appears bothgsafol and adaptive.

The dialectical approach (e.g., Benson, 1977) imegyichange as a result of struggle
among opposing entities, within or outside the piz@tion. Contradictory forces
engage in a process of thesis and antithesis #saits in synthesis (Ford and Ford,
1994), so the outcome is a new entity, the defdabre entity, or an impasse.
Oppositions may be external to the organizationwhsen other organizations pursue
contradictory goals, or internal, as when severarest groups compete for precedence

in the company.

Finally, evolutionary theories consider change weieistic and subject to minor
influences, proceeding through repetitive sequenteariation, selection, and retention
(Nelson and Winter, 1982). The incremental and siccelly radical move toward
novel organizational forms results from the selecitompetition for scarce resources
among different entities, though forces such astimend persistence also perpetuate

and maintain certain organizational forms and prast(Pfeffer, 1982).

6 van de Ven and Poole (1995: 523) note that stiatpanning models (e.g., Chakravarthy and
Lorange, 1991) nevertheless can imply stagewiseeimental process and that “such gradual accotints o
goal implementation actually combine two of theaidigpes, teleological theory and life-cycle thebry
That is, change processes can form a compositelrabtieo or more ideal-type theories.
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QUAD-MOTOR CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHAN  GE
TOWARD CSR

The combination of Van de Ven and Poole’s (199@miework and Maon et al.’s
(2010) cultural model of CSR development constitutes anddoasis for developing a
comprehensive, nuanced idea of CSR-related chamgegses. We thus derive distinct
conceptual motors of change that drive the devedsiraf CSR policies and initiatives
at different organizational levels and highlightfelient organizational contexts in
which these change motors operate. On this basigravide a quad-motor theory, in
which the four motors operate interdependently b not mutually exclusive.
Depending on the unit of change, we consider thgpegtive motors relevant
explanations of the rationale and processes ofgehamperienced during the different

phases that characterize a company’ CSR cultuegiation.

In the remaining of this section, we first approachange motors at play in
organizational change toward CSR at different gointtime by focusing on ‘a single
entity’ perspective, where the organization inlftse considered as the unit of change.
Then, in order to complement our analysis, we addptultiple entities’ perspective on
organizational change toward CSR, regarding congsaas operating in a universe
composed of multiple interacting actors and stakdgte inside and outside the
organization. Finally, building on these two commpéntary perspectives, we depict

illustrative real-life cases enlightening and supipg our theory proposal.

Single entity focus: From life cycle to teleologidachange motors

If the organization is the unit of change, Maorak's (2010) successive cultural CSR
phases initially appear to fit a life cycle approac change; change intuitively occurs in
a natural or institutional, programmatic way. Thgtthe company moves toward a
preconfigured CSR cultural integration state, fwilog a prescribed, linear process. The
sequence of change then results from determinstis that produce first-order changes

and reflect some logical order of organizationalgices.
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At some point though, CSR must involve more thammaant logic and include

proactive corporate moves. Beyond basic legal rements or expected CSR
behaviors, the change sequence cannot be predefosmduse CSR constitutes a
moving target (Vogel, 2005). Further CSR objectitleen evolve according to a social
construction process that depend on the compaulgstification and perception of

evolving expectations in its environment, througbugposeful and adaptive approach.

The central roles of the company’s compliant oraptive CSR objectives and vision,
other-regarding stance, and openness toward stiale@bdhus influence the dominant
logic that underlies change processes. The disB&®R cultural integration phases then
entail distinct dominant change motors; both lijele and teleological motors operate
in combination during the entire integration pragesut it also is characterized by a
progressive shift from the prevalence of the lijele change motor in early CSR phases
to the dominance of the teleological motor latee $Yimmarize this argument in Table
18 and develop it hereafter by first evoking theecaf the transition from CSR cultural
reluctance to CSR cultural grasp before descrilpirggesses at hand in the shift from

CSR cultural grasp to CSR cultural embedment.

Towards CSR cultural grasp: Prevalence of life cgchotor.In the CSR cultural
reluctance phase, the lack of commitment and leosténagerial attitudes essentially
mean the absence of constructive CSR-related timg® No actual dynamics
characterize corporate development toward CSR,usec&SR issues get ignored or
rejected, and the organization maintains its cadime, stagnant attitude toward their

integration.

In the transition to the CSR cultural grasp phalse,company progressively adopts a
defensive or more accommodative stance, likelyeasponse to legal requirements,
institutionalized rules, and apparent CSR-relatastraints. The external environment
influences how the organization expresses itseilf,this influence is mediated by the
primarily obedient rationale that still governs {tivaited integration of CSR principles

into the company’s strategy and operations (cf. #aiven and Poole, 1988).
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In addition, CSR development relies on a self-aexatecorporate view, triggered by
latent liability deficits that characterize the quemy’s organization and activities, from
a risk management perspective (Kytle and Ruggi®5R0Change occurs in discrete,
episodic phases or steps, and the change progratiosale is imminent (within the
limits of possible experience or knowledge), so¢hmpany aims to complete limited,
guantifiable objectives at specific points alonlnaar timeline as necessary precursors
of later events (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). Tidgectives are coherent with the

enlightened self-interest of the company and itststerm orientation.

Therefore, the change process in the transitioani during the CSR cultural grasp
phase is mostly driven by a life cycle motor, supga by a logic that reflects compliant

adaptation.

The linear event progression is regulated by inmsémtal logics or institutions. This
prescribed CSR development program mirrors existimgnge processes, such as total
guality management requirements or standardizddication plans. For example, CSR
codes of conduct or corporate allocation of resesio support compliance with an
international CSR standard (e.g., The Equator Bres) support a self-centered view
and often “may have more to do with commercial @erations than with doing ‘good’
for its own sake” (Hine and Preutz, 2009: 387),reNeéhey generate positive outcomes

in terms of social and environmental impacts.

Finally, top-down methods that require change ammrnon, because they designate
resources (e.g., skills, knowledge, commitment) gndvide reactions that are
unpursued but expected from the external environmérhe challenge for
organizational leaders in this perspective is tml fivays to ensure the organizational
culture supports the actions needed to deliverhencompany strategy and ensure its
reputable status (cf. Tosti, 2007). However, maiig this cultural stance may involve
a complex process that seldom succeeds excepffisigdlgr (Ogbonna and Wilkinson,
2003; Sinclair, 1993) and remains insufficient tgrain CSR principles into the

organizational culture and strategy.
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TABLE 18:
Ideal-type motors of change at play in CSR develapma ‘single entity’ focus

CSRCULTURAL INTEGRATION PHASE IDEAL -TYPE MOTORS OF CSR DEVELOPMENT

CSR cultural reluctance
_ Prevalence of a life-cycle change motor (vs. telgiglal change motor)
= CSR seen as a constrainer

) K taphor of CSR devel t =0 [ wth
= Corporate egoist stakeholder Culture €y metaphoro evelopmen rganic gro

=No CSR-related Objectives Logic = Imminent program, compliant adaptation

CSR Cultural Grasp Generating force = Prefigured program/rule, regulated by logic or iiistions
= Linear sequence of prescribed stages in unfoldirigimanent
potentials for developing CSR initiatives and pekc

*CSR seen as a value protector Progression of CSR orientation

"Instrumentalist Stakeholder culture Prevalence of a teleological change motor (vs:difele change motor)

= Tangible and communicable CSR objectivés i
Key metaphor of CSR development =Purposeful cooperation

CSR Cultural Embedment ) . . .
Logic = Envisioned CSR end state, social construction
= CSR seen as a value creator
Generating force = Goal enactment, consensus on means, cooperatianisyis
= Broadly moral stakeholder Culture
. . . = Recurrent, discontinuous sequence of goal setitimglementation
=Moving CSR objectives Progression of CSR orientation and adaptation to reach CSR envisioned end state




Towards CSR cultural embedment: Prevalence of atébgical motor of changeTrhe
switch to broadly moral stakeholder cultures (Jagtesl., 2007) typically demands that
the company reinterpret business objectives, dpvetmstructive dialogue with key
stakeholders, and ensure that work practices aielei In practice, evolving to a more
value-focused CSR status requires redesigning watterns and undertaking recurrent
adaptations of the means and processes used tdopleradevant, strategic CSR
initiatives. The organization’s ability to embed R &ithin its culture and practices thus
commonly depends on a collaborative, trial-andferpyocess and tailor-made
approaches (Cramer, 2003) supported by CSR-retatgabilities developed during the

CSR cultural grasp phase, as well as strong adapépabilities.

The change process is driven by a teleological matapported by a logic of
development as a cycle of goal formulation, impletagon, evaluation, and
modification based on learning by the organizati@rganizational challenges center on
redirecting existing efforts (Weick and Quinn, 1998nd the CSR understanding and
subsequent initiatives become increasingly sociallgnstructed. Managers and
employees who conduct CSR activities begin to cefte their corporate contribution
from a broader CSR perspective. Because the changeess “emerges through
purposeful social construction among individualshwi the entity” (Van de Ven and
Poole, 1995: 520), it reflects organizational merabeeed to make sense of new goals
and values (Basu and Palazzo, 2008; Cramer, varHdgden, and Jonker, 2006).
People and the organization construct an ideal €8Rstate and undertake actions to
attain it, though it ultimately cannot be reachedduse CSR is an evolving target. This
mutual envisioned end state constitutes the fiaalse guiding the movement of the
organization. The situation in principle is unpdble; CSR objectives progress at the

will of the organization, constrained by resouraed interactions with the environment.

In addition, the teleological motor triggers coostive, second-order change that
breaks with prior assumptions or frameworks (Waim&, Weakland, and Fisch,

1975). The teleological motor makes organizationhhnge processes essentially
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innovative, in that “the twin features of intentaity and the ability to change goals at
will make teleological theories inherently emergamnid creative” (Van de Ven and
Poole, 1995: 524). Because the organization h&wiaeto enact whatever CSR-related
objectives it likes, change potentially implies damental and novel shifts on the

organization.

During the CSR cultural embedment phase, as CSRtinés grow more complex and
integrated, the change perspective approaches eaityptheory. The related creativity
produces an organization that can continuously vesinh itself, and managers’
responsibilities are to undertake efforts that éndbe progress of emergent cultural
attributes stemming from interactions and dialolgeechanges (Seel, 2000) and can

foster behavioral patterns to support innovativiR€&lated initiatives.

A single entity focused on organizational changeatal CSR thus regards the transition
from CSR cultural reluctance to cultural grasp adow to life cycle approaches. The
process becomes increasingly emergent as new getadnacted during the transition to
CSR cultural embedment phase, driven by a telecddgihange motor. However, the
life cycle change motor does not simply fade awaather, its weight diminishes.
Conversely, the teleological change motor, domindating the CSR cultural
embedment phase, is latent in previous phase#shtevalence grows as the company

integrates CSR into its culture.

Multiple entities focus on organizational change tward CSR

Beyond a ‘single entity’-focused perspective, thepiof change operating with regard
to multiple entities can improve understanding loé tthange process at play; they
regard companies as operating in a universe cordpaisehareholders, managers and
employees and within larger networks of financ@mmercial, political, and social
actors, in line with the stakeholder view. Acknosdeng CSR development as a
process that involves various entities makes thenpamy a potential site of

confrontation among stakeholders’ varying values events. Therefore, organizational
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change often results from an imbalance of forced, @mpanies can be influenced by
pressures to engage in developing or reinforcirayr t&SR agenda (Frooman, 1999;

Rehbein, Waddock, and Graves, 2004; Rowley and ddadnu, 2003).

Reasons for engaging in CSR policies and initiatiakso include evolutionary trends
that lead to corporate imitation and replicatiamthis era of rising expectations of the
corporate world, it seems almost unthinkable féarge company to be without some
kind of CSR policies The Economist2008). Engaging in CSR, at least to some
superficial extent, has progressively become anspaohsable part of any market-
oriented strategy (Kotler and Lee, 2005; Vogel, 0A deeper integration of CSR-
related concerns may further be driven by strajegimpetitive reasons. From a value-
creation point of view, CSR indeed offers a potEntsource of innovation,
opportunities, and sustainable competitive advant@lgaxfield, 2008; Porter and

Kramer, 2006).

Accordingly, both dialectical and evolutionary cganmotors in combination drive
organizational change toward CSR, but it also afgpeharacterized by a progressive
shift from the predominance of a dialectical mogarlier to prevalent evolutionary
motors later. We summarize this argument in TaBleHereafter, as in the case of the
‘single entity’ perspective on organizational changpward CSR, we develop our
argument by first describing the transition fromRC&ultural reluctance to CSR cultural
grasp before evoking processes at hand in the fsbift CSR cultural grasp to CSR

cultural embedment.

Towards CSR cultural grasp: Prevalence of a dialeat motor of changeIn a
dialectical perspective, the company is a sitetlierinteraction of internal and external
contradictory forces, driven by potentially coniiy organizational and societal
interests, objectives, and expectations. Interqgdosition may involve managers or
employees who champion CSR based on their persooegdlity, ethical dilemmas
related to corporate activities, or socially oreshpersonal values (Hemingway, 2005;

Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004; Waldman, Siegel, abavidan, 2006).
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TABLE 19:
Ideal-type motors of change at play in CSR develapmA ‘multiple entities’ focus

CSR CULTURAL INTEGRATION PHASE IDEAL -TYPE MOTORS OF CSR DEVELOPMENT

CSR cultural reluctance

Prevalence of a dialectical change motor (vs. dgimiary change motor)
=CSR seen as a constrainer

) Key metaphor of CSR development =Opposition, conflict
= Corporate egoist stakeholder Culture

=No CSR-related Objectives Logic = Contradictory forces; thesis, antithesis, synthesis

CSR Cultural Grasp Generating force = Conflict and confrontation between opposing foraed interests

= Recurrent, discontinuous sequence of confrontationflict and

= CSR seen as a value protector i . )
P CSR progression synthesis between contradictory values or events

* Instrumentalist Stakeholder culture Prevalence of an evolutionary change motor (vdedial change motor)

" Tangible and communicable CSR objectives Key metaphor of CSR development =Competitive selection

CSR Cultural Embedment ) ) ) ) )
Logic = Natural selections between competitors in a pojutat
=CSR seen as a value creator
Generating force = Population scarcity, competition, commensalism
= Broadly moral stakeholder Culture
= Recurrent and cumulative sequence of variatiorecdign and

CSR progression retention CSR events

=Moving CSR objectives




Similarly, internal stakeholders such as trade mmi@VicKenna, 2007), shareholder
activists (Rehbein et al., 2004), and subculturaugs might influence the integration
of CSR principles by confronting the organizatioithwdemands to stop or modify

certain beliefs, practices, or corporate activities

Outside groups also may oppose the corporate eifitiiyey believe it is pursuing

directions that collide with their own direction®idavalues. For example, activist
groups, ethical investors, and consumer groupsrétatgnize the implications of their
purchases might ask for greater integration ofadcand environmental concerns into
corporate decision-making processes, sometimesligafjden Hond and de Bakker,
2007; Harrison, Newholm, and Shaw, 2006; Lewis BtuiKenzie, 2000; Spar and Le
Mure, 2003).

Such conflicts can challenge commonplace assungtard related behaviors and
thereby foster CSR-related developments and changasgeted companies, according
to the balance of power among the entities. Wheonatructive synthesis emerges from
dialectical processes, it becomes the thesis fm#xt cycle. In this sense, dialectical
processes occur all along the developmental pail, distinct features mark the

different levels of CSR cultural integration in @rganization.

Although it generally affects the nature and scop€SR initiatives, regardless of the
company’s commitment to CSR, the dialectical chamgetor may be especially

relevant for explaining constructive modes of cleamg companies characterized by
early CSR cultures, because these cultural phadas significant gaps in CSR-related
commitments. The gaps result from reactive, defensor barely accommodative

stances and the compliance-driven attitude addpgettie company. When highlighted,
these CSR limitations can stimulate pressures atidisms, both within and outside

the organization. In latter phases, the gaps betwsmporate commitments and
stakeholder expectations tend to lessen as opertnessakeholder concerns and
stakeholder engagement increase. This developreads lto a relatively more stable—

though often transitory—status quo.
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However, conflicting relationships and oppositewpeints do not necessarily lead to
creative synthesis (Neal and Northcraft, 1991),-wiim situations, or deeper CSR
commitments and initiatives by a company. To conepleur understanding of the
processes underlying CSR development from a melgpitities perspective, we also

need to consider the role of evolutionary motorshange.

Towards CSR cultural embedment: Prevalence of arolationary motor As CSR
becomes increasingly taken for granted (Vogel, 20B6ndy (2009) argues that CSR
norms are more and more institutionalized. Comathes engage in replicating and
imitating CSR-related corporate behaviors withil @across industries, due to mimetic
isomorphic trends (Bertels and Peloza, 2009; Bo2@99), and the CSR movement
generates wide-ranging changes across corporatelgboms. This trend suggests a
Lamarckian perspective; CSR traits get progresgiaetjuired by learning and imitating
within a generation. The accumulation of individ@8R-related events and initiatives
at the company level gradually changes the natfiteeoglobal corporate population,
“according to prescribed rules that determine wiethe mutation ‘takes’ and change
occurs” (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995: 523). This icking trend characterizes the
CSR cultural grasp phase, reflecting consciousuwarmnscious concerns related to the
company’s license to operate in a global busineasgraament, in line with an
institutional theory standpoint on CSR developmé¢Breening and Gray, 1994;
Campbell, 2007).

Understanding the drive toward more proactive, de@gegration of CSR into strategy
and core business processes requires further evaswh of the competitive nature of
CSR-based strategies. In competitive terms, it @gounder for the company to act
proactively and strategically rather than be cogriceo making investments in CSR
(Husted and Salazar, 2006; Porter and Kramer, 208§)ecially in high growth

industries (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001). In thangition to and during the CSR
cultural embedment phase, CSR-oriented commitmamdsinitiatives become a source

of creativity and opportunity, such that the CSRdih strategies can sustain a
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competitive advantage when the company is ablegeent imitators (Reinhardt, 1998).
For example, a company whose proactive efforts @vaallow it to identify new
technologies and thereby potentially meet impendegulations at a low cost would
gain a long-term competitive advantage (Burke arafsidon, 1996). Also, such
proactive efforts can drive innovation in produatgl services, access to new markets,
and the emergence of novel business models (GragmsdnHodges, 2004; Hart and
Milstein, 2003; Kurucz et al., 2008). The shiftacculturally embedded value-creation
CSR perspective thus must support interrelated ldprreents of innovative strategies
that may help capture scarce resources (Maxfied)8R It must enable corporate

endurance in the long term.

If we extend our focus to constituents and staladrs| the dialectical approach to
change has significant relevance in terms of erplgi corporate moves toward CSR.
Dialectical theories offer a pertinent framework fimalyzing CSR developments in
early phases of the change process, when complartéhe license to operate are the
central concerns of managers. As CSR principlesngegrated in corporate culture and
strategy, evolutionary theories of change, thoulglo &ery relevant in early cultural
phases, appear more appropriate to further undelista of the selective and
competitive processes that lead to deeper integrati CSR concerns into companies’

strategy and operations.

MOTORS OF CHANGE IN ACTION: CSR DEVELOPMENT AT NIKE AND
NOVO NORDISK

This complex explanation of the process of charmeatd CSR incorporates the
interactions of all four change motors. It alsohtights prescribed and constructive
modes of change in all phases, such that life cgotédialectical motors prevail in the
transition from CSR cultural reluctance to cultugdasp, but evolutionary and
teleological motors are more prevalent in the iteorsto and during the CSR cultural

embedment phase. TRESR developments at Nike and Novo Nordisk illustrettange
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processes in early and later CSR cultural phasspectively. These cases, involving
well-known companies in the footwear and pharmacalindustries, illustrate our
guad-motor theory effectively, in that the diffeteand extreme nature of their CSR
development exemplifies the basic mechanisms at atad actors involved in the
phenomena under study. Especially, we focus iméx¢ paragraphs on the case of CSR
development at Nike in order to illustrate changatars at play in the transition from
CSR cultural reluctance to CSR cultural grasp. Thee address the case of Novo

Nordisk’s progressive CSR cultural embedment.

Towards CSR cultural grasp: the case of Nike

Labor activists, nongovernmental organizations (M{;Cand study groups started
targeting Nike concerning human rights violatiomsl avork conditions in its global

supply chain in 1992, after ldarper’s Magazinearticle publicized the appalling pay
stub of a female worker at a Nike Korean-based @utipactor (Ballinger, 1992). Nike

initially adopted a rejecting stance, arguing it adiot own the factories and that its
practices mirrored those of its industry and simgéobal-sourcing sectors. The CSR
issues highlighted by its opponents focused on 'Bliketbcontracting system, which
“pitted factories against each other and disastetiom suppliers that failed to meet

performance and price standards” (Lim and Phik@€)7: 146).

Also in 1992, Nike recognized an increasing needfilic relations management and
distributed its newly developed code of conducticiwieatured a first-party, voluntary
certification mechanism operated by Nike in itsbglbsupply chain. In this incremental
departure, Nike initially nested its first CSR cod#o its market-oriented supply
system, which had self-evident economic advantdgethe global purchaser. Nike’s
maintenance of primarily economic criteria for séiley and managing its supplier
relationships eventually led to buyer—-manufactuirges that could not support long-

term CSR expectations (Lim and Philips, 2007).
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In 1996, Nike came under fire again when criticisthgs “sweatshop” operations and
accusations of “slave” labor resurfaced, along wiihggestions that Nike was
insincerely committed to its code of conduct. Niksponded by mobilizing a task force
to confront these accusations with the argument itsafactory conditions were
equitable and its code of conduct ensured compadg-wonsistency (DeTienne and
Lewis, 2005). In addition, Nike “went professiond&Zadek, 2004: 129) and created a
department to deal specifically with managing sigspl compliance with labor
standards. However, despite activist stockholderisicisms, Nike still refused third-
party monitoring. In 1997, a Nike-funded study ppied extensive criticisms for its
interpretation of the data, its methodology, areridgsearchers’ skill level; Nike's image
deteriorated further until 1998, a year marked d&gtdry strikes and anti-Nike rallies,

along with new allegations (Emerson, 2001; Lim &hdips, 2007).

In 1998, CSR development reached a turning poimt:Khight, Nike’s CEO, vowed to
modify Nike’s supply chain and labor practices. Témmpany established a CSR
department and introduced a revised code of conthait won over many critics,
because it acknowledged that CSR involved more tbh@ampliance with publicly
highlighted expectations (Lim and Philips, 2007)espite its wide-ranging efforts
though, Nike faced ongoing turmoil between its stem financial goals and its long-
term strategic need to protect the brand (Zadek4R0Changing its strategic and
organizational practices to achieve a deeper iategr of CSR principles remained

elusive for the company.

Nike’'s case emphasizes the interaction betweenclide and dialectical motors of
change in the transition toward CSR cultural grasmt is, a succession of dialectical,
CSR-related crises fostered Nike’s incremental tdem through top-down, successive
steps (i.e., communication operations, initial code conduct, labor standards
department, broader CSR department, revised codeowfluct) that reflects some

logical order. The organizational change toward Q88K root in both a socially
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constructed power struggle and a self-centered, ptiante-oriented corporate

perspective.

NGOs, the media, activist groups, subcontractonspleyees, and some shareholder
groups exerted contradictory forces over Nike, véhmsmarily obedient and short-term
economic rationale drove a stage-based integraiddSR principles into its strategy
and operations. Organizational and operational igatations required to resolve
successive conflicts eventually led the compangrtp its initial denials and adopt a
more reactive and, to some extent, accommodat&ecsttoward CSR issues. This
move eventually culminated into a new corporatespective on the CSR issues at

stake.

Towards CSR cultural embedment: the case of Novo Maisk .

The Danish company Novo Nordisk owns the largesbeties product portfolio in the
pharmaceutical industry and is active in haemastagnagement, growth hormones,
and hormone replacement therapies. The reactivaeswimmodative CSR postures and
stakeholder engagement practices that charactetlzedcompany since the 1960s
shifted in the 1990s, when genetic engineeringredtéhe public consciousness. Novo
Nordisk also had trouble meeting new productiondads issued by the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration and therefore could not compete the U.S. market. Novo
Nordisk had to find a way to ensure sustainableiness achievements and foster
innovation in its niche markets to remain differatégd from competitors (Schultz et al.,

2004).

In a global business environment, marked by inangagusiness coordination
challenges and diversified expectations, the compacknowledged that moving
beyond basic license-to-operate considerations asiisal to its development and to
mitigate business risks in the long term (Tapscd®)6). Novo Nordisk provoked
internal reflections about management principled anltural values and, in 1997,

introduced the “Novo Nordisk Way of Management’set a tone and standards for
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managers and employees. It built on a sustainablenvof the future, key values, and
commitments to financial, environmental, and sodiesponsibility (Morsing and

Oswald, 2009).

As a tool to develop a holistic approach, this gnsged governance framework
progressively contributed to different value-basadets for the business units at the
corporate level—because it expressed what the caynpaas striving for but left
responsibility for prioritizing the initiatives tdhe local unit level—and thereby
enhanced empowerment throughout the company (Pamsi Hockerts, 2008). The
development of informal systems and enactment téii@h norms further provided “a
necessary frame for guiding and disciplining acabklet and non-acceptable behavior in
Novo Nordisk toward implementation of the [CSR]astgy” (Morsing and Oswald,
2009: 94). In 2003, it initiated a company-wide gnam encouraging employees to
“Take Action!” by reflecting on potential initiates at the local level that could improve
society, in line with the company’s vision and aities. Suggestions came from all over
the globe, and to ensure shared best practicespthpany established a feedback loop
for these employee insights (Pirson, 2010). Thisative fostered the emergence of a
collective view of the endorsed type of proactivenking and strategic actions

(Morsing and Oswald, 2009; Tapscott, 2006).

Transparency and CSR reporting also became featfifdsvo Nordisk’'s management
systems and everyday practices. Following its faisvironmental report in 1994, it
issued a social report in 1998, then started phiblgsan annual CSR report in 1999. For
the first time in 2004, Novo Nordisk integrated C8Rormation with its financial

results. This pioneering emphasis on transparen@y @penness to stakeholders
facilitated internal communication but also encgeh external, inspirational dialogue,
because the reporting highlighted business dilemamak provided vantage points on

past and future performance.

The broadened stakeholder perspective became lcemtcampany management too.

The 1990 version of Novo Nordisk’s stakeholder madeluded bilateral contacts with
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13 stakeholder groups; ten years later, the companipnger sat in the middle of the
circle but instead was “one element in a stakemaiéévork of stakeholders with more
or less close cooperation, alliances, or partnpssiietween the different groups”
(Mygind, 2006: 307). Novo Nordisk developed formaad informal collaborations with
international organizations, suppliers, local comities, consumer groups, and
political parties, which progressively stimulatedwngoals and spurred strategically
integrated, stakeholder-driven innovations (Pamad Hockerts, 2008; Tapscott, 2006).
For example, the DAWN program, a global surveyiated in 2001 to reveal “diabetes
attitudes, wishes and needs,” focused on the pdssbmd the disease and revealed
patients’ unaddressed expectations. By engaginy wditferent stakeholders, Novo
Nordisk not only learned from their experiences higo gained insights it could

transform into innovative solutions (Pirson, 2010).

Novo Nordisk’s case thus emphasizes the interadbetween the evolutionary and
teleological motors of change in the transitioratml during CSR cultural embedment.
Evolutionary concerns work to drive the elaboratirmanagement systems, controls,
and resources toward increased alignment with ehepetitive requirements prescribed
by the company’s environment. The progressive emtation of Novo Nordisk’s

strategies, structures, and policies neverthelesse wnade possible by intentional
projections of a vision for the future and encoeragnt of those who enacted this
vision. Purposeful enactment constituted the rooirfteractively constructed corporate

objectives and subsequent organizational evolutions

Managerial efforts to enable novel cultural atttésuin the organization contributed to
the emergence of behavioral patterns that woulgp@ipnnovative, stakeholder-driven
initiatives. Cultural orientations and stakeholdeteractions also mutually nurtured
each other, which enabled the organization “to tstdad stakeholders’ interests and
expectations, to relate to different agendas, ¢ntifly and prioritize themes” (Morsing,
2006: 243). Sometimes in unexpected ways, thisioggpunctuated process generated

competitive advantages for Novo Nordisk througheascto critical resources, greater
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operational efficiency, improved product differeniton, and new market spaces (Parisi
and Hockerts, 2008). The increased options for ftitare eventually pushed the

evolution of the company in other directions aslwel

DISCUSSION

Examples of CSR developments at Nike and Novo N&rdontribute to show that
prevailing motors at play in CSR-related organaai change processes may
significantly differ according to the initial sittian and level of embedment of CSR
principles in the organization’s culture. In a gexheperspective, the quad-motor
conceptualization epitomized by these real-lifeesasontributes to business and society
literature in at least three respects. First, anceptualization extends prior literature
pertaining to the drivers of corporate engageme@$R (Aguilera et al., 2007) and the
implementation processes that characterize it @ieen et al., 2009; Smith, 2003). By
considering life cycle, teleological, dialecticahd evolutionary change motors together
with strategic and organizational implications, nedp bridge the chasm between what
triggers CSR development and how companies act@ltyress CSR concerns and
opportunities. In this sense, our research effoth complements and moves beyond
existing stage-based models of CSR development, (Bligvis and Googins, 2006;
Zadek, 2004) and CSR strategic planning models, (Blgignan et al., 2005; Maon et
al., 2009) and provides a more comprehensive utadelisig of the CSR development
process. In particular, we suggest that the foanglk motors and the detailed account
of their timely interplay constitute a relevant geal framework for past and future
research into CSR implementation and change. Fample, it emphasizes the need to
enhance imperfect accounts of the evolutionary reatf CSR development (e.g.,
Bondy, 2009), as well as the relevance of reseafidits focused on CSR leadership
(e.g., Waldman et al. 2006) or organizational sewdeng (e.g., Basu and Palazzo,

2008) to further our understanding of the teleaabdimension of CSR development.
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Second, we acknowledge that in addition to instih&l business systems (Matten and
Moon, 2008) and industrial environments (McWilliaraad Siegel, 2001), cultural
features at the organizational level orient theureatand type of a company’s CSR
commitments. Different change motors predominaritipction at different CSR
cultural phases and interconnect with differentrapphes to CSR. This article helps
substantiate existing assumptions about the impoetaof organizational culture for
developing CSR initiatives that support both bustnand societal raisons d’étre (de
Woot, 2005; Swanson, 1999). In line with the conjee that cultures are organization-
specific and evolve over time, we stress the relegaf perceiving CSR developments
from contextual, time-based, and cultural perspesti Our study emphasizes the need
for scholars to find a balance between general agdnization-specific accounts to

offer constructive analyses and representatiol®Si development processes.

Third, our model offers a heuristic for critiquasdareformulations designed to clarify
change aspects that may be incompletely describedii conceptualization. Some of
our theoretical choices certainly require furthecdssion; for example, the cultural
model we use approximates a sequenced, prefigaredl,incremental succession of
phases, even though Maon et al. (2010) argue tmapanies do not necessarily proceed
through each CSR cultural phase. In this senseqoad-motor conceptualization of
CSR development is to some extent nested withiovanall life cycle progression from
early to later CSR cultural phases. Understanding telationships among the
emphasized change motors therefore requires spegifgacro—micro links among the
motors to refine this account. Moreover, the ackedgment that one motor might nest
within another should trigger research into how @SR development of the
organization as a whole might encompass engrafée@ldpments of particular units
within and outside the organization. Finally, issumked to the potential different
paces and natures of CSR-related change processess aentities within the
organization (Pettigrew, Ferlie, and McKee, 199an\de Ven and Poole, 1995) mainly

remain unremarked in our theoretical endeavor.
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Our study principally contributes to organizatiorddange research by highlighting
previously unexplored explanations of change anceldpment in organizations. The
distinctive features of the CSR development phemame-including its value-laden,
moral, and social dimensions—make it fundamentdiffierent from most organization-
wide change events. Our composite explanation oR @®&velopment accordingly
provides a significant example of quad-motor themrof change in organizations,
which remain virtually nonexistent in mainstream nagement and organization
literature. In particular, our account parallelg@l's (1976) explanation of human
development, which Van de Ven and Poole (1995) tseklstrate how a quad-motor
approach might work. In some measure, the four mr@sms of CSR development
reflect the four progressions of life events in dgeiks human development theory: an
internal-biophysical progression (i.e. a ‘“life-og¢tl process), a psychological
progression dominated by situational dialogues. (ae “teleological” process), a
sociocultural progression emphasizing relationstesveen the social world and the
individual's development (i.e. a “dialectical” pmess), and an outer-physical
progression driven by external forces (i.e. an fetironary” process). The relative
parallelism between these two theories could ctuteta relevant basis for developing
research avenues that may enrich and refine bajanaational change theory in
general and more specific conceptualizations of @&relopment in organizations.

From a managerial standpoint, our study chieflyesds that informal organizational
processes and systems play significant roles ipatipg, reinforcing, and expanding
strategically integrated CSR efforts. The modelpsavide thus might help managers
develop pertinent accounts of dialectical and evahary forces and internal and
individual dimensions, which can be assimilatedstipport the company’s consistent
engagement in valuable CSR initiatives. That isoifier robust support for considering
the actual nature of a company’s CSR commitmendseavisioning cultural, strategic,
and organizational advances required to expand .thenpractice, we suggest the
managerial ability to encourage appropriate cultpeatterns is a key factor for the

development of coherent and integrated CSR inrgstithat move beyond mere
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compliance-oriented responses. Top managers incylart should set long-term
ambitions, as well as progressively promote andvelgt endorse stakeholder- and
innovation-oriented values, beliefs, and normshéy do so, they can enhance both the
company’s ability to cope with environmentally inggal constraints and people’s
eagerness to engage in social processes that sypgentially groundbreaking CSR

initiatives.

CONCLUSION

In recent decades, CSR has gained prominence im dctédemic and managerial
spheres, and business and society literature haslded significantly to defining and
characterizing the phenomenon and developing amtste discussions about its best
practices and impact on business performance. Hemyvéwegrative theoretical tools
aimed at generating a comprehensive understandimpat triggers growing corporate

engagement in CSR policies and how companies cplement them remain limited.

Therefore, we introduce a composite model of CS&eld@ment that combines ideal-
type theories of change (Van de Van and Poole, 1888 a conceptualization of CSR
cultural phases (Maon et al., 2010). The model alsvéhat CSR development
encompasses prescribed and constructive modes aomigehoperating on single and
multiple entities—that is, a quad-motor theory dFC development. Together, these
elements contribute to a compelling and dynamicsgestive on processes of

organizational change toward CSR.

Of course, the complexity of the organizational rpfreena and the diverse entities it
encompasses guarantee that rigorous postulati@dgls) and theories cannot represent
the entire range of field practices and situatioh® do not pretend to satisfy any of
these claims. Rather, we aim to provide an insightfesourceful analysis of the
complex CSR development phenomenon and articulaje tkeories of a dynamic
approach to support companies moving toward saesponsibility. We hope this

conceptualization and the real-life cases foster kind of debates and reflections
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required to reach more inclusive accounts of they V@SR principles unfold in

contemporary corporate organizations.
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PART Il: A STAKEHOLDER-FOCUSED PERSPECTIVE
ON CSR DEVELOPMENT

On the pursuit of ideological ends through powesdmeans:
Reconsidering stakeholder pressures for corporatéas responsibility

pp. 155-212.
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ESSAY 4

On the pursuit of ideological ends through power-basd means:
Reconsidering stakeholder pressures for

corporate social responsibility*”

ABSTRACT

Building on insights from literature pertaining ¢orporate social responsibility (CSR),
stakeholder influence, organizational ideology, awdanizational power, this case
study research emphasizes disparities betweenhsiiglees’ ideological orientations

and their perceptions of a company’s similar oaéinhs as a central driver of their
CSR-oriented influence attempts. A typology of CG8fRuence strategies results, based
on stakeholders’ ideological rationale for CSR-otéel influence, their power over the
company, and the nature of their power bases. Bysidering a broad range of

organizational, community, and regulatory stake&ddthis study both complements
and extends existing conceptual studies of staklenahfluence and empirical research
efforts that adopt a narrower stakeholder focualsd establishes more clearly the link
between stakeholders’ motivation for engaging inR&®iented influence endeavors

and the strategies they adopt to do so.

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility, stakeholder uaefice, organizational

power, organizational ideology

7 Joint work with Catherine Janssen (Université dighe de Louvain)
8 The ‘ideal target’ for this essay@rganization Studies
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“Ideology is a set of beliefs about how the sociatloperates, including ideas about what outcomes
are desirable and how they can best be achieved.”

— Tal Simons and Paul Ingram 1997, p. 25

“The realization of most societal goals, even tuafions in which the actor's commitment and
knowledge are considerable, requires the applicatibpower.”

— Amitai Etzioni, 1968, p. 314

INTRODUCTION

In a context in which corporate activity increasyngonstitutes a public concern with
profound social, environmental, and political incplions (Palazzo and Scherer, 2008;
Vogel, 2005), contemporary companies face pergistenmands from multiple, diverse,
and differentially powerful groups to demonstrateager consideration for and better
management of the impact of their operations oniegpcand the environment
(McWilliams, Siegel, and Wright, 2006). The deba#s®ut whether companies have
social duties beyond wealth creation continue (Heswoh, 2009), but increasing
pressures and influence attempts designed to gepames to acknowledge their
corporate social responsibility (CSR) significantlontribute to the increased
development of various so-called responsible bgsineitiatives, ranging from mere
revisions of communicational policies to remarkaddiaptations of business models and

strategies (Grayson and Hodges, 2004; Laufer, 2003)

In academic and managerial spheres, a stakehgbgeoach (Donaldson and Preston,
1995; Freeman, 1984) gradually has been imposedntterstand the structures,

dimensions, and practical implications of evolvingsiness and society relationships, as
well as the potential related power struggles (Waod Jones, 1995). Yet scholars
generally focus only on the corporate side of thetationships, including significant

research efforts to identify salient stakeholderg.( Jawahar and McLaughlin, 2001;
Mitchell, Agle, and Wood, 1997), design response®thical issues associated with

balancing stakeholders’ competing demands (e.ger@®veod, 2007; Reynolds, Schultz,
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and Hekman, 2006), and optimize the responsibleagement of relationships in
stakeholder networks (e.g., Bendheim, Waddock aravé3, 1998; Rowley, 1997).
Until recently though, the stakeholder side hasbiee less considered. Accordingly,
scholars in the field should adopt a more stakedrdbésed, external focus to
investigate stakeholder influence issues and lb#aries that can explain changes at
the business and society interface (den Hond an®aldker, 2007; Lee, 2008). In
particular, scholars have called for models thacdbe how stakeholder groups foster
corporate engagement in CSR, as well as why (dé&éand den Hond, 2008; Rowley
and Moldoveanu, 2003).

Some responsive research efforts offer partial answo these calls and improve
understanding of CSR-oriented stakeholder influsneecording to a utilitarian-based
and resource dependence perspective of stakehotmepany interactions (e.g.,
Frooman, 1999; Frooman and Murrell, 2005; HendB03) or by building on social

movement, identity, or institutional theories (e Aguilera et al., 2007; den Hond and
de Bakker, 2007; King, 2008; Rehbein, Waddock, &rdves, 2004; Rowley and

Moldoveanu, 2003). Nevertheless, three key linotadipersist.

First, existing research efforts still mostly imagistakeholder influence behaviors as
driven primarily by roughly defined ‘stake-basedtdrests and considerations, even
though stakeholders often are not primarily intexgsn the assets, payments, or favors
they obtain from modified corporate behaviors. Rathmany stakeholders are
genuinely concerned about the side effects and riskcorporate activities (Holzer,
2008), and extant research efforts often fall sldrully addressing the motivational
dimension of stakeholder CSR-oriented influence eemdrs. Because these
stakeholder—-company interactions, beyond convealttiamstrumental logic, at least
partly reflect moral and ideological consideratiqAguilera et al., 2007; Banerjee,
2007; Okoye, 1999; Swanson, 1999), the value-lad&ologically loaded
underpinnings of stakeholder CSR-oriented influeindgatives deserve more attention

(de Bakker and den Hond, 2008). Second, existisgareh provides a fragmented
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picture of the pertinent processes; the “why” ahdw” dimensions remain especially
segmented. In this sense, we lack models thatramiedghe motivational grounds for
CSR-oriented influence with associated stakehald&rence strategies in an articulate
and inclusive manner. Third, scholarly contribuiaiten focus on restricted categories
of stakeholders (e.g., activists, community groupgh specific characteristics. Their
findings may not be valid for all other groups hretwider stakeholder network of a

company.

In this context, building on insights from literadywe conduct case study research with
two large, European-based companies to addresscemtral issues: (1) how the
ideological, value-laden orientations of a stakdhlplorganization actually trigger its
motivation to influence CSR initiative developmeatt a company and (2) the way
stakeholder ideological orientations condition tlnbition and objectives of
stakeholder influence attempts and the type ofesiras used by stakeholders to reach
them. With our focus on the ideological rationatdsCSR influence across a broad
range of organizational, community, and regulatstgkeholders (Henriques and
Sadorsky, 1999), as well as their power over thapany and the bases of that power
(i.e., coercive, utilitarian, pure normative, ocgsnormative; Etzioni, 1964), this study
contributes to a better understanding of stakelhdiR-oriented influence endeavors

in at least three respects.

First, we reconsider the fundamental motivationadehsion underlying CSR-oriented
stakeholder influence processes. We show that lstédkers’ CSR-oriented influence
attempts are motivated mainly by how they percalisparities between their own
ideological beliefs about the role and duties ahpanies in the social world and the
ideological orientations they attribute to the focampany. In addition, our study
reveals that ideological orientations of stakehololganizations, in combination with
their power bases, condition the type of CSR-oedrgndeavors in which they engage.

Therefore, our study contributes to an integrativederstanding of both the
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motivational and behavioral dimensions of stakeéddengagement in CSR-oriented

influence endeavors.

Second, by explicitly emphasizing the various polases of stakeholder organizations
as potential determinants of the nature of CSRatet influence strategies, our model
reaffirms the relevance of and substantiates thenaent for adopting an approach that
extends beyond a merely utilitarian perspective develop a comprehensive
understanding of power relationships and their at$feon stakeholders’ influence

endeavors.

Third, by empirically considering multiple categesiof stakeholders, we depart from
existing conceptual research and empirical stutdiedevelop more robust accounts of

CSR-oriented stakeholder influence processes.

The remainder of this article proceeds as follow® introduce the CSR concept and
emphasize conservative and progressive, ideoldgiltelded viewpoints of the notion.
Then we evoke how the ideological orientations of @ganization condition its
behaviors and may constitute a relevant lens fewwig the stakeholder organization’s
CSR-oriented influence endeavors. We present ouhadelogy and data before
detailing our findings, according to a three-pambgoessive plan that focuses on (1)
ideological rationales of stakeholder engageme@SiR-oriented stakeholder influence
endeavors, (2) ideology- and power-dependent std¢tehinfluence objectives, and (3)
stakeholders’ specific power bases and associagid-@iented influence strategies.

Finally, we discuss the central contributions anglications of our study.

CONFLICTING PERSPECTIVES ON COMPANIES’ SOCIAL ROLE AND
DUTIES

The CSR concept assumes that a company has, itioadtt its economic and legal
obligations, ethical and discretionary respongibsgi to constituent groups other than
stockholders, which extend beyond its direct irdeydJones, 1980; McWilliams and

Siegel, 2001). Especially from a stakeholder-bgsmdpective, CSR reflects corporate
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behaviors that stakeholders allege are morally iredquor expected by society and
therefore justifiably demanded of companies (Cgr2)08; de Bakker, Groenewegen,
and den Hond, 2005). As a contested concept, C3l|otbtedly occurs in diverse
social contexts which precipitate a number of idgmal disputes” (Okoye, 2009: 619).
From its origins to its current state, CSR has istestly projected a particular view of
how the socioeconomic system should operate andotee and duties of its various
actors (Berman and Rowley, 2000; Mitchell, 1989).this sense, the CSR notion is
value-laden and, more specifically, ideologicallpaded (Aupperle, Carroll, and
Hatfield, 1985; Walters, 1977). It provides a partar account of what is problematic in
the social world (Blee and Currier, 2005), togethéh “ideas about what outcomes are

desirable and how they can be best achieved” (S3raad Ingram, 1997: 784).

In this context, whether a company is perceiveadbfairly and live up to its social

responsibilities depends largely on the naturénefgerceiver’s ideological orientations
(Watson, 1997). The relevancy and implicationst@ CSR notion therefore remain
controversial for many social actors. In relationvthat we refer to as a moderate or
conventional stance on CSR, two main critiquessitiate the ideological disputes that

surround the CSR notion and the corporate praciicesnditions.

Conservative and progressive ideological standpoiston CSR

From a conservative standpoint, CSR is an essintsabversive notion (Friedman,
1962; Hayek, 1969; Henderson, 2001, 2009; Sternb2®94). This perspective
principally argues that companies are in businesprivate, financial wealth generation
and that their responsibility is economic, as exdragd by Nobel laureate Milton
Friedman’s statement that “there is one and onb sotial responsibility of business —
to use its resources and engage in activities deditp increase its profits so long as it
stays within the rules of the game, which is to, &mgages in open and free competition
without deception or fraud” (1962: 133). Therefotempanies should invest in social
demands only if doing so may increase shareholdduev The supporters of this

ideological position worry that outside interfereacwill hinder efficient resource
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allocations by corporate actors, partly based eri‘phoperty rights doctrine; part of the
justification is the expected social welfare betsedif wealth creation” (Windsor, 2001:

228).

Conversely, progressive or liberal criticisms of RC8enounce it by arguing that
because it lies within the framework of markets eeglires market-based incentives, it
“ultimately falls prey to the vagaries of the markéDoane, 2004: 215). These
criticisms regard the rise of the CSR “movement’ass outcome of the increasing
latitude of large corporations in a context of pesgive disempowerment of traditional
political actors (Matten and Crane, 2005; Mitch&B89; Walters, 1977). In this sense,
the CSR movement provides false legitimation tdipfocused operations of corporate
actors, especially since it has been “taken overth®y big management houses,
marketing houses,” according to The Body Shop fear&hita Roddick (Sourcewire,
2007: 1). Stakeholder engagement—based CSR thustpehe persistence of critical
accountability gaps on the corporate side (Greendwg607; Matten and Crane, 2005),
and progressive critics contend that the very CSRon, in its current state, is
inadequate to generate universally beneficial $@&tiactures or ensure the common
good (Melé, 2002); it also appears fairly ineffeetivhen it comes to defining the role
that companies could and should play, together gatlernments and nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), in the global realm (Mattewl £rane, 2005; Scherer, Palazzo,

and Matten, 2009; Velasquez, 1992).

In this multifaceted zone filled with ideologicakgdutes, companies evolve in response
to the conflicting perspectives of both individualsd organizations regarding the role
and duties of companies in the social world. Asrnopecial systems (Katz and Kahn,
1978), organizations get evaluated by stakeholdedsp may represent diverse

ideological orientations and hold conflicting viesipts toward the CSR notion.
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ORGANIZATIONAL IDEOLOGIES AND INFLUENCE BEHAVIORS

Beyond the negative connotation often associatéd ihie term, ideologies pertain to
the development of “a cognitive map of sets of exawons and a scale of values in
which standards and imperatives are proclaimed|qdi 1973: 92). They constitute a
set of beliefs about how the social world operatdgsat social ends are desirable, and
how they can best be reached (Simons and Ingra®7)l1%urthermore, because
ideologies reflect “the social experiences in atipalar context at a particular time”
(Dunbar, Dutton, and Torbert, 1982: 91), differenbnomic, cultural, and institutional
contexts tend to foster different ideologies (Ganll 1994). Even within a consistent
general context and a dominant societal ideologyugh, each organization likely
develops its own, specific ideological orientatiotigat is, its dominant organizational

ideology'® (Simons and Ingram, 1997).

Regardless of the type of organization, an orgdoizal ideology provides a

collectively shared clue of how to act and undemtthe environment (Apter, 1964;
Wilson, 1973); over time, it shapes and filterse‘tlvay information is used in

organizational decision making, analysis, and e#&n, acting as a control on the
cognitions and behaviors of adherents” (McKinlepad, and Rust, 2000: 235). In this
sense, organizational ideologies, though they mayldss elaborate than those of
individual people (Starbuck, 1982), provide a franfereference for organizational

action and regulate how organizational actors ttimk world works and what their

goals and objectives should be (Goll and Zeitz,1)9%herefore, they are reflected in
organizational practices, forms, and power str@suf(Beyer, 1981; Meyer and
Starbuck, 1993; Simons and Ingram, 1997) and affleet organization’s strategic

choices, goals, and objectives (Gray and Arissb1®B&yer, 1982; Starbuck, 1982).

9 Organizational ideologies and associated choioesmactices typically reflect the key beliefs and
values of organizational leaders (Goll and Zei@9Q1L;, Starbuck, 1982), and some members or subgroups
could hold nuanced or unique ideological positiohsst as full consensus is neither indispensalie no
desirable for organizations, “complete ideologitamogeneity is not necessary for an organizatidreto
influenced by an ideology” (Simons and Ingram, 19887). Nevertheless, we acknowledge that internal
ideological conflicts might result in some situatiovithout a dominant ideology in an organization.
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In addition, an organizational ideology providesbasis for legitimating processes
toward both internal and external stakeholder gso(idiles and Creed, 1995; cf.
Ricoeur, 1997). Beyond their translation into indrgoals and practices, organizational
ideologies appear to influence how organizatiotsract with external social actors and
may determine influence processes across orgamzatiThose that pursue similar
ideological ends characteristically develop mutuddeneficial relationships that are
based on those ideological affinities, whereas miggdions with divergent ideologies
tend to engage in competitive and adversarialicglships (Simons and Ingram, 1997).
In interorganizational relationships, as well aghia broader social arena, organizational
ideologies thus embody sources of obedience, cgnsemesistance, especially when
leading organizations attempt to influence the gi@nd practices of other organizations

(Simons and Ingram, 1997, 2004).

The role of organizational ideologies in CSR-orierdd stakeholder influence

Despite the wide acknowledgement of fundamentadlatgcal underpinnings of CSR
and the evidence that organizational ideologieddumentally affect organizational
behaviors as frames of reference for organizatiastibn and interaction, stakeholder
CSR-oriented influence processes have been minjinmadéstigated from an ideological
standpoint. Research on stakeholder influence psesestill tends to rely on Frooman’s
(1999) conceptual model of stakeholder influencex dsamework (e.g., Frooman and
Murrell, 2005; Hendry, 2005; Sharma and Henriqu#3)5; Tsai et al., 2005). This
model suggests that the utilitarian-based, resodegendence relationship between a
company and its stakeholders drives both availabiegies (i.e., resource usage or
withholding) and the paths (i.e., direct or indijethat stakeholders choose in their
targeted influence endeavors. Therefore, power, (itke probability that one actor
within a social relationship would be in a posititm carry out his own will despite
resistance,” Weber, 1947: 152) stems from resowgehanges and interparty

dependence (Pfeffer, 1981; Pfeffer and Salancik,81%nd constitutes the central
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determinant of stakeholders’ ability to influenbe tbeliefs, attitude, and behavior of the

target company.

Yet Frooman’s (1999) model of influence ignores thetivational dimension of

stakeholder influence processes. By consideringdiherse ‘stake-based’ interests of
stakeholders as central divers of influence attemipt builds on fairly ambiguous

stakeholder motivational assumptions. However, maeent scholars argue that
stakeholder mobilization may reflect the desireeigress an identity as well (e.g.,
Rehbein et al. 2004; Rowley and Moldoveanu, 2008addition to these instrumental
and relational aspects, stakeholder pressures 36t @ay relate to moral and value-
laden motives (Aguilera et al., 2007). These cbotions, though crucial, do not clearly
establish the link between identified stakehold®ronales for engaging in influence

endeavors and the strategies they actually adaju &o.

An insightful attempt to bridge the gap betweeniwational and behavioral dimensions
of stakeholder influence processes has been ukdertay den Hond and de Bakker
(2007). In their study, they focus on the partic@ase of activist groups that they view
as stakeholders representing social moverfittyically characterized by ideologically
structured action (see e.g. Buechler, 2000; Zad@0® In line with social movement
literature (Clemens, 1993), they suggest that withi particular social movement,
usually several activist groups operate, each itstbwn organizational arguments and
tactics. Specifically, they argue that the choi€€C8R-oriented influence tactics (i.e.,
material or symbolic gain or damage) depends ongtibeps’ value-laden radical or
reformative posture. That is, the ideology of astigroups may enable them “to
develop the abstract notions of legitimacy intouangnts about what—in their view—is
appropriate and justified to affect the level aratune of corporate social change
activities” (den Hond and de Bakker, 2007: 918)e3éauthors therefore emphasize the

reformative or radical type of systemic changesadted by the various activist groups

20 A social movement is understood as “a set of opimiand beliefs in a population which represents
preferences for changing some elements of the Isstciecture (McCarthy and Zald, 1977:1217), but one
that is “able to mobilize people into an organizedlective effort to solve social problems or euven
transform the social order” (den Hond and de Bakke®,7: 903)
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— or their absolute intention — but do not consitter actual content and nature of
ideological orientations or their effect on the @e’ engagement in CSR-oriented
influence strategies targeted at certain compamiieghermore, it does not provide a
means to devise influence strategies adopted bgr,obroader types of stakeholders
than activist groups and that would typically nail finside the scope of social

movement studies.

Thus, the ideological underpinnings of stakeholdefluence processes remain
underexplored, despite widespread recognition efrtkey effects on organizational
attitudes and behaviors (Simons and Ingram, 19904 Rand their directional influence
in driving CSR-oriented influence endeavors towasdtain trajectories rather than
others (den Hond and de Bakker, 2007; Rwabizaml2@27). Therefore, our study of
the stakeholder side of business and society oektiips investigates how the CSR-
related ideological orientations of each stakeholdganization might constitute a
fundamental determinant of its potential motivationinfluence the development of
CSR initiatives. In addition, we address questi@tated to how stakeholder ideological
orientations, in combination with power levels dases, may condition the objectives
of their influence attempts and the nature of ttratsgies they use to attain their

ambitions.

EMPIRICAL METHOD

Because insightful models pertaining to CSR-oriérgakeholder influence processes
exist but without an integrative theoretical franoeky case study method suits our
theory refinemengoal, which takes the middle ground between thelsgovery and
refutation (Keating, 1995). From a holistic perspective, wa eadress both why and
how CSR-oriented stakeholder influence attempteaiLincoln and Guba, 1985, Yin,
2003), because we focus on interpretations of boa@ors’ perceptions of a
contemporary phenomenon in their natural envirorini®@ocial actions and structures;

Bonoma, 1985; Yin, 2003). In particular, we can esbie the dynamics of the

185



stakeholder—company interactions and attain a lbaseveloping an understanding of
contextualized, interrelated, hypothetical causaitdrs (Ragin, 1987) that underlie

diverse stakeholders’ influence endeavors.

Case selection

Our case studies involve stakeholder—company ictierss at two large companies
based in Europe. This multiple case design suppauts objectiveto consolidate,
sharpen, and extend existing theory. Our multiptsec design follows a ‘literal
replication’ logic (as opposed to a ‘theoreticaplieation logic’ and to a ‘sampling
logic’) aimed at producing corroboratory evidenthat is, in selecting these two cases,
we have aimed to strengthen our results by repligahe pattern-matching and thus
increase confidence in the robustness of our thieateadvancements (Yin, 2003). As
such, we focused on two cases that we believeddymalvide similar results and chose

cases based on their ability to support analytealeralization.

We therefore focused on two well-known, large MN@wing — at least partially — an
established consumer goods-orientation and comimym tompetitive industries with

high public profiles since such companies are Yikel face a broad range of CSR-
related issues and associated stakeholder influatieepts due to their customarily
international and multi-level supply chains, themportant visibility, and the resulting

important social scrutiny on their activities from wide range of actors and
organizations (see Bertels and Peloza, 2009; Kiegox and Barnett, 2002; Jones,

1999).

Exploratory examinations of the recent history lné tase companies indeed allowed
highlighting relevant progressive developments heit CSR agendas and the
noteworthy impacts of stakeholder pressures wipeet to these agendas. Through our
analysis of these cases, we therefore expectaddcefidence of manifold, insightful,
CSR-oriented stakeholder influence endeavors bersies stakeholder groups, which

should enable us to generate “rich” contextual aoto(Lincoln and Guba, 1985).
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A second consideration in selecting the case compagrertained to the convenience
and possibility of gaining flexible access to thetment company information and the
stakeholder groups’ representatives. The seleabetpanies therefore both originate

from the Western European environment.

The first case company is a global retailer of dattee and functional home furnishing
products. The company’s sustained worldwide exmpanstrategy has led to the
establishment of stores around the world and tradifices in more than 30 countries.
The second company is a large, multinational pxvaf integrated telecommunication
services ranging from fixed and mobile telecom@ad knd media. It is active mainly at
the continental European level but has offices radailne globe. We refer to these two

companies, respectively, as Home and Netdial,dtept their anonymity.

In most interorganizational studies, the unit oélgsis is a dyad relation between two
parties (van der Meer-Kooistra and Vosselman, 20@& study interorganizational
phenomena that depend on the socially responsiblemitments of a particular
company, as well as the initiatives of distinckstaolder groups; therefore, our units of
analysis are specific influence relationships imirgy a stakeholder group and a target

company.

Data sources

To increase our familiarity with the case companige nature of their socially
responsible commitments, and their key stakeholdees collected and examined a
variety of written documentation, including presdeases and articles, benchmark
studies, previous case studies, Web sites, andaarand corporate responsibility
reports. In informal interviews with managers athbcompanies, we deepened our
knowledge of progressive developments of the comegansocially responsible
commitments and stakeholder pressures. Finallydiginct stakeholders of Home and
27 distinct stakeholders of Netdial were intervidwi@ Belgium, the Netherlands,

France, Germany, Denmark, and Sweden. We thusietidRowley and Moldoveanu’s
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(2003) advocacy of individual-level interviews aspartinent qualitative research

technique for understanding motivational factoet tmderlie stakeholders’ influence.

In each case, the interviewed stakeholders incluepesentatives from organizational,
community, and regulatory grouipgsee Henriques and Sadorsky, 1999). Prior to each
potential interview, we reviewed publicly availablgecondary data about the
stakeholder organization. The interviewed orgaropat represented stakeholders that
had attempted to influence the case companieseipaist, were in direct relationships
with them, or were highly likely to engage in pdtehinfluence attempts in the future
(e.g., because their core mission focused on ae wsrrently at stake for the company).
We provide detailed information about these stalddte and their interactions in

appendix.

The stakeholder interviews used a semi-structupeen-ended design (Blee and Taylor,
2002), beginning with broad, “grand tour” questiothet enabled the stakeholder
representatives to present the material in them tavms. These questions focused on
the group’s conceptualization of the social dutesl responsibilities of companies;
perceptions of the case company’s orientations tdvlze CSR notion; evaluations of
the company’'s CSR-related commitments and limitetioand motivations for and
nature of past and current CSR-related influentemgits. Because it was sometimes
necessary to explore the stakeholder ideologic@ntations or influence objectives
further, the interview protocol allowed for folloup questions that attempted to induce
greater insights into specific lines of inquiry, chuas details about positions,
perceptions, and past events (Snow, Zurcher, aoloefj, 1982). Thus, the interviews
reflected emerging topics and the unique aspectseaifh stakeholder—company

relationship.

Following the interviews, we considered furtheromhation provided by the informants

or gathered from other sources. Each interviewethsin average of 85 minutes; the

21 Managers identified and provided contact informratior key stakeholder representatives. In addition
we identified complementary stakeholder groups fen liasis of our preliminary investigation and the
context of the companies’ current and past actisitind stakeholder networks.
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overall process resulted in a transcript of 642egafll2-point font, single spaced).
These multiple data collection methods increasertfieistness of our findings, help
compensate for the weaknesses of any one datattmiienethod, improve the quality
of the final interpretation, and ensure data tridagon (Jick, 1979; Strauss and Corbin,
1998).

Data analysis

Our analysis was informed by grounded theory (S8ali987), though we also departed
from a “blank state” approach, in line with Straassl Corbin (1998), and considered
existing literature and personal experience to gasights into the data, such that our

analysis also relied on some prior theory and rabmtieal literature.

First, all stakeholder interviews were open codetich entailed line-by-line coding of
the transcripts for both case under study. Thenderxeloped axial code categories
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998). The particular prooésfefining, removing, and naming
axial codes was fundamentally a “disciplined imagion” process that suggested
theoretical categories and subcategories (Spid§@4). Through this trial-and-error
process, we progressively brought concepts togethighin superior levels of

abstraction in a selective coding process thatrgited to assimilate and refine theory
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998), as well as developinamtt cross-case analyses

(Eisenhardt, 1989).

In the analysis, we moved back and forth betweend#ita and abstract conceptual
notions. For each case, we combined the informafiiom each interview and the
secondary sources, then alternated between chetikengture on CSR, stakeholder
influence, and organizational ideologies and qoasig the data. We gradually refined
abstract conceptual notions and categories by tajlushem according to real-life
examples. Eventually this process and the contaddiadings associated with the two

distinct cases enabled us to ground our ideasei#ta but also expand the conceptual
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vocabulary associated with CSR-oriented stakeholdo#luence objectives and

strategies.
FINDINGS

In this section, we first summarize the stakeholplegssures and influence attempts
faced by each company and acknowledge various @&Red ideological orientations
in their stakeholder networks (i.e., conservativmderate, and progressive). In the
analysis of the two cases, we emphasize the linkeng different stakeholder
ideological orientations, stakeholders’ perceptionis the companies’ ideological
orientations, and the rationales behind their C8Bnated influence attempts. Third, we
highlight that both ideological rationales and tbeel of stakeholder power condition
the objectives of stakeholders’ engagement in CB&xted influence initiatives.
Finally, we present a comprehensive model of 12mal CSR-oriented stakeholder
influence strategies based on the objectives ofstakeholder organizations and their
respective power bases (i.e., coercive, utilitarizure normative, or socio-normative).

Figure 4 summarizes the structure and developnfemirdindings.

CSR-oriented stakeholder influence endeavors

Stakeholder influence and CSR at Homédome’s business is modeled on cost
effectiveness, and the company functions in botreldped and developing countries.
Since the end of the 1980s, Home has come undgirscwith regard to issues ranging
from child labor in developing countries and workioonditions to product safety and
guestionable procurement practices. Independergnaations, research foundations,
unions, the press, pressure groups, and in sones dasal or national governments
have continued to challenge the social and enviemtahi measures that Home has
implemented. Publicly available studies also cargiio cite serious problems in the
way Home implemented its codes of conduct, inclgduorkers' rights (i.e., freedom of

association and collective bargaining), work canddg, and environmental impacts.

190



FIGURE 4:
Structure of the research findings of essay 3
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The CSR-oriented influence tactics adopted by Hemséakeholders included protests,
spectacular demonstrates at Home stores, publiende@tions in documentaries, press
releases and campaigns, legal actions in develamaeaohtries, and collaboration

proposals.

If we consider the history of stakeholder presstdiaeed by Home and the significant
development of its CSR policies, together withststained commercial success, we
can conclude that the company handled these srigiand associated influence
attempts rather effectively. In particular, Homeopittgd an attitude that was both
reactive and proactive to the pressures. Its eatestakeholders played a key role in
developing Home’s CSR policies. In addition, to mgaknowledge about CSR

developments and facilitate its CSR commitmentankldnas established relationships
with various NGOs and academic institutions ancgpdaed its relationships with a wide
range of stakeholders that have contributed relyularthe evolution of the company’s

CSR commitments and initiatives.

Stakeholder influence and CSR at NetdiaBeginning in the 1990s, Netdial
experienced the liberalization of the Europeanctai@munications markets and thus
new competitive requirements. Netdial merged itsious subsidiaries into a more
centralized structure, but as a former state-ovaoedpany, its transition toward a new,
more competitive model generated significant ecanoand social concerns. In
particular, its employment level fell drasticalfyrompting considerable pressures from
trade unions and regulatory authorities. In addjticommunity groups and nonprofit
organizations pressured the company to addressgamgehnealth concerns associated
with novel telecommunication devices, as well asiés related to the digital gap and
access to telecommunications. Interest groups aosutner associations also
repeatedly questioned Netdial's pricing practicasd its competitors denounced its

reputedly unfair competitive practices.

Netdial therefore adopted a new mission statemedtrew corporate values for its

consolidated company. Although it retained its miyophilanthropic tradition and
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manifold partner associations, Netdial progresgiwigaged in a rationalization of its
philanthropic policies. In 2006, it created a cagte responsibility department, set new
CSR guidelines, and initiated diverse collaborapvecesses with suppliers, academic
institutions, and local and international NGOs tdd@ss key environmental and
community impact challenges. Some collaborativenagits generated tensions related
to some partner stakeholders’ skeptical evaluatairnits actual CSR-related goals, but
its more systematic consideration and managemeitg ebcial responsibilities fostered
the development of more consistent policies andraations between Netdial and its

stakeholder network.

Ideological rationales of stakeholder CSR-orienteéhfluence endeavors

Diverse ideological orientations of stakeholder§he various stakeholders of both
companies typically held unique conceptions analagcal orientations with respect
to the role and duties of the companies in theasoeorld. In particular, beyond
frequent differences across stakeholder categotiles, interviews revealed that
ideological orientations differed considerably witheach stakeholder category.
Organizational, community, and regulatory stake@olgroups all reveal CSR-related

ideological orientations that vary from conservatis moderate to progressite.

For example, as we illustrate in Table 20, soméefdial’s regulatory stakeholders,
including a government agency, primarily took a smwative perspective, with the
belief that “firms are economic and rational easti... You can’t ask them to behave in
another way than as mere economic actors” (N-F@ilontrast, other government
agencies argued that companies “must operate Byhidey must further consider and

integrate the social and environmental impact eirtactions” (N-FG3).

2 The various interviewed stakeholder groups’ coretére, moderate or progressive CSR-related
ideological orientations has been derived from dhalitative analysis and coding of interviews oe th
basis of answers to questions focusing on stakehadnceptions of the CSR notion and of corporate
responsibilities, duties and obligations in theigloworld in a wider perspective.
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TABLE 20:
Exemplary interview quotes regarding stakeholdeR@€&8ated ideological orientations

STAKEHOLDERS

INTERVIEW QUOTES ( SOURCE)
CSR-conservative ideological orientations CSR-mateideological orientations CSR-progressive idgick orientations

Organizational - [...] Companies do not spontaneously have the god@le - [...] | think this must be part of a company's niiss - [...] We are primarily interested in a company that

Community

Regulatory

responsible and to respect workers. The role of etithge statement: “let's make profits while consideringcisb and would be genuinely interested in other cultures tuad
companies is eventually to produce means and grédit environmental aspects of the corporate activitieadcordancewould be open and transparent at all levels. Thaa is
shareholders. Nevertheless, like | said beforepmumfiately with the environment expectations”. That's how we ggH- company where social and environmental welfare
there are workers. And this is our role to takesoafr them BUC1) would constitute an end in itself for the organimat
(N-TU1) - [...] We feel a company must always orient towgid-TU2)
partnerships, toward exchanges of ideas, towardtisps - [...] The word social is a word through which weeli
where several parties do agree. [...] A company rhasable and that lives in us. In the end, the ultimate anty
to say that even if on the basis of mere economiiera the goal is social: social, social, social. Many conipan
company should not take such a decision, manag#ss it leave it totally aside. As long as we will be thene
because they want to go further and do better (IR-3Y will not let that happen (N-TU3)

- [...] Come on. That's true. We must be honest. Carngs- [...] For a company, being responsible is the irdégn of - [...] When it comes to the social responsibilitiels
have to break even. They often have no reason tiedelop social and environmental concerns in the comparsiness business, | think most of the road is still aheadme
this kind of [social and environmental] initiativé$-TA3)  plan, in the economic vision of its activities [..Gompanieshave taken some steps but they are still far away f
- [...] We must also acknowledge that economic weal#tn't sacrifice everything for their economical edtjves. It is our vision of what really responsible corporaticn i
creation is often the only end in itself for our migers. important for them to have responsible behaviorgatd the supposed to be. Of course, we can acknowledge that
Although sometimes we would like the situation te énvironment and the society in which they operbt&EL) companies are operating also in a competitive abgtit
different, we have to defend the interests of oanmers (H-- [...] Companies must realize that they don’t onvé an context, and that it will be a long process (H-IEQZ)
TA2) economic responsibility but also must endeavor teate - [...] Our idea of business is actually to say tthegre
wealth and welfare for all their stakeholders. Thewst is a model that is the one we are used to seelard t
provide employment but they also have a role ty plath at uses business tools to create economic wealthamd s
the society level, in a broad sense, and at a lesal (H- positive externalities. But we say one should natise
SNGO3) business tools to primarily create social wealth (N
SNGO4)

- [...] Firms are economic and rational entities. Yaaun't ask -[...] In a sustainable development perspective, wer@ach -[...] [companies] must ensure consumer welfare,
them to behave in another way than as mere ecoraxtocs, corporate activities by understanding the imporanaf employees welfare, local communities welfare, respe
because their competitors also behave as rati@ualoenic economic objectives but also by acknowledging tbeessity the environment, and invest genuinely in this sénsk
actors. So the calculation must always be: “igdfiable for of the social and environmental dimensions (H-RG1) They must operate ethically, they must further cbersi
my shareholders and their returns?” (N-FG1) - [...] I think this is logical. If | don't go and fiid them, theyand integrate the social and environmental impdct o
- [...] So you can have a different vision of the enan won’t come and find us [...]. The objective [for a qoamy] is their actions (N-FG3)

good. But the finality of corporate activities isofitability, mainly the economic extension and the development o

for the shareholders. This is it. And at some paiatial and competitive advantages, but not only, they shoglieve this

environmental dimensions — we can think what we twarnn a responsible and respectable way (H-LA1)

primarily constitute constraints (N-RG1)




Hence, our case companies evolve within complexstetlations of stakeholder
organizations, whose divergent perceptions andrgeppreciations of the expected
social role of corporate actors coexist. These qmions reflect the assorted
organizational experiences and ideological viewgoirof various stakeholder

organizations.

Stakeholder perceptions of companies’ ideologicalieatations Differences also
marked the stakeholder organizations’ perceptidiow the case companies perceived
their role and duties in the social world. In pautar, the stakeholder groups, even
within a priori homogeneous stakeholder categorégmeared to attribute different
CSR-related ideological orientations to Home anddidé For example, as illustrated
by comments listed in Table 21, some Home’s comtyusiakeholders perceived
Home as “a company that grounds its philosophy igh hesponsibility requirements”
(H-TA1l) or considered its commitment to deal pragreely with social and
environmental issues “as an example” (H-IENGO1)dibrer companies that wanted to
engage in CSR. In contrast, other community stdklein® saw Home as a profit-
oriented and “socially irresponsible company” (H&M3), whose engagement was
dubious and whose hesitant policies often brougiut &dditional social value” (H-
IENGO2). Similarly, as illustrated in Table 22, ssrorganizational stakeholders of
Netdial declared that social and environmentaléssuere “the last wagon of the train”
at Netdial and that “the ideology of the companynist that” (N-TUZ2). Others
considered its social responsibilities genuine eom& and argued that for Netdial,
“respect and dialogue are the key words” (N-TUlirying to meet these challenges. In
both cases under study, stakeholder groups helers#ivperceptions of CSR-related
ideological orientations of the respective companat stake, which vary from

conservative to moderate to progressive.

3 |n our analysis, the classification of the varystgkeholder groups’ perceptions of the respectase
companies’ ideological orientations has been ddrifrem the qualitative examination and coding of
stakeholder interviews, on the basis of answergusstions focusing on their perceptions of the tay
respective companies conceived their role and slirti¢he social world.
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TABLE 21:
Exemplary interview quotes regarding stakeholdecgieed CSR-related ideological orientations of ldom

COMPANY STAKEHOLDERS

Home

Organizational

Community

Regulatory

INTERVIEW QUOTES (SOURCH
CSR-conservative ideological orientations CSR-emate ideological orientations CSR-progressivelafgoal orientations

- (...) | think they try to take some actions in arde - (...) So they are trying to develop initiatives to

appear as responsible, yes. But it is first andrfarst a improve things by keeping a smart balance betwelio exemplary quotes
retailer, and the economic aspects are clearlygiiey ecology and economy [...]. We have a fairly positive

(H-TU1). image of the company and its commitments. We think

- (...) When | read their CSR report and if | have tthey consider them as an intrinsic part of their

form a picture of their social performance, theyonimission. They want to make profits but not an

elements | have are that | have to trust the compad environmental or social price (H-BUC1)

its declarations. And globally, | don't trust [HoméH-

BUC1)

(...) I mean the only thing we didn’t find was child (...) [Home] has a very active approach of CSR.(...) They have very progressive targets and a
labor! We found forced labor, waging not being paidhey are communicating strongly about their valueism commitment and strategies in place to
everything... | would say that for a company that igbout their policies, about their practices. Thegy amplement them [...].We have the impression they
saying that they are a social company, it enraged uopen about where they are sourcing. At least bip more than other companies and talk less about
think [Home] still has a lot of problems in the plp country, grouping... They are one of the feut [...]We consider them as an example. (H-

chain and they should really work on it. It's amompanies | feel that are trying to benefitENGO1)
irresponsible company. A socially irresponsibleommercially from a CSR approach in a clever way
company (H-SNGO3) [...]. Their ambition is to work as an honest company
and to provide good conditions for the employels. (
ISNGOL1)

(...) By definition, | would say that their productse - (...) We can say they appear quite dedicated and...) Today our perception of [Home]'s CSR

everything but sustainable. Consequently, accortiingresponsible. Socially speaking, it happens veryl.wabolicies is positive. Even more positive that itdise

me, they are not a responsible company. [...] NothifRegople working for them give us very goodo be. Because they have factually proven that

they do or produce is sustainable (H-RG1) feedbacks. This is fairly positive. (H-LA1) they are a company who was really pro-
environment, that it was a strong engagement.
They are proactive. And when | say proactive, it is
proactive. [...] They are obviously above the pack.
(H-LA2)




TABLE 22:
Exemplary interview quotes regarding stakeholdecgieed CSR-related ideological orientations ofdikgt

COMPANY STAKEHOLDERS

Netdial

Organizational

Community

Regulatory

INTERVIEW QUOTES (SOURCH

‘CSR-conservative’ ideological orientations ‘C@ivderate’ ideological orientations ‘CSR-progressigieological orientations

- (...) They develop some social and environmenta]Netdial] really took constructive efforts to dguop
initiatives. But in the end | always have the ingsien programs, monitor their implementation, adapt thelo exemplary quotes
that ‘it’ is not there. The ideology of the compasayiot to the evolving industrial and economic context. et
that... These issues always constitute somethiag th..] | must say they implement what they say they
follows; they are the last wagon of the train [.MJell, will do and invest for that purpose an important
to say it honestly, | don't think social and envineental amount of resources. [Netdial] does very well and
issues are a real concern [for Netdial]. The ecdoordoes what it takes to progress on this field. (N°8V
dimension is the only leitmotiv. That's a pretty eur
thing (N-TU2)
- (...) In this sense, [Netdial] is first and forerh@s - (...) They have to make choices; they can't fix (...) They are, of course, really, really, pioneers
commercial company. There is no secret. Their goaldverything in a few years. But it appears cleat tiia in our national context. [Netdial] is CSR. CSR is
to operate in the interest of the shareholders. Thi the choices they have already made, they did deeply integrated in their global strategy. [...islt
is a machine whose search for profits underlies afhpressive job. They also made huge investmerats model for other companies who are still
actions.(H-SNGO5) [...] Also, At a strategic level — and not evenprevaricating, companies who want to engage on
- (...) We don't consider [Netdial] is particularlycompany manages to do this right — they madettee CSR path (N-SNGO3)
attentive to the impact of its activities on thenajor step forward as far as CSR issues are coetern
environment and society. [...] Concerning their dgenand they innovated.[...] They work in a very
and core commercial activities, according to us, éonvincing manner (N-TA2)
appears they do nothing that could be associated to
CSR. (N-SNGO7)
- (...)  would say [Netdial] does it for the imagacfor. - (...) Considering the contacts we had and the
They will — like the others - always do it by defaulfeedback we received, | have a very positivdo exemplary quotes
always. It is like: “can we really avoid CSR as ig b perception of their commitments. They always have
company? No, we have to say we do it". But do théyeen very constructive when providing us the
have a real reflection concerning the societal ablthe information we requested. They have... A sincere
company? Is there a real integration of these aosde interest, | believe, for significant societal corrse
the company? No! But | understand and | would $aysuch as social and health issues. [Netdial] is aot
would not make any sense.(N-FG1) company who acts in an irresponsible way. We know
that now (N-FG2)




Rationales of stakeholder influence endeavorBogether with these distinct CSR-
related ideological orientations, the varying stakder perceptions regarding a
particular company’s conception of its social raled duties provides a constructive
basis for understanding the ideological dimensidhat underlie a stakeholder
motivation for CSR-oriented influence attempts. 8ee a group’s degree of discontent
relates to the likelihood it will mobilize (Tilly1978), situations in which stakeholder
ideological orientations and the company’s perativieleological orientations
significantly diverge should lead to an increaséelihood of and motivation for
stakeholder engagement in influence attempts. Tbkatideologically discrepant
situations “provide the rationale for defending challenging various social
arrangements and conditions” (Snow, 2004: 396)wassummarize with the three

exemplary situations in Table 23.

First, when a stakeholder organization perceivest # company has ideological
orientations similar to its own ideological viewpgithe organization and the company
enjoy a relative agreement situation, and the le¥eheir ideological discrepancies is
low. Regardless of whether they are conservativedarate, or progressive, the
ideological rationale and associated motivatiomaugd for stakeholder organizations
to engage in CSR-oriented influence attempts igduin For example, one of Netdial’'s
community stakeholder organization tended to hanectiticisms to make with respect
to the way activities are managed” (N-SNGOL1), beeait believed the company
actually met its responsibilities. In this contetkte interviewed stakeholders typically
were ready to collaborate with the company on oerissues if asked or might put

forward some limited improvement initiatives foetbompany to consider.

24 Our multiple case study analysis addresses stadahimfluence processes to foster the integratibn
social and environmental concerns in the stratagit organizational processes of companies, so we do
not address the case of conservative stakeholfleeirte attempts that aim to reduce corporate tatten
and resources devoted to social and environmetnédégies and policies. We acknowledge the existenc
of such processes, but they are beyond the cdéatiad of this study.

198



TABLE 23:
Ideological discrepancies and rationales of stakigncCSR-oriented influence

PERCEIVED CSR-RELATED IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS OF THE COMPANY

STAKEHOLDER CSR-RELATED IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS

Conservative

Corporate responsibilities are strictly
economic and legal, concerned with
financial value creation

('Moderate’] CSR as a ‘subversive
doctrine’)

Moderate

Corporate responsibilities are also ethical
and discretionary and extending beyond
direct corporate interests, to other
constituents than stockholders

(CSR as reflecting corporate behaviors
required or expected by society,
represented by the company’s
stakeholders)

Progressive

Corporate responsibilities concern social
value creation

('Moderate’] CSR as insufficient in
practice)

Conservative

Moderate

Progressive

Conservatives’ agreement

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with company:ow

Ideological rationale for CSR-
oriented influence:\(ery) limited

Social shortage

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with companild

Ideological rationale for CSR-
oriented influenceLimited

Moderates’ agreement

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with company:ow

Ideological rationale for CSR-oriente

influence: ¥ery) limited

Social void

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with companydigh

Ideological rationale for CSR-
oriented influenceConsequential

Social shortage

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with companydild

Ideological rationale for CSR-oriente

influence:Limited

Progressives’ agreement

Stakeholder perceived ideological
differences with company:ow

Ideological rationale for CSR-
oriented influence:\ery) limited




Second, when ideological discrepancies between ctirapany and a stakeholder
organization grew more evident (e.g., moderate estakier—conservative company,
progressive stakeholder—-moderate company), thdoglieal rationale and stakeholder
motivation to engage in CSR-oriented influence @ased in parallel. These social
shortage configurations featured the emergencetakeBolder disapproval and an
acknowledgement that “certain elements [of the g8 model] and actions should be
reviewed or realigned” (N-TA1). The motivations fand likelihood that stakeholders
expressed concerns or acted to influence the comngplaracteristically increased as

well.

Third, a perception by a stakeholder organizatiérraalically dissimilar corporate
ideological orientations (e.g., progressive stak#gre-conservative company) typically
caused the stakeholder organization to regard cagpdoehavior and activities as
characterized by a social void. The social voidvésa substantial ground for
stakeholders to engage in actions designed to snodiporate behavioral patterns. For
example, after unconstructive preliminary contagth Home in the context of a social
shortage situation that involved the location afeav store, a progressive community
stakeholder organization came to the conclusiondba to its “purely market-oriented
philosophy,” Home “doesn’t care at all about locainmunities” (H-TA3). In response,
it exhibited a clearly increased motivation to istigate Home’s practices and engage in
CSR-oriented influence attempts, including filingiits against the company. In
appendix, we summarize the ideological discrepanoetween the various interviewed
stakeholder groups and the respective case congpasieell as associated stakeholder

rationales for engaging in CSR-oriented influeniterapts.

Objectives of stakeholder CSR-oriented influence ateavors

Yet examining stakeholder—company interactions lgdlerough an ideological lens
remains insufficient to explain all stakeholderueihce objectives and strategies. Our

analysis of company—stakeholder interactions at élamd Netdial emphasized that the
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level of stakeholder power over the company comalulg affected how stakeholder
organizations engaged in their CSR-oriented infbeesittempts. In line with Mitchell et
al.’s (1997) emphasis on power as a key intrineikeholder attribute, the broad range
of stakeholders we interviewed acknowledged they ttould more or less easily exert
some influence over the company, beyond any poweat stemmed from their
utilitarian-based resource relationships (Frooni#99)% For example, if they had a
high level of potential power over the company, stekeholder organizations realized
that their expectations would be considered morewsgy. Conversely, less powerful
stakeholder organizations acknowledged that imgosiair will on the company would
be a difficult endeavd® Accordingly, different objectives characterizedegh

stakeholders’ potential engagement in CSR-oriemtdgence initiatives.

In combination with the stakeholders’ ideologicationale for engaging in influence
attempts, the power levels of stakeholder orgaioizatsuggest general patterns of
CSR-oriented influence objectives. As supportedhgyexemplary interview quotes in
Table 24 and Table 25 and summarized in Table @6r major patterns of CSR-
oriented influence objectives emerged from our y@ial increment, accommodation,

conversion, and confrontation patterns.

Ideological increment Stakeholders with limited or very limited ideologiaationales
for engaging in influence attempts and a high laitad level of power typically
engaged in CSR-oriented influence objectives thghtrfoster limited improvements to

the CSR profile of the company.

25 According to Mitchell et al. (2007) power is artrinsic attribute of stakeholders, derived fromithe
broader coercive, normative, or utilitarian powasés (cf. Etzioni, 1964). We discuss the natutbese
potential stakeholder power bases in the nexts®ecti

%6 The attributed power levels of the various intewéd stakeholder organizations appear in Appendix
3.1; they were derived from the stakeholder orgations’ initial self-perceptions of their power ovbe
companies. We then reduced the self-perceptioashioary scale (i.e., low vs. high) on the basiswf
analysis of the extent to which each stakeholdgamization had, has, or could gain access to specif
coercive, normative, and utilitarian power basesntpose its will on the company. The (prevailing)
power bases of each stakeholder organization tdfiecspecific nature of each stakeholder orgaioizat

as well as the type of interactions they undertwith the case companies.

201



TABLE 24
Exemplary interview quotes regarding Home stakedrsldCSR-oriented influence objectives and stragi

COMPANY

Home

STAKEHOLDER
POWER

High

Low

I NTERVIEW QUOTES (SOURCH

Ideological rationale for CSR-oriented influenceleavors: Ideological rationale for CSR-oriented influenceleavors:
(Very) limited Consequential
(Perceived ideological difference: low, mild) (Perceived ideological difference: High)

- (...) They commissioned... Well, no... We worked witten on a study, - (...) We are not sure where they are, if they yeatlake progress - as they
focusing on human rights issues in their ceramics garment supply chainsactually say to us. It is still unclear. But | dbthink they are just fooling us. |

[...]. That is, we share our expertise and proposenegotiate some hope... Otherwise we would have to go into conflidhvwthem about those issues
adaptations [...], we remain critical. (H-SNGO1) [i.e. environmental issues in Home's supply chaamg that would also constitute
- (...) What we do in order to influence this kind @dmpanies is trying to a disappointing thing for us... But we would say: “GKwas worth trying but we

design systems and incentives that help compamietake action. [...] were wrong”. We have experienced that in the padtthen we had to come back
Upstream, we essentially engage in sensitizatioompedgns. [...] to them and earnestly remake our point unequivogghin and again... (H-

Downstream, we typically develop financial leversag¢H-RG1) IENGO2)

- (...) To some extent, we can't expect much morenfiplome]. Now, do - (...) Periodically, there are some spontaneous sl actions organized in

they meet our expectations? Well, yes. But It saclthat sometimes we order to denounce work conditions. But they arealiglimited in time and scope,

would like them to do more on certain issues. Sadigeuss it with them at and it focuses on specific work conditions thatoading to us are not adapted for
the international and try to convince them of theurslness of our a particular situation, at a particular momentaiparticular localization [...] We

expectations by bringing some constructive optionsthe table. To go make ourselves heard. (H-TU2)

further. [...] Sometimes there are interesting outeem(H-IENGO1)

- (...) Of course, we can't impose anything on [Homalthough we can - (...) At some point, we felt we had to clearly sfgrthem [Home] that, in such
suggest them some themes they might want to stondyaations they might circumstances, they should step out of this busifies. tropical timber]. So we
want to take in this particular context [...]. Modtthe communication on have been offensive (...), through protests anéletimbing their stores in four or
what they are trying to achieve is usually made[dyr organization]. (H- five cities simultaneously. | was there in Hambatgne action place. There was
ENGO5) one in Berlin, one in Kdln, etc. (...). We wantéerm to clarify the origin of their
- (...) Basically, it seems like a process thatlygibws’, but sometimes we wood procurement. And if they did not source fromstainable forests, we
have some comments and suggestions to make, alfthiblig not in our considered they should step out of the businegsiglement a general policy for
central objective to foster CSR development [at dpriwve primarily work wood sourcing. That's what we wanted. (H-ENGO1)
with them and try to enhance our environment-oadnactivity. However, - (...) Well, | mean...It's a mean to an end. Through dwestigation and
we also sometimes develop prevention and informaiivitiatives with denunciation it involved, if we could have reallgrimed their reputation, which
companies like them. (H-BUC1) would have helped and forced them into taking issue, forced them to move
forward faster. But, once more, it is @ mean t@iah: not to break down company,
but basically to force them to change. (H-SNGO2).




TABLE 25:
Exemplary interview quotes regarding Netdial stalkéérs’ CSR-oriented influence objectives and etyits

COMPANY STAKEHOLDER

Netdial

POWER

High

Low

INTERVIEW QUOTES (SOURCH

Ideological rationale for CSR-oriented influenceleavors: Ideological rationale for CSR-oriented influenceleavors:
(Very) limited Consequential
(Perceived ideological difference: low, mild) (Perceived ideological difference: High)

- (...) Through our interactions and collaboratiomgwsal, we demanded it- (...) At some point, one can always influencethe long term, in our case,
[i.e. the development of Netdial CSR agenda] — jllst for any other when considered as needed, we can contribute tcevb&ition of the legal
collaboration project with corporate actors - to deeal challenge for the framework that force them and — potentially thet@ee to develop new policies
company [...] at a financial level [...] and at a conmuational level [...]. We and take real actions [...] We also set norms amateantrol systems [.]. When
are not in a charity business perspective; we wititem to take actions in we do so, we are always interested in receiving @sidering their feedback.
order for it to become business-as-usual for [N€tdN-IENGO1). (N-FG3)

- (...) Repeat the message. Repeat, repeat, repeathé only mean [...]. We - (...) Threat. We try to force them to consider thsdcial responsibilities by
try to stimulate [Netdial], to help them in the iropement of their regularly putting them under pressure; we threttem to engage in strikes (...).
sustainability initiatives. Stimulation! In this rs&e, we really try to develop They are our principal instruments. However, ouyaoization is not keen on
collaborative processes, to share our expertise tangut the two CSR these kinds of measures, we prefer consensus. Waysipreferred consensus...
departments in contact to foster the developmermantnership projects (...). But when it becomes evident that the gap is toewidbecomes necessary. And
We make product-related propositions [e.g.. graegrgy procurements]. (...) then we don't hesitate to put our foot in their rio(N-TU3).

We try to propose things and therefore developifipalty dedicated studies

that cost us time and resources, and we don't ehidegdial for that. (...) The

goal is to initiate win-win collaborations (N-SUP1)

- (...) In public, we always support. Toward the eoyeles, we always - (...) Sometimes, we also recourse to what we caliitical alerts ». Not only
encourage. In private, when we are face-to-fack péople actually designing when it comes to health hazards but also to dréamdn on what we consider as
the strategy and policies, we would help nobodyefwere indulgent. This is clearly inadequate positions or behaviors. [...] Auwnetimes, even when they
not our role [...]. Each time, we will push them to fgother but we will not were clearly wrong, [Netdial] got angry that we denced them. [...] Like
say: “You are really bad at this” or “you don't kmavhat you do”. We try to Kissinger said: «when you can negotiate, you nagmtiwhen it is possible, it is
be helpful. (N-TA2) possible; when it is impossible, it is impossiéN-CA2)

- (...) We must certainly not overestimate our impdit what we try to do - (...) So, our work is also essentially a politizedrk. We sometimes have to
much [...] is to have real discussions with the pedplcharge [...] and in this confront the company [...] when we consider they tlgo' in the right direction
discussion w really try to highlight the win-win teatial for the company to or when they clearly block certain necessary deraknts (N-ENGO3)

develop... something consistent with respect to s&ee CSR issues. (N-

SNGO3)




TABLE 26:
Patterns of CSR-oriented influence objectives

| DEOLOGICAL RATIONALE FOR STAKEHOLDER CSR-ORIENTED INFLUENCE

[Very] Limited? Consequential?
o High Ideological increment Ideological conversion
L
=
e}
o
@
L
[a)
-
e
u Low Ideological conciliation Ideological confrontation
<
o

1 Stakeholder perceived ideological difference: twmild
2 Stakeholder Perceived ideological differenceghhi



Such limited but focused objectives attempted tuce the social shortage that the
stakeholders perceived on the corporate side orhasige the need and potential
opportunities for achieving an equilibrated balanoé economic, social, and

environmental concerns. For example:

We want to achieve things in a sensible and readenaly, so we don’t want to set everything
on fire.... We are firm on the objective but we renflErible on the modalities. We perceive
Netdial as a trustful partner in this process andve® treat them as such.... So we inform and

consult with decisions makers in order to achieveaijectivedN-RG1).

Ideological accommodationWhen they lack power over the company, stakeholder
organizations with limited or very limited ideolagi rationale for CSR-oriented
influence appeared more inclined to overcome sociabrtages or ideological
differences by dropping the case or manifestingdgolband a cooperative, conciliatory
attitude. That is, they accommodated or attemptechdke their diverging viewpoints
compatible through subtle influence processes.eikample, a local business customer
of Home endeavored to maintain a particular refetnip with the company to influence

Home’s CSR management

Basically, it seems like a process that reallywiy’ but sometimes we have some comments and
suggestions to make, although it is not in our @nbjective to foster CSR development at
Home. We primarily work with them and try to enhanae environment-oriented commercial
activity. However, we also sometimes develop prererand informative initiatives with

companies like theifiH-BUC1).

Ideological conversionAs ideological discrepancies broaden and socialsvemerge,
the CSR-oriented influence objectives of powerftdkeholder organizations entalil
more challenge. To overcome the breach betweencomepany’s CSR ideas and
stakeholder viewpoints, the stakeholder organimatidlemanded significant changes in
the way the companies perceived their social rotk duties to society. The perceived
CSR conception of the company therefore triggetakefiolders to attempt to convert

the company to their ideological views, through theéoption of a resolute and
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uncompromising stance that required substantialeposi the stakeholder over the

organization:
At some point, one can always influence. In they lerm, in our case, when considered as
needed, we contribute to the evolution of the Iégahework that forces them—and potentially
the sector—to develop new policies and take reabast... We also set norms and auto-control

systemgN-FG3).

Ideological confrontation Finally, when the ideological rationale for CSReoted
influence endeavors was consequential and stakehplolver over the company was
low, ideological discordances characteristicallguteed in clashes of opinions and
ideas. Confrontation typified the CSR-oriented uefice objectives, as awareness of
their limited direct power over the company prongptéfensive, antagonistic attitudes
among stakeholders. The stakeholders were inclinecbntest the company when it
came to CSR-related concerns they considered gmifisant to be ignored, unlike the

conciliatory attitude of the ideological accommadatpattern:

In the last months, we have initiated this kindrdbimative, denunciating initiatives. Well, it
mainly stays in the NGO world, but such small assacéin’t be mild. However, we try to be
objective, to inform properly.... We are more on 'l side’ so in this case we are more into

the confrontational analysis type.... There is ode,sand there is the other offd-SNGO?2).

Power bases and stakeholder CSR-oriented influenstrategies

Beyond the level of power, our study of companykei@lder relationships at Home
and Netdial suggests the need to consider thefgppower bases that condition the
nature of stakeholder power over the organizationunderstand actual influence

strategies adopted by the various stakeholders.

According to Etzioni’'s (1964) seminal typology, fobases of power exist in an
organizational setting: coercive, which involveygibal resources of force, violence, or
restraint; remunerative or utilitarian, which parsato material, financial, and human
resources that induce or deter; and two forms emative power. Normative power

relies on symbolic resources to motivate through ftbrce of ideas and foster
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compliance with attitudinal and behavioral normsieTtwo interrelated kinds of
normative power bases are ‘pure’, or the manipotatif values, esteem, and ritualistic
symbols, and socio-normative, which pertains toahsity to allocate and manipulate

social acceptance and response.

In our analysis of stakeholders’ enactment of tRSR-oriented influence objectives in
light of their (non-exclusive) prevailing power leaswe identified 12 stakeholder CSR-

oriented influence strategies, as outlined in T2le

Coercive stakeholder influence strategiesCoercive power by a stakeholder
organization indicates a basic influence postui2o ‘it or be sorry.” In this sense,
depending on the ideological rationale for the GB8Rnted influence and the power
level of the stakeholder organization, several ciwerCSR-oriented influence strategies

emerged.

Strategy 1 (Coercive—ideological incremeith high coercive potential, stakeholders

could threaten the company with a requisition styatthat sent an authoritative signal
or gave specific directions to the company abouwt itoshould integrate CSR-related
concerns into its operations. For example, on orgdional stakeholder described such

requisition strategies applied to Netdial:
We come to them and say: “Here it goes. We truliebe you should do this....” We tell you
because we don't want you to be surprised later anges submit you our position. If you do not
agree with our standpoint and envisage doing notliagcerning our request, you might later

be left only with power struggles ... to accept demandN-TU1).

Strategy 2 (Coercive—ideological accommodatiohyhen stakeholders had less

coercive potential power over the company, thefluence took the form of more
moderate cautionary instructions or warnings. Thesakeholder organizations
recognized their limited potential and thereforeoramended appropriate measures

through an admonition strategy:

207



TABLE 27:
Stakeholder CSR-oriented influence strategies

STAKEHOLDER POWER BASE (S)

Coercive
(do it or you will be sorry)

Utilitarian
(do it and you will gain/ not
lose something)

‘Pure’ normative
(do it because it is right)

Socio-normative
(do it because others wan|

it

you to do it)

PATTERNS OF STAKEHOLDER CSR-ORIENTED INFLUENCE OBJECTIVES

Ideological rationale for stakeholder CSR-orieritdtlience: Ideological rationale for stakeholder CSR-orieritégtlience:
(Very) limited Consequential
Stakeholder power: High Stakeholder power: Low aksholder power: High Stakeholder power: Low
Ideological increment Ideological accommodation Ideological conversion Ideologlcgl
confrontation
1. Requisition 2. Admonition 3. Enforcement 4. Mischief
5. Inducement 6. Deterrence
7. Persuasion 8. Indication 9. Proselytism 10. Objection
11. Reward 12. Punishment




We give them our position on such [CSR-related] qsstions or notices.... Just like with our
other members, we therefore develop efforts to aszrecorporate awareness and critically
express priorities we think they should addresss Ihot our primary mission but we do so
because we think it is important to delineate angade vision for the future of such companies

(N-TAS).

Strategy 3 (Coercive—ideological conversiofA¥ the ideological rationale for engaging

in CSR-oriented influence initiatives became mooasequential, stakeholders with
high coercive potential indicated a greater inglovato turn to an enforcement strategy
and impose their views about the social resporis#sil of the company. These
stakeholders expected corporate observance ofaati@tice to these demands, by force

of authority:
When it gets to the extent where we have seriousecas, then yes, we do what it takes to get
[workers’ welfare] respected. When we see no solutivenn we have to do it. And it went quite
far already.... That is, we refused categoricallp fiesponse to a collective, though limited,
layoff at Netdial] and threatened them to take bfisicible actions since it clearly went against
the spirit of the already limited in scope framewafireement. So they had to reintegrate
workers.... Another time, we filed a complaint with $upreme Court. And, eventually, we won

on most point§N-TU2).

Strateqy 4 (Coercive—ideological confrontatiofjor stakeholder organizations with

limited coercive potential and high ideological alepancies with the company,
mischief strategies often seemed to constituteotilg approach that could force the
company to listen to their complaints or adopt ttetance. Such strategies featured
methods to cause corporate embarrassment and damagstroy company resources.
For both Netdial and Home, community stakeholdeugs were most inclined to turn
to such influence strategies, as illustrated byattt@ns taken against Home by a local,

German, environmental NGO:
We felt we had to clearly signify them [Home] thiatsuch circumstances, they should step out
of this [tropical timber] business. So we have bedensive ... through protests and roof-
climbing their stores in four or five cities simateously. | was there in Hamburg at one action
place. There was one in Berlin, one in Kdln, etéVe wanted them to clarify the origin of their

wood procurement. And if they did not source frorstanable forests, we considered they
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should step out of the business or implement argepelicy for wood sourcing. That's what we

wanted(H-ENGO1).

Utilitarian stakeholder influence strategiesn contrast with its coercion potential, the
utilitarian power basis of a stakeholder organaatieflected another influence posture:
“Do it and you can gain or at least not lose somgth(usually from a material,
financial, or human resources perspective). Agaapetding on the ideological
rationale underlying their actions, the stakehadetopted distinct influence strategies.
Those stakeholder organizations with low utilitarigpotential power over the
organization tended to engage less in utilitari&@Redriented influence strategies; if
they had limited and substitutable resources, thiese more inclined to rely on other

power bases, though not exclusively.

Strategy 5 (Ultilitarian—ideological increment andcammodation) When the

ideological rationale for stakeholder CSR-orientefience was limited, stakeholder
organizations essentially developed inducementegfies that relied on the financial,
material, or human resources they controlled aet telationship with the company to
exert motivational, positive pressures. Thus, thieyed to improve and highlight CSR-
related prospects and the raison d'étre for thepeosn in line with their own

conception of the company’s social role:
We try to stimulate [Netdial], to help them in tmeprovement of their sustainability initiatives.
Stimulation! In this sense, we really try to develoglaborative processes, to share our
expertise and to put the two CSR departments in cotidoster the development of partnership
projects.... We make product-related propositiogeegn energy].... We try to propose things
and therefore develop specifically dedicated studieat cost us time and resources, and we

don’t charge Netdial for that.... The goal is totiaie win—win collaborationgN- SUP1).

Strateqy 6 (Utilitarian—ideological conversion amwnfrontation) As the ideological

rationale for CSR-oriented influence endeavors Mmecamore consequential,
stakeholders commonly adopted more negative mainat influence strategies.

Through deterrence strategies, stakeholders attgingb discourage corporate
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orientations they considered unacceptable andrfabi@nges in response to corporate
fear and uncertainty. Specifically, they attachedditions to the provision of resources
they controlled or withheld resources from the camp sometimes temporarily. Trade
unions, through the control they exerted over hunmasources, regularly used
deterrence strategies if they believed the compamg demonstrating significant

disregard for their social concerns:
Threat. We try to force them to consider their abogsponsibilities by regularly putting them
under pressure; we threaten them to engage in strikeThey are our principal instruments.
However, our organization is not keen on these kimfdmeasures, we prefer consensus. We
always preferred consensus.... But when it becomesnditat the gap is too wide, it becomes

necessary. And then we don't hesitate to put ourifotheir mouth(N-TU3).

Pure normative stakeholder influence strategi€dtakeholder organizations often have
recourse to symbolic resources that enable theshdpe conceptions of norms for the
company and advocate or recommend appropriateidittél or behavioral norms or
standards. The use of pure normative power by ktd#lers aimed to change
preexisting reasons for action by providing ovengdreasons for reconsidering them
(Raz, 1979). In this “Do it because it is rightewpoint, the ideological and relational

features underlying the different patterns of CSkRrided influence objectives trigger

distinct strategies.

Strateqy 7 (Pure normative—ideological incremeBy adopting persuasion strategies,

powerful stakeholders attempted to push the comphser to their conception of CSR
through reason-based and value-laden argumentsessgd directly to the company.
They characteristically assigned the company a tipasiof low prestige, as a
community stakeholder of Home described:
To some extent, we can’t expect much more from [Ha¥osv, do they meet our expectations?
Well, yes. But it is clear that sometimes we woldel them to do more on certain issues. So we
discuss it with them at the international level aadlly try to convince them of the soundness of
our expectations by bringing some constructiveangtion the table. To go further.... Sometimes

there are interesting outcom@d-IENGO1).

211



Strateqy 8 (Pure normative—ideological accommodgtiAt a lower level of pure

normative potential power, stakeholder organizatiarere more likely to adopt less
resolute, indication strategies. They might makggestions or directly indicate more
adequate methods for the company to consider hleirt attitude was less insistent than

in a persuasion strategy:
I think a federation like ours is in an approprigtesition to relay a certain number of messages
to [Netdial], but we will definitely not come with iramlemands.... It would have no sense. So
we may influence corporate orientation to some éxtaut we also think that in a certain way,

we won't be heard if we don’t demonstrate the addéakvaf our propositiongN-TA3).

Strategy 9 (Pure normative—ideological conversion)mportant ideological

discrepancies between stakeholder organizationsttnaompany typically triggered
more fundamentalist positions, reflecting the insigence of the stakeholder groups
toward the set of values and conceptions theybated to the company. Stakeholders
with high pure normative potential therefore tended engage in value-laden
proselytism strategies. These endeavors workeeéwise thoroughly corporate beliefs

through direct, fervent, and sometimes repeategnaegtative exhortations:
We are not sure where they are, if they really npakgress—as they actually say to us. It is still
unclear. But | don't think they are just fooling.ushope.... That would also constitute a
disappointing thing for us.... We have experiencatliththe past and then we had to come back

to them and earnestly remake our point unequivagdjn and again. (H-IENGO2).

Strategy 10 (Pure normative—ideological confrorga)i Stakeholders with lower power

potential on a pure normative basis that also wavaracterized by consequential
ideological divergences with the company expresser criticisms through more
occasional, direct, value-laden protests. In tha@section strategies, the stakeholder
organizations confronted the company with oppasitemd directly articulated their
disdain and disapproval, though perhaps withowradttive or constructive proposals
for corporate change. For example, For exampleh frdeavors may be taken by
frustrated consumers through complaints addreseethé company. Similarly, a

representative of a community stakeholder orgaiozaif Home indicated:
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When Home decided to expand its operations in Belgiwe first got in contact with the
national subsidiary of Home and addressed them oomdemnation of the production,
consumption and cultural model that underlies thirole activity and vision, despite the image
they strive to publicize.... Only after more in-tlefmvestigations we eventually engaged in these

other types of actiond-SNGO3).

Socio-normative stakeholder influence strategiés the last part of the previous quote
highlights, the two forms of normative power arelonbtedly related. In due course,
stakeholders moved beyond pure normative resoamesappealed to socio-normative
resources to foster change in the ideological taieons and associated courses of
action of a company—that is, “Do it because otheent you to do it.” Social
expectations that had not been internalized by dmepany constituted potential sources
of influence and control by the stakeholder orgat@ns, which could use reputation
effects and links to potential social rewards andighments (Etzioni, 1964; Wiener,
1982). The mobilization of socio-normative resosrd®y stakeholder organizations
therefore aimed to convince other stakeholdersutifrahe expression of expectations
and demands, with the goal of fostering indirediuence initiatives from other actors
that could mobilize their power bases (cf. Froomaf99; Rowley, 1997). In the
stakeholder networks we interviewed, the mobil@atof socio-normative resources
appeared primarily—though not exclusively—adopted dtakeholders with lower

levels of coercive and utilitarian potential power.

Strategy 11 (Socio-normative—ideological increnmsamd accommodationBtakeholders

with limited ideological rationales for influenceeared to favor social incentives over
social penalty to prompt companies’ CSR-relateftregjulation and courses of action
more in line with their own idea of the social rakcorporate actors. Therefore, they
developed reward strategies in which they pledgegkinforce the social status of the
company if it would agree to consider their expgots and demands. In line with
symbolic gain tactics emphasized by den Hond anBal&er (2007), these initiatives
typically involved company-related positive comnuations with organizational

members, other groups in its stakeholder netwarkpoiety at large:
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So they are sometimes interested in getting owl fgceen signature’—it is easier, and they are

therefore ready to hear some of our concerns amtshas well as to some extent collaborate
with us. Even if as a ‘green signature,’ there islpably better than ours.... We made a press
release around the collaboration we developed toget. It has been given quite some publicity

in the medigH-ENGO4).

Strategy 12 (Socio-normative—ideological conversamd confrontation) Conversely,

stakeholders with more consequential ideologicibmales for CSR-oriented influence
endeavors exhibited a greater tendency to emploialspunishment strategies. In line
with what den Hond and de Bakker (2007) describsyasbolic damage tactics, these
stakeholders engaged in threats or actual inigativsuch as public disapproval or
blame, that might affect the company’s societabptance and license to operate. These
initiatives also tried to stimulate self-criticistoy the firm that would force it to
undertake substantial changes to its perceptioth@fneed to consider social issues

associated with its operations:

Sometimes, we also recourse to what we call publiti¢al alerts.” Not only when it comes to
health hazards but also to draw attention on what eresidler as clearly inadequate positions or
behaviors.... And sometimes, even when they werdyclesng, [Netdial] got angry that we
denounced them.... Like Kissinger said: “when you pagotiate, you negotiate; when it is

possible, it is possible; when it is impossiblés impossible”(N-CA2).

DISCUSSION

Overall, the power-based strategies related to dategories of CSR-oriented influence
strategies adopted by stakeholder organizatiomsctejeneral patterns of ideologically
loaded CSR-oriented objectives and depend on thaadical discrepancies with and
power over target companies. However, two centralipions should be noted for
interpreting our model, related to the dynamic aonthplementary nature of the CSR-

oriented influence strategies we identify.

First, the CSR-oriented influence strategies oudeh@mphasizes as more likely to be

adopted by certain stakeholder organizations are imonutable. The ideological
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orientations of organizations with respect to tbke iand duties of companies naturally
evolve over time, even if slowly (Bendix, 1956; ®ins and Ingram, 1997). In addition,
stakeholder perceptions of corporate ideologicantations may vary over time, and
potentially more rapidly, perhaps due to changenporate ideological orientations or
even better stakeholder knowledge and informafldve power that stakeholders exert
over a company and the various resources that womdheir power bases also likely
fluctuate to a certain extent. Interorganizatiomalationships can change, just as
organizations and their characteristics do. In #@sse, because neither stakeholders’
ideological rationale for engaging in CSR-orienggtleavors nor their power bases are
invariable in the middle term, the potential stalder influence strategies adopted by
various stakeholder groups cannot be predetermmmck and conclusively; the

influence model we provide therefore must be carsid from a dynamic perspective.

Second, the power bases of stakeholder organizagisnnot exclusive; rather, they are
characterized by varying levels of coercive, #ii@n, and normative power.
Depending on the type of organization they repreard the kind of relationships they
maintain with the company, stakeholders have diffetevels of potential with respect
to these power bases, so regulatory stakeholdets as government bodies typically
have more direct coercive potential than do comigusiakeholders such as local
NGOs. Similarly, large suppliers characteristicddfve more direct utilitarian potential
than do, say, city councils. To a certain extenugh, the stakeholder organizations in
our study still mobilized various resources and @obases to engage in CSR-oriented
influence attempts. That is, stakeholder orgaronatiikely combine different influence
strategies to foster corporate consideration ofr tlkdSR-related expectations and
ideological views. When an environmental NGO corentty engaged in roof-climbing
protests at five German Home stores (coercive piatgnit attracted media attention,
which publicly reported about the event (socio-natiie potential); therefore, this
stakeholder organization used both a mischiefeggaiind a social punishment strategy.
Similarly, when a large supplier of Netdial ende@ébto convince the company to

adopt greener operations, it highlighted the bssirend societal rationale for doing so
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(pure normative potential) and then proposed ptestipply alternatives identified
through a dedicated, in-depth analysis (utilitarigotential). This stakeholder

organization therefore applied persuasion andarigin inducement strategies.

Toward integrative understandings of CSR-oriented ®akeholder influence

processes

Our ideology-centered empirical research respoodsilis to address more specifically
the stakeholder side of CSR-related company—stéttehanteractions by shedding a
new light on the processes that affect CSR-oriestakleholder influence initiatives. By
emphasizing the primary role of ideological disenegies between stakeholder
organizations and the company, our empirically go®d model stresses the substantial
role of the ideological orientations of stakehofdém terms of how they perceive,
interact with, and attempt to influence a companyparticular, the level of CSR-related
ideological discrepancies between a stakeholderawcdmpany strongly affects the
hostile or conciliatory nature of the stakeholdeatstude toward the company. In our
multiple case study, stakeholders with strong idgickl rationales for engaging in
CSR-oriented influence attempts tended to adopenrhostile strategies (i.e., coercive
mischief, utilitarian deterrence, normative objeoti or social punishment) than did
stakeholders with limited ideological rationales)ieh were more inclined to engage in
softer (i.e., coercive admonition or normative gadion) or even encouraging (i.e.,

utilitarian inducement or social reward) influeratéempts.

In this sense, our model substantiates an argumewtloped in another research
context (i.e., kibbutzims in the 1950s) by Simons éngram (1997, 2004) that states
organizations pursuing comparable ideological esiaigild be predisposed to engage in
mutualist rapport, whereas those with divergentlioigical orientations tend to develop
adversary interactions. Thus, our study undersctresrelevance of organizational
ideology for further research on stakeholder iniltee processes; it serves as a
collectively shared approach to the social world #mus might help bridge the gap

between stakeholders’ motivation for engaging ffuence endeavors and their actual
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behaviors. Moreover, our study stresses CSR-relasdkeholder—company
relationships as a pertinent domain of investigafior refining understanding of the
importance of organizational ideology in studiesttraddress interorganizational

phenomena.

By explicitly highlighting coercive, utilitarian, yge normative, and socio-normative
power bases of stakeholder organizations as kegrrdetants of their CSR-oriented
influence strategies, we also reaffirm the needntive beyond the utilitarian-based
resource dependence perspective that still oftelenlies research efforts on stakeholder
influence strategies. Our study emphasizes all ipAlyssymbolic, and remunerative
resources as potential sources of power; thus,uggest these power bases should be
considered concurrently to achieve a complementargerstanding of stakeholder

influence processes.

Finally, our case study approach includes orgaiozal, regulatory, and community
stakeholders, which means it departs from mosttiagisresearch into stakeholder
influence that adopts a narrow focus (e.g., dendHand de Bakker, 2007; Hendry,
2005; Rehbein et al., 2004). Our empirically basexdiel of influence strategies applies
to broader categories of stakeholder organizatan provides a framework that can
foster the development of wide-ranging accountstakeholder-driven CSR-oriented

interactions.

In addition, our research and its specific focusapganizational ideology provides
insights into the corporate side of stakeholdergzany interactions, especially for
studies that hope to attain a better understanadlirige processes that underlie greater
corporate engagement in CSR policies and initiativ&imarily, we stress the need to
consider the ideology notion in CSR implementati@search. Understanding the
processes by which corporate ideologies adjust nar@enmental and stakeholder
demands and influences are central to comprehentieg evolving nature of

companies’ CSR commitments and initiatives.
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Along similar lines, organizational ideology clearesembles and partially overlaps
with organizational culture and strategic goalsl(@od Zeitz, 1991). Therefore, a more
systematic consideration of the ideology-relatedeats of CSR may complement
extant understanding of its cultural and stratelyicensions. The ideology, culture, and
strategy of a company all attempt to guide itsaamdiand reflect particular belief and
value assumptions. Efforts designed to analyzedlagionships between organizational
ideology, organizational culture and CSR-relatedhtsgic decision making could
constitute a promising avenue for research on h&R @rinciples are integrated by

contemporary companies.

Limitations

Our research is based on just two cases. We irtged stakeholders from a broad
swath of European countries in a relatively homeges context, yet national
backgrounds and characteristics may have influetitedanalysis (especially of trade
unions and regulatory authorities). The culturalhd institutionally dependent nature of
CSR conceptions already has been emphasized [agten and Moon, 2008). In

addition, although we obtained the information fraanrepresentative sample of
stakeholders, we could not integrate every suboayeaf potential stakeholders. Lastly,
most of the stakeholder organizations maintainedaldla relationships with the

companies and engaged in regular or intermitterR-G8ented influence attempts, but
this research often was limited @ posteriori descriptions of the CSR-oriented
company-stakeholder interactions that did not allssvto observe the formation or

shifts in the stakeholders' perceptions and at#udirectly.

Our findings thus could be refined with the devehlemt of real-time, longitudinal
studies. Additional cases might be considered ghlight similarities and potential
differences across cases and potential the redsoti®se differences. Finally, a broad-
scale empirical validation of our findings wouldlphneefine the comprehensive model

we offer.
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CONCLUSION

Existing research mainly has examined businesssactkety relationships from the
perspective of corporate actors; therefore, schalamreasingly need to move toward
the social side of the equation. Our empiricallgugrded research addresses two central
iIssues pertaining to CSR-oriented stakeholder emibe attempts. First, it focuses on
how the ideological orientations of a broad randestakeholder organizations may
determine their potential motivation to pressurd arfluence the development of CSR
initiatives by a target company. Second, our studgerlines how these ideological
orientations actually condition the objectives bé tstakeholder influence endeavors
and—in combination with their coercive, utilitarigrure normative, or socio-normative
power bases—the nature of the strategies stakeisalded to attain these objectives. In
turn, we propose a model of four ideologically leddpatterns of CSR-oriented
influence objectives that result in 12 power-basg8R-oriented influence strategies, as
adopted by various stakeholder groups. Our modeligees an inclusive account of the
motivational and behavioral dimensions of stake@oldCSR-oriented influence
endeavors that attempt to foster the developmefSR policies and actions by target

companies.

To go beyond the instrumental logic still conventilty assumed to drive the
interactions of corporate actors with their envimamt, we need more robust
understandings of the value-laden underpinninglsusiness and society relationships.

We hope this study helps inspire research effagsdan continue to do so.
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APPENDIX (TABLE 28):
Interviewed stakeholder organizations for essay 4

Stakeholder Basis for interaction Interviewee(s Ideological Power Prevailing
(Reference) ) discrepancies power basis
(and rationales (non-
of stakeholder exclusive)
CSR-oriented
influence)
Home

Organizational

Trade union (H-TU1) Home workers’ representation, Delegate Agreement High Utilitarian
collective bargaining, industrial Very limited
action
Trade Union (H-TU2) Home workers’ representation, Program manager Social void High Utilitarian
collective bargaining, industrial Consequential
action
Business customer (H- Commercial and consultancy Commercial Social shortage Low Utilitarian
BUC1) relationships director Limited
Supplier (H-SUP1) Consultancy work proposition, Program manager Social shortage Low Utilitarian
public relations and information Limited
activities

Community-economic

International CSR-focused Networking, expertise sharing, Director Agreement Low Socio-normative
trade association (H-TA1) public relation and information Very limited

activities (note: Home is not an

official member)

National CSR-focused Networking, expertise sharing, ~ Director Agreement Low ‘Pure’ normative
trade association (H- public relation and information Very limited
TA2) activities (note: Home is not an

official member)
National trade association Defense of SMES' interests, Program manager Social void Low ‘Pure’ normative
for SMEs (H-TA3) public relations and information Consequential

activities, legal actions against

Home

Community—social

International social Human rights and development Program manager Agreement High Socio-normative
NGO/CSO (H-ISNGO1)  actions and education goal, public Very limited

relations and information

activities, partnership with Home

since the 1990’s

National social NGO/CSO Human rights and development  Program manager Social shortage Low ‘Pure’ normative
(H-SNGO1) action and education, public Limited

relations and information

activities
National social NGO/CSO Human rights and development Program manager Social void Low ‘Pure’ normative
(H-SNGO2) research and educational goal, Consequential

public relations and information
activities, investigations on

Home,
National social NGO/CSO Human rights and development  Director and Social void Low ‘Pure’ normative
(H-SNGO3) action and education, program manager Consequential

investigations on Home,
lobbying, social entrepreneurship,
public relations and information

activities
Community-
environmental
International Environmental conservation and Program manager Agreement High Socio-normative
environmental NGO/CSO education goal, public relations Very limited
(H-IENGO1) and information activities, formal
collaboration with Home since
the 1990’s
International Environmental conservation and Program manager Social void High Socio-normative
environmental NGO/CSO education goal, public relation Consequential
(H-IENGO2) and information activities,
investigations on Home, informal
and punctual collaborations with
Home in the 1990's
National environmental Environmental conservation and Program manager Social void Low ‘Pure’ normative
NGO/CSO (H-ENGO1)  education goal, public relation Consequential

and information activities,
investigations on Home, lobbying
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National environmental
NGO/CSO (H-ENGO2)

National environmental
NGO/CSO (H-ENGO3)

National environmental
NGO/CSO (H-ENGO4)

National environmental
NGO/CSO (H-ENGO5)

Regulatory

Regional government
body (H-RG1)

Local authority (H-LA1)

Local authority (H-LA2)

Netdial

Organizational

Trade union (N-TU1)

Trade Union (N-TU2)

Trade Union (N-TU3)

Supplier (N-SUP1)

Supplier (N-SUP2)

Community—economic

International CSR-focused
Trade association (N-
TAL)

National CSR-focused
Trade association (N-
TA2)

National trade association
for technological
companies (N-TA3)

National trade association
for SMEs (N-TA4)

National association of
large companies (N-TA5)

National consumer
association (N-CA1)

National research center
for consumer welfare (N-
CA2)

Community—social

Environmental conservation and
education goal, public relation
and information activities,
investigations on Home, informal
collaboration with Home since
the 1990’s

Environmental education goal,
public relation and information
activities

Environmental conservation and
education goal, public relations
and information activities,
punctual partnerships with Home

Environmental conservation and
education goal, public relation
and information activities,
investigations on Home, lobbying

Environmental conservation and
education goal, legal framework
field translation and control,
public relations and information

Local business permits and
infrastructure management,
regulatory framework
application, local interests
protection

Local business permits and
infrastructure management,
regulatory framework
application, local interests
protection

Netdial workers’ representation
collective bargaining, industrial
action

Netdial workers’ representation
collective bargaining, industrial
action

Netdial workers' representation
collective bargaining, industrial
action

Long-term commercial
relationship

Long-term commercial
relationship

Networking, expertise sharing,
public relation and information
activities (note: Netdial is an
official member)

Networking, expertise sharing,
public relation and information
activities (note: Netdial is an
official member)

Defense of sector interests,
networking, public relations and
information activities (Netdial is
not an official member)

Defense of SMES’ interests,
public relations and information
activities

Defense of large companies’
interests, networking, public
relations and information
activities, lobbying

Defense of consumer interests,
public relations and information
activities, lobbying,
investigations on Netdial
Defense of consumer interests,
research and information
activities, lobbying

Program manager

Spokesperson

Director

Program manager

Program manager

Head of
department

Head of
department

Delegate
Program manager
Director and
program manager
Program manager

Manager

Director

Director

Regional director

Program manager

Program manager

Program and CSR
managers

Director

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Social void
Consequential

Social void
Consequential

Social shortage
Limited
Agreement
Very limited

Social shortage
Limited

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social void
Consequential

Low

Low

Low

Low

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

High

High

Low

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

Coercive

Coercive

Coercive

Utilitarian

Utilitarian

Utilitarian

Utilitarian

Utilitarian

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’
normative,

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

Socio-normative

Socio-normative
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National social NGO/CSO
(N-SNGO1)

National social NGO/CSO
(N-SNGO2)

National social NGO-CSO
(N-SNGO3)

National social NGO-CSO
(N-SNGO4)

National social NGO-CSO
(N-SNGO5)

National social NGO/CSO
(N-SNGO6)

National social NGO/CSO
(N-SNGO7)

National social entreprise
(N-SE1)

Community-
environmental

International
environmental NGO/CSO
(N-IENGO1)

National environmental
NGO/CSO (N-ENGO2)

National environmental
NGO/CSO (N-ENGO3)

Regulatory

Federal government body
(N-FG1)

Federal government body
(N-FG2)

Federal government body
(N-FG3)

Regional government
body (N-RG1)

Human rights and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Human rights and development
research and educational goal,
public relations and information
activities

Social issues and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Social issues and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Social issues and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Human rights and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Social issues and development
action and education, public
relations and information
activities, formal partnership with
Netdial

Workers’ integration and
curriculum development, formal
partnership with Netdial

Environmental conservation and
education goal, public relation
and information activities,
investigations on Netdial,
lobbying, cut short collaboration

Environmental science and
education goal, public relations
and information activities, formal
partnership with Netdial
(Philanthropy)

Environmental conservation and
education goal, public relation
and information activities

Employment issues, legal
framework field translation and
control, public relations and
information

Social and health issues, legal
framework field translation and
control, public relations and
information

Innovation and
telecommunication issues, legal
framework field translation and
control, public relations and
information

Environmental conservation and
education goal, legal framework
field translation and control,
public relations and information

Spokesperson

Director

Director

Director

Director and

spokesperson

Director

Program manager

Director

Program manager

Director

Program manager

Head of
department

Program manager

Program manager

Head of
department

Agreement
Very limited

Social void
Consequential

Agreement
Very limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Agreement
Very limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social shortage
Limited

Social void
Consequential

Agreement
Very limited

Agreement
Very limited

Social void
Consequential

Agreement
Very limited

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

High

Low

Low

High

High

High

High

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

Socio-normative

‘Pure’ normative

‘Pure’ normative

Coercive

Coercive

Coercive,

Coercive
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ESSAY 5
Shaping the dialogical view of corporate social regmsibility: A

multipartite sensemaking—sensegiving conceptualiziai =

ABSTRACT

Building on multidisciplinary literature about camate social responsibility (CSR),
organizational sensemaking, and strategic manaderties article presents a generic
model of CSR development that emphasizes fourdefgndent CSR-related processes
experienced by social actors within and outsidecttrapany: a converging managerial
sensemaking process, a compounded managerial sgnggmocess, a diverging extra-
managerial sensemaking process, and a differetitiattra-managerial sensegiving
process. Additionally, the model identifies keyttas influencing these processes and
their outcomes. This conceptual research extenttirex CSR conceptualizations by
restating CSR as a strategic, social, inherentlglodical notion. Moreover, it
underscores how strategic decision-making procassesjanizations emerge through
production and reproduction of cognitive schemad aighlights the evolutionary
nature of the socially-constructed underpinningsheke processes. Finally, it suggests
that developments of CSR-focused studies are neldgaenhance understanding of the
way strategy arises from the “reweaving” of relaoamong discourses and

understandings inside and outside the organization.

Keywords: Conceptual research, corporate social respongibildrganizational

sensemaking, stakeholder dialogue.

% Joint work with Professor Valérie Swaen (Universiatholique de Louvain).
% An early version of this essay has been preseatdtie Academy of Management Annual Meeting
(Chicago) in 2009. It is currently under reviewla dournal of Management Studies
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INTRODUCTION

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) progressiviedg grown into a global trend that
involves business actors, national and suprandtiomablic authorities,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), the medial awil society (Matten and
Moon, 2008; Scherer, Palazzo and Matten, 2009). gamies face increasing pressure
to take a broader perspective of their corporatpgse as stakeholders demand they
accept greater social and environmental burdengalim and maintain legitimacy and
their license to operate, many corporations inénghs adopt the CSR discourse and

articulate their strategic position in terms of [ieilvelfare (Palazzo and Scherer, 2006).

For some corporations, market and non-market presga engage in more responsible
corporate behaviors and the increasing recognibbrtheir social responsibilities

prompt actual and important changes in their caftustructures, and daily activities,
because they consider CSR “central to core busiaebaties rather than a peripheral
consideration associated with philanthropy” (Bheltrya, Smith and Vogel, 2004: 6).
In most cases though, corporate social initiatieessilt in CSR promises and activities
that can be decoupled easily from a company’s nprorggoing activities (Weaver,

Trevino, and Cochran, 1999). Beyond cost consiaerst potential explanations for the
gap between CSR rhetoric and reality include th&cdities managers have making
sense of the CSR concept (Nijhof and Jeurisser)28@d the complexities associated

with making it operational (Grayson and Hodges,£200

Until recently, academic and managerial literatbhexe provided little guidance for
understanding how to translate CSR concerns intoagerial understanding, strategy,
or actions. By the last decade of the twentiethtuognthe CSR academic field mainly
consisted of two research streams: a content-edenéssentially descriptive and
normative stream, and an incentive-oriented, mos¢rumental stream. The first area
has generated an abundance of sometimes elusivec@rfdsing approaches and
terminologies related to the nature and contentC8R and similar concepts (see

Garriga and Melé, 2004). As a point of converger@8R scholars now concur that
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CSR essentially involves “actions that appear tther some social good, beyond the
interests of the firm and that which is requiredldy” (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001:
117). They also acknowledge stakeholder theoryfeasnae of reference (Carroll, 1991;
Windsor, 2006), from which they derive companielligations to constituent groups

other than stockholders and beyond those prescbypdav (Jones, 1980).

The second stream of research focuses more ondsgsmotivations for developing and
communicating CSR initiatives. In this perspectivarporate demonstrations of
responsible behaviors have been shown as consfjtpttential sources of substantial
benefits, through the formation of positive attégdtoward the company and its
products (e.g. Ellen, Webb and Mohr, 2006; Sentabharya and Korshun, 2006), the
development of competitive advantages and valualg@nizational capabilities (e.qg.

Porter and Kramer, 2006; Sharma and Vredenburg)199d support of the long-term

financial performance of the company (see OrlitzZRghmidt and Rynes, 2003). This
research stream confirms that CSR *“is not a bol&ddition to strategy but increasingly
a natural bedfellow” (Brooks, 2005, p. 406) andgsosnportant challenges to strategic

management (McWilliams, Siegel and Wright, 2006).

Yet until recently, CSR interpretation, implemeitai and integration in strategic
processes and organizational activities have baegely ignored in organization and
management research (Lindgreen, Maon and Swae®).280more recent, dynamic,
and practice-oriented research stream thus has gemerwith the objective of
understanding how CSR unfolds in corporations antatwactually triggers
organizational engagement in CSR initiatives. #tfiees conceptual developments and
empirical investigations, notably related to thgamizational developments required for
CSR integration (e.g., Mirvis and Googins, 2006d&la 2004), the structuring of
strategic CSR policies (e.g., Bondy, Matten and Md904; Heslin and Ochoa, 2008),
and the understanding of the internal and extdiawbrs that lead to social change in

organizations (e.g., Aguilera et al., 2007; den ¢Hand de Bakker; 2007).
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Following this research trend, some scholars atbaé looking at the CSR concept
through a discursive lens, focusing on the waywtich language helps construct the
organizational reality (cf. Grant, Keenoy and Oswid998), may create a better
comprehension of what guides the design and impiéatien of the CSR strategy and
initiatives that companies undertake (Burchell &uabke, 2006; Palazzo and Scherer,
2006). In particular, this line of research suggetbtat adopting an organizational
sensemaking perspective—which considers how peoplarganizations collectively

grant sense to their environment through interastivith others (Maitlis, 2005)—

might produce a more robust conceptual understgndinthe socially constructive

processes and associated negotiation of meaningigarogganizational actors that
underlies CSR development (Cramer, Jonker and earHdijden, 2004; Cramer, van
der Heijden and Jonker, 2006; Nijhof and Jeuris2606). But despite repeated calls,

pertinent research efforts remain scarce.

Basu and Palazzo (2008) recently adopted this petisp to outline interpretative and
discursive processes at play in CSR-related org#ioiral engagement and decision
making. Their proposed CSR conceptualization empésascognitive, linguistic, and
conative dimensions of the CSR sensemaking prarassdentifies subdimensions that
characterize and influence the way managers maisesd CSR issues. However, their
framework neither emphasizes the ongoing naturethef CSR-related meaning
construction in organizations nor considers théepas of interrelationships among the
various sensemaking dimensions and subdimensiomthefmore, their process model
chiefly focuses on intra-organizational actors, haiit considering how collective
processes of sensemaking and sensegiving might aotong and between the various
internal and external stakeholders of the orgainizaisee Gioa and Chittipeddi, 1991,
Maitlis, 2005). In this sense, the dynamic andatjaal foundations of CSR remain
unconsidered, demanding theoretical efforts toease understanding of CSR-related
social interactions that shape the evolutionarymmgpof CSR for stakeholders inside

and outside the organization.
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We contend in this article that existing procesdei® of CSR and multidisciplinary
literature pertaining to sensemaking and sensegyi\as well as strategic management,
provide the groundwork for the development of aenmymprehensive understanding of
the interpretive and dialogical processes that diedéhe design and development of
CSR strategies and initiatives. We provide a generodel of CSR unfolding in
contemporary companies, organized by four CSR pe®s that are ongoing,
interdependent and concomitant: converging manalgegnsemaking, compounded
managerial sensegiving, a diverging extra-managseasemaking, and differentiated
extra-managerial sensegiving. Furthermore, we fgghlcritical factors that influence

the sensemaking and sensegiving processes of tieevaocial actors at play.

In so doing, we contribute to business, society, strategic management literature and
practice in three complementary ways. First, wercdtmanagerial conceptualizations
of CSR by considering the role and influence ofeaxal stakeholders in the CSR-
related sensemaking—sensegiving processes. Thugestate CSR as a social and
inherently dialogical notion that is constructedbotigh interactions of the company and
its environment, and we underscore explicitly ho#temal pressures for CSR-related
organizational adaptation are internalized in oizgtions. Second, we acknowledge
intensifying socio-political expectations and deomnfaced by contemporary
companies as strategic issues and highlight thdimtmus, process-oriented, and
recursive nature of the integration and interpretadf these issues by managers. Our
CSR-specific model provides a univocal represamadif the evolutionary nature of the
socially-constructed underpinnings of strategicislen-making processes. It highlights
how strategic decisions in organizations geneeiterge through social production and
reproduction of cognitive schemas (Hendry, 2000)iraring managers’ needs to
structure their perceived environment for both widlial sensemaking and the creation
and maintenance of collectively shared meaning ¢Weil995). Third, by developing
our CSR-centered model of sensemaking and sensggdiviorganizations, we highlight
the potential of CSR-focused studies to inform ulistve perspectives on decision

making and strategy research. We call particulemhthe important consideration of a
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widely emerging CSR rhetoric that indicates how thereasingly institutionalized
discourse percolates in strategy and is enactgupdaced, and modified through

everyday interactions and practices within andidatthe organization.

This article is organized as follows: We first mwi organizational sensemaking and
sensegiving theories and models and consider C8Brdingly, describing it as an
ongoing and multipartite process pertaining to teg@ socio-political issues that
emerge in the organization’s environment. We thewetbp our dynamic model for
understanding the development of CSR in organizatiwith a dialogical perspective.
Finally, we discuss the key contributions and imgtions of our work for managerial
practice, business and society literature, anddibeursive perspective on organization

and strategic management studies.

SENSEMAKING AND SENSEGIVING PROCESSES IN ORGANIZATI ONAL
LIFE

The term “sensemaking” appears mainly in psycholagya metaphor for individual
understanding or “meaning making.” Thus, it dessibthough sometimes
nebulously—an all-encompassing, subjective meratvity by which a person makes
sense of the self and the world (Craig-Lees, 20B$)its very nature, sensemaking is
an interpretive process that people use to plaoeecgl and ambiguous environmental
stimuli into defined cognitive schem&spr mental frames, that enable them to make
sense of the stimuli (Starbuck and Milliken, 1988pecifically, sensemaking derives
from symbolic interaction theory (Blumer, 1969), ielh contends that people behave
toward other things and people according to theninga they have granted them.
Sensemaking emphasizes the temporary and circutiastaature of these meanings, in

contrast with static and objective meanings thaippe might hold (Luria, 1982). The

*According to Markus (1977), schemas refer to theayic knowledge and internal structures of specific
concepts, entities, and events, which enable peéogleocess and represent incoming information
efficiently. They serve as mental maps that peaptto orient themselves within their experiential
terrain (Weick, 1979).
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enactive environment that results from a sensergafiincess constantly exists in the

state of becoming, and its outcomes are both gahand situational.

From individual to organizational sensemaking

Organization scholars move beyond the individual clantend that groups and
organizational entities also engage in sensemagiogesses (e.g., Schneider, 1997;
Weick, 1995). Thus, organizational members makeseseaf situations in their
organization by fitting them into existing schenwsframes of references that these
members have developed, at least partly, througi @gperience and socialization
within that organization, in conversation with athewhile reading communications,
and through exchanging ideas (Weick, 1995; Morsiagd Schultz, 2006).
Organizational members cope with confusing envirental stimuli by seeking others’
interpretations and constructing new accounts ématble them to comprehend their
environment and act collectively (Gioia and Thomi®96; Maitlis, 2005; Starbuck and
Milliken, 1988). These accounts represent discersivcial constructions of reality that
enlighten and allow interpretations (Antaki, 199@rganizational sensemaking thus
helps organization members and groups develop caynshared meanings (Poole et
al., 1989) about key features, such as the orgémives meaning, what it does well or
poorly, which issues it faces, and how to resohese issues (Weick, 1995). Through
organizational sensemaking, individuals and groumeractively create their social

reality, which ultimately becomes the organizatioeality.

From sensemaking to sensegiving

Sensemaking processes are important in organizatible and strategic decision
making processes because they determine refereoites pand suggest possible
outcomes of organizational actions (Fiss and Z&1806). At the upper management
level, they involve activities such as environmeémszanning and issue interpretation
and have been shown to influence decisions abeuptbjected organizational image

(Gioia and Thomas, 1996) and rationales for orgsditnal restructuring, development,
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or change (Bartunek et al., 1999; Gioia and Clattgh, 1991; Gioia et al., 1994). At the
middle management level, sensemaking processdaréner considered as influencing
the integration of strategic decisions and policit® means of coping with new
corporate initiatives (Balogun and Johnson, 2004yl&u, 2005), and how managers
construe organizational features and performanag(\r and Gooding, 1997). Finally,
at lower levels of the organization, these procesggically affect how organizational

actors resolve the tensions between social actidrttee strategic and systemic realities

of organizational life (Bean and Eisenberg, 2006).

These strategic aspects of sensemaking processegainizations result in the situation
that organizational life is “full of attempts tofeft how others perceive and understand
the world” (Maitlis and Lawrence, 2007, p. 57). Magns of the organization endeavor
to affect others’ sensemaking processes througbegarnng, “attempting to influence
the sensemaking and meaning construction of otogrard a preferred redefinition of
organizational reality” (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 199p. 442). Sensegiving involves
efforts to communicate about organizational eveamis features, influence outcomes,
and increase support for a perspective throughesiiyg or persuasive language, as
well as symbolic or emphatic actions (Bartunek let 2099; Gioia and Chittipeddi,
1991). Organizational leaders and other interreestolders, such as middle managers,
directors, and other employees, all may use seviaggprocesses (Maitlis, 2005),

whether vertically or horizontally in the organimaual hierarchy.

Theoretically, we can distinguish between sensegidnd sensemaking at any given
moment in time. Hill and Levenhagen’s (1995) faidgmpartmentalizing conceptual
stance regards sensemaking as concerned with tetogdeent of a mental model or
vision of the environment, whereas sensegivingesponds to the articulation of that
vision to others in an attempt to persuade themildiBg on this distinction, we

consider interpretation-focused sensemaking anduente-focused sensegiving
processes as sequential (Gioa and Chittipeddi,)19®tcomes of sensemaking inform

sensegiving attempts that then influence sensemakiforts. In practice though,
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sensemaking and sensegiving overlap considerabbig®@t al., 1994). The processes
are mutually dependent notions that mirror eaclerot#nd constitute, to some extent,

two sides of the same coin (Rouleau, 2005).

From internal to external stakeholders’ sensemakin@nd sensegiving processes

Research into sensemaking and sensegiving processetrategic management,
organization, and business and society literatuemernlly focuses on internal
stakeholders, with a strong emphasis on upper addlenmanagers, largely ignoring
interactions with other stakeholders who might begaged in interpreting and
translating corporate initiatives. However, GioraaChittipeddi (1991) highlight some
micro-processes of social interaction, organizaiochange, and innovation by
considering the iterative processes of sensegi@ng sensemaking between upper
management and other organizational groups. Bysfoguon the initiation phase of an
organizational change initiative, they offer a gemstages framework that reveals the
sequence of sensemaking and sensegiving betweerageranand progressively
expanding audiences. Maitlis (2005) describes feemsemaking patterns (guided,
fragmented, restricted, and minimal) that reswirfrthe extent to which leaders and
stakeholders attempt to influence one another’s prehension of issues through
sensegiving processes. Organizational sensemaldngsignificantly affected by
sensegiving efforts initiated by various stakehdd@hese frameworks recognize that
various stakeholder groups make sense of issuesghrtheir own lenses and give

sense to them in accordance with their own goals.

CSR IN A SENSEMAKING-SENSEGIVING PERSPECTIVE

The ambiguity and uncertainty characterizing aasitun constitute the two key drivers
of sensemaking in organizations (Weick, 1995). Whseruncertainty refers to the
inability to predict and typically stems from a peived lack of information (Milliken,

1987), ambiguity refers to “a lack of clarity andnsistency in reality, causality or
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consistency” (March, 1994, p. 178) and typicallgnss from potentially incongruent

interpretations of available information (Weick,789.

CSR as an ambiguous and uncertain notion

The CSR notion and associated issues for the argidom typically entail both an
ambiguous nature and a high level of uncertainigst FCSR does not mean the same
thing to every organization and industry; rathegRCissues “vary by business, by size,
by sector and even by geographic region” (BusiriessSocial Responsibility, 2003).
They can relate to concerns pertaining to humartsjgwell-being at work,
environmental impacts, business ethics, commumitgstments, governance, and the
marketplace (e.g., Maignan and Ralston, 2002). CGones thus approach and
appreciate the CSR concept depending on their xpraelture, and values (Cramer et
al., 2004, 2006; Basu and Palazzo, 2008). Becehme comprehend CSR issues in
different ways, they use interpretative processeassign their own meaning to the
confusing CSR concept, clarify the motivation thahderlies their potential
commitments, and make sense of the key societa#ssihey face (Maignan, Ferrell and

Ferrell, 2006).

Second, the complexity of CSR issues typically ésr@ consideration of multiple,
multifaceted groups of internal and external stakddrs to design relevant CSR
strategies and policies. Stakeholder groups — d@netu owners, investors, customers,
suppliers, managers, employees, competitors, tted mmunity, the government, or
media — tend to be common to all companies, yettimeeptions of what constitutes a
responsible company vary across both groups andgoper(Zyglidopoulos, 2002).
Stakeholders’ CSR expectations also can be indensi¢§Dawkins and Lewis, 2003)

and evolve over time (Polonsky and Jevons, 2006).

The complexity of the nature and implications of RC&lated issues for the
organization increases with challenges associatédglobalization, which also add to

the ambiguity characterizing the CSR notion. Gldadion erodes established ideas

244



about the division of labor between political andomomic spheres, leading to
sometimes ill-defined rules of business behaviar equivocal roles and responsibilities
for business in society (Matten and Crane, 20051e&x et al., 2009). Moreover,
globalization increasingly exposes corporate actorgdisparate cultural and social
values and heterogeneous institutional environmertiese elements affect corporate
understanding and stakeholders’ expectations ali#R and must be taken into
account when analyzing commitments and strategilesal and global levels (Doh and

Guay, 2006; Matten and Moon, 2008).

Potential CSR issues and associated organizatioespponses demand constant
reassessments and dialogue between the organizatidnits internal and external

stakeholders at local and global levels. Ambigaitd uncertainty, combined with its
stakeholder-oriented and multipartite dimensionskenthe CSR concept especially
relevant as a topic to consider through the lenssaisemaking and sensegiving
processes. Through processes of sensemaking, GSBecapproached “in a proactive
manner, well founded within a framework of humand aorganizational needs”

(Schouten and Remmé, 2006, p. 378).

CSR as an ongoing, multipartite sensemaking—senseigig process

The process model proposed by Basu and Palazzo8)(2@@ntifies the CSR
phenomenon as an intrinsic part of an organizagiooharacter. To study an
organization’s CSR process, they suggest a focuswoncognitive subdimensions
(identity orientation and legitimacy approach), tinguistic subdimensions (modes of
justifying organizational actions to others and ngparency of CSR-related
communication), and three conative subdimensiorgtr(imental or normative nature of
CSR commitments, internal and strategic consist@iggommitments, and responsive
posture of the organization to its environment)isTéonceptualization extends beyond
most content-focused, traditional CSR models arehsgaths to analyze the relations

between organizational character and strategiesnigaging with the environment.
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Yet Basu and Palazzo’s (2008) model remains esdlgrgtatic. They draw attention to

the outcomes and characteristics of CSR discoustiedegies, and actual initiatives but
do not highlight dynamic, sensemaking-based, CSBcgwsses. Furthermore, by
focusing on managerial and intra-organizationalssearaking processes, their model
cannot provide a full explication of the social asidlogical nature that underlies the

interactive processes by which CSR unfolds in omgdions.

To increase both the relevancy and the legitimdafis conceptualization, we need a
greater emphasis on the dynamic and multistakeholateire of the processes by which
CSR unfolds in organizations. We adhere to Nijhoél @eurissen’s (2006, p. 319)
assumption that the CSR process primarily involveseating and recreating an

internally and externally shared frame of referemterelation to CSR objectives,

activities and results.” Thus, CSR represents @&abpbenomenon that is produced and
maintained through discursive interactions amomdedtolders within and outside the
organization, as well as by actual CSR-relatedeagments. In particular, we assert
that CSR is an (1) ongoing process through whiterial and external stakeholders
interactively construct and share sense (2) thrayghbolic and emphatic discourse and
actions (3) about issues pertaining to the orgéinizal activities, interpreted in relation

to the social good by one or several parties.

With this definition, we insist on the multipartitand dialogical dimension of
sensemaking and sensegiving processes through wW@®éh unfolds in organization,
which enables us to move beyond a manager-cengisppctive. We expressly
recognize that organizational sensemaking and gamsg processes that characterize
how CSR unfolds in organizations ineluctably inwlvarious internal and external
stakeholder groups that continuously react to oratheer and make different senses of
their reality. Thus, the nature and practices oRG& the organization are always up

for renegotiation.
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A DYNAMIC SENSEMAKING-SENSEGIVING DIALOGICAL MODEL OF
CSR

We argue that CSR development entails four broadtistakeholder, interdependent
processes within and outside the managerial areangerging managerial sensemaking
process, a compounded managerial sensegiving groaediverging extra-managerial
sensemaking process, and a differentiated extraagesial sensegiving process (see
Figure 5). Managerial and extra-managerial sensgmadforts nurture managerial or
extra-managerial sensegiving attempts, respectivebnagerial and extra-managerial
sensegiving attempts exert influence on the sendgamafforts of managers and other

stakeholders, respectively.

The managerial processes that constitute what wsgmke in Figure 5 as the
managerial sensemaking—sensegiving loop pertaimattagers, who are at the center of
the stakeholder network of the company as theyr eémte explicit or implicit contracts
with all other stakeholders. Their mission is tgida and implement strategic programs
that balance and integrate various relationship$ d@ifferent objectives in a multi-
stakeholder context (Wheeler, Colbert and Freerg@03). While they have “direct
control over the decision-making apparatus of th&"f(Hill and Jones, 1992: 134),
managers indeed are the ones who eventually caightimplement CSR policies and
initiatives and who must create value for the oftakeholders of the company (Amin
and Cohendet, 2003). For this purpose, they mustpret the signals sent by other
internal and external stakeholders in the comparwrenment, in a way that fits with
their particular company-related mission (QuazD30 As the way they make sense of
and give sense to such CSR-related signals priynfmims the basis for CSR-related
organizational decision responses (cf. Child, 19%Be managerial sensemaking—
sensegiving processes must therefore be distingdiiBlom those of other stakeholders

of the company.
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FIGURE 5:

A multipartite sensemaking—sensegiving conceptattin of CSR
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The notion of extra-managerial processes instefadsréo other internal stakeholders as
well as external stakeholders. These processestitobmsthe extra-managerial

sensemaking—sensegiving loop and reflect how thersk, extra-managerial actors
inside and outside the organization continue topretmend and translate CSR-related
iIssues and concerns. These extra-managerial pescéssn the basis for stakeholder

expectations that get conveyed to managers ofrtienaation.

By distinguishing between managerial and extra-mganal processes, we can
understand and more explicitly conceptualize hollective mental models emerge and
affect the recognition and integration of CSR issa®d events in an organization.
Furthermore, we emphasize how these processed fesml internal and external
stakeholders’ influence attempts in the directibra referred definition of issues and

events, as well as their implications for the orgation.

In the next sections, we first focus on process@sag in the managerial sensemaking—
sensegiving loop before considering the extra-mearnalg sensemaking—sensegiving
loop. In both cases, we detail key factors influegthese processes and their outcomes

(see Table 29).

Managerial CSR sensemaking—sensegiving Loop

Managerial CSR Sensemaking Processd® make sense of the organizational and
competitive environment, managers must wade infbodbean of stimuli and events
surrounding their organization (Daft and Weick, 4p&nd identify key issues. Any
CSR-related stimuli and issues (e.g., impact oirtass practices for local communities,
emerging public concerns with respect to a prodoatponent, potential new business
opportunity at the base of the pyramid) requireenptetation to translate them into
knowledge, shared understanding, and conceptuahsth among managers, before the

organization can determine whether and how to me$poa strategically relevant
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TABLE 29:
Key factors influencing CSR sensemaking-sensegiphogesses

Managerial loop

KEY FACTORS OF INFLUENCE SUPPORTING PRIOR RESEARCH

Managerial CSR sensemaking

Individual Traits and characteristics e.g. Burton and Hegarty, 1999; Trevino et al., 2006
Personal subjective drivers  e.g. Sonenshein, 2007: Weaver and Agle, 2002

Organizational Identity Orientation e.g. Agle et al., 1999 ; Brickson, 2005
Culture e.g. Trevino and Nelson, 2007; Jones et al., 2007
Structure e.g. Maon et al., 2008; BSR, 2002
Activity sector e.g. Bhambri and Sonnenfeld, 1988
Managerial CSR sensegiving Individual Traits and characteristics e.g. Thomas and Simerly, 1994; Quazi, 2003
Personal subjective drivers  e.g. Dutton and Ashford, 1993; Ashford et al., 1998
Organizational Intended image e.g. Ellen et al., 2006; Whetten and Mackey, 2002
Construed image e.g. Brown et al., 2006
Mode of justification e.g. Ashforth and Gibbs, 1990; Basu and Palazz0820
Extra-managerial loop
Extra-managerial CSR sensemaking Categorical Stakeholder type e.g. Baron, 1995; Waddock et al., 2002
Inferential Company attributions e.g. Ellen et al., 2006; Sen et al., 2006
Company association e.g. Klein and Dawar, 2004; Zagenczyk, 2004
Extra-managerial CSR sensegiving  Categorical Stakeholder type e.g. den Hond and de Bakker, 2007; Clarkson, 1995
Inferential Stake-driven Interest e.g. Frooman, 1999; Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003

Political Interest e.g. de Bakker and den Hond, 2008; Rowley and Melaiou, 2003




The managers’ CSR-related meaning is progressif@imned as they reflect upon
emerging concerns and opportunities faced by trgjanization and how they see the
relationships between their organization, the issaiestake and the stakeholder network
in which the organization operates. Mental procesassociated with managerial
sensemaking are directed at the creation of a xbhteind understanding that helps
managers understand the implications and challeagssciated with CSR issues for
their particular organization (Cramer et al., 20@88houten and Remmé, 2006). Yet
managers inevitably perceive their environment ualyg and imperfectly, so the way
they make sense of CSR-related stimuli and isseperdls on various factors. We
underline two interconnected sets of factors thiaty orient the way managers make

sense of CSR-related issues and stimuli.

Individual factors of influenceThe individual, intrinsic characteristics of mgees

(e.g., demographics, professional and cultural geknds, affiliations) likely influence
their discernment and interpretation of CSR-relassdes (e.g., Deshpande, 1997; Van
Maanen and Barley, 1984; Trevino, Weaver and Relgm&006). In this sense, more
risk-averse managers are less inclined to thinkualmpportunities, such as the
development of enviropreneurial marketing strategi®enon and Menon, 1997);
managers with more experience typically demonsteatuperior ability to consider
policies that address stakeholders’ needs (ThomasSanerly, 1994); and women tend
to demonstrate a higher predisposition to cons{d8R-related issues as important

(Burton and Hegarty, 1999).

Yet personal subjective drivers, such as valuefecafand expectations, also may
impinge on how upper managers make sense of theiromment (e.g., Crilly,
Schneider and Zollo, 2008; Weaver and Agle, 200@xnagers’ personal values
influence their inclination to take an interestspecific CSR-related stimuli and issues
(Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004); in particular, thdispositions toward self-
transcendent values (i.e., universalism and beeece) influence their propensity to

notice ethical issues (Crilly et al., 2008). Whanifg an issue with a moral dimension,
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managers’ moral maturity or cognitive moral devetemt (Kohlberg, 1984) orients
their mental processes and affects the way in wthiely notice and assimilate CSR-
related information. Sonenshein (2007) also ndias fpeople’s expectations influence
how they perceive cues and construct meaning, wtechlead managers to overlook

ethical issues if their work expectations do netude ethical criteria.

Organizational factors of influencéNext to individual factors, organizational fagor

further play an important role in shaping percaptiof issues, how managers construct
their own versions of reality (Weick, 1979), andastgy making and consequent
organizational CSR-related actions. The sector divity, identity, culture, and
structure of a company largely shape the interpogtaof stimuli and issues by its
members (Basu and Palazzo, 2008; Bhambri and Steided988; Jones, Felps and
Bigley, 2007).

Managers’ interpretation of and reaction to enuvinental stimuli and events also
depend on how they perceive the organizational tigeof their company, which

provides a source of collectively constructed preeptions (Weick, 1988). The
organization’s identity orientation—"the nature aksumed relations between an
organization and its stakeholders” (Brickson, 2005,577)—influences managerial
perceptions of and behaviors toward the organizaticelationships with stakeholders
outside the sphere of business interest. For exgngampanies that adopt a firm-
centered orientation tend to be less CSR-orienkesh tcompanies that embrace a

system-centered or other-regarding orientation éAllitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999).

The organizational culture, or pattern of basicuags#tions that organizations use to
cope with external adaptations and internal intigmaproblems (Schein, 1990),
represents a framework for how people think, howkwgets done, and how interactions
proceed in the company. In this sense, organizaltionlture provides storehouses of
information, knowledge, and know-how that may suppor detract from CSR

understanding and efforts (Doppelt, 2003). Wheraoizational cultures promote CSR

awareness and support “ethical” decision makingy tloster the development of CSR
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(Trevino and Nelson, 2007). Specifically, a stakdao culture — “beliefs, values, and
practices that have evolved for solving stakehetdi&ated problems and otherwise
managing relationships with stakeholders” (Joneslet 2007, p. 142) — critically

influences managerial consciousness of and sahsiibyward CSR issues.

Finally, organizational structure and arrangemaemtght affect managers’ sensemaking
processes by establishing hierarchical and funati@onfigurations and determining
which individuals and organizational groups inténaith which stakeholders. Structure
influences whom managers meet and which stimuliiasdes they are more likely to
notice. In this sense, managers with boundary-spgnfunctions who engage in
dialogical interactions with NGOs, the media, oe #xternal environment might have
different understandings and conceptions of theabassues at stake and associated
corporate responsibilities than do line manageis) v'end to emphasize economic and
operational targets and are not in contact witlil siciety. Managers’ perceptions and
awareness of CSR issues thus depend on theirdietltanagerial knowledge, position
within the organization, and functional orientatidhaon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2008).
Furthermore, managerial awareness of CSR-relatedt®wmay be influenced by the
level of cross-functional coordination within theganization that serves as a key
mechanism for communication between departmentdarads interactions within the

organization (Business for Social Responsibili§02).

Converging nature of managerial CSR accouManagers make sense of CSR-related

issues by using their individual and organizatiarakria, which can generate multiple,
diverse accounts (see Balogun and Johnson, 2004tlisMa?005). However,

convergence among managers helps organize andndesganizational policies
(Weick, 1979) and enables the organization to fpriet as a system” (Daft and Weick,
1984, p. 285). Such necessary convergence geneealljts from regular interactions;
through formal and informal processes and progrelsishared meaning (Gioia and
Chittipeddi, 1991), managers gradually develop kective frame of reference with

respect to CSR-related issues that establishesshaied and relatively homogeneous
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perceptions of organizational goals and performgihMaon et al., 2008). Even with

high levels of cross-functional coordination anficeédnt intra-organizational dialogue
though, diverging accounts might persist within tirganization, especially between
line managers and boundary spanners. In the lang, through CSR-related thinking
and acting, more consensus should mark the amlsg@@R notion (Cramer et al.,
2006), even if strictly uniform accounts do not sxiThe formal and informal

interactive processes that make this trend possibh®ng managers include the

multitudinous managerial sensegiving efforts.

Managerial CSR sensegiving processdss “sensegivers,” managers promote certain
images and understandings of CSR-related eventsthier internal and external
stakeholders, while excluding or adapting othemé&xeOn the one hand, together with
their sensemaking process, some managers may atteraffect how other managers
understand CSR-related issues. These CSR “chanipiooss attention on certain
CSR-related issues and may endeavor to mobilize intexest of people in the
organization by organizing activities and adaptitigeir language to meet the
requirements of their colleagues (Cramer et al.0620 In this intra-managerial
perspective, CSR sensegiving becomes an issuegsellocess, by which people with
managerial responsibility “create variety in theopof strategic ideas and initiatives
within an organization” (Ashford et al., 1998, p.2¥hrough issue-selling, managers'
concerns and perceptions become part of the omg#ons collective awareness

(Ocasio, 1997).

On the other hand, CSR initiatives and effortsardigss of their nature and relevancy,
are “generally intended to portray an image of mgany as responsive to the needs of
the society it depends on for survival” (Ellen dt, 2006, p. 148). Management
therefore tries to give sense to CSR-related isandgossible organizational responses
by disseminating its own CSR vision to other ingrand external stakeholders.

Morsing and Schultz (2006) argue that managersackpt three strategic options to
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convey CSR messages: stakeholder information, lstédter response, and stakeholder

involvement.

The first strategy entails only a one-way sensegiyprocess, whereas the latter two
involve sensegiving and sensemaking. With the sialker information strategy,
managers disseminate information and tell CSRedlatories to stakeholders (and
other managers), without listening to their envinemt. We contend in here that such a
strategy is unlikely to happen, since previous egraking from managers inevitably
drives, at least at some point and to some extdat, influence attempts of the
company’s managers. The stakeholder responseggtriaitgtead is based on a two-way,
asymmetric communication model, and the stakehotdevement strategy uses two-
way, symmetric communication. In the former, thempany attempts to change
stakeholders’ attitudes and behavior on the bdgweavious information and feedback
from organizational stakeholders (e.g., opinionlgamarket surveys) that managers
previously have explicated. However, this respostsategy remains fairly one-sided
and sender-oriented, and “the company has the istémtion of convincing its
stakeholders of its attractiveness” (Morsing anchuBiz, 2006, p. 327), without
engaging in conversation with stakeholders. In lditer strategy, the company is
inclined to evolve according to its interactiongthwstakeholders; pervasive attempts
come from managers and stakeholders. Managerstigage in concurrent negotiation
about CSR issues with the organization’s stakelns]de the belief that informing and
surveying is not sufficient. Just like in the cademanagerial sensemaking processes,
we emphasize that individual and organizationatdigcorient the way managers give

sense to CSR-related issues and related initiatives

Individual factors of influencdndividual characteristics of managers such astfanal

or cultural backgrounds and acquired qualities. (edycation and training) affect the
nature and level of their social involvement ananoatment (Thomas and Simerly,
1994; Quazi, 2003; Waldman et al., 2006), suggestivat managers’ inclination to

engage in CSR-related sensegiving efforts dependpaaticular traits of managers.
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Personal beliefs and motivational drivers also mgpi on managers’ propensity to
influence how others make sense of CSR-relatedultiand issues. In particular,
motivation to sell an issue appears related to ensa beliefs about whether their
efforts will be successful and benefit their imagel credibility (Dutton and Ashford,
1993). If managers perceive that their selling rdfawill fail or regard CSR-related
concerns as obviously inappropriate for currentanizational goals or to other
powerful organizational members, they might adhpirtdiscourse or avoid engaging in

sensegiving efforts (Ashford et al., 1998).

Organizational factors of influenc&he way managers give sense to CSR-related issues

and events furthermore is influenced by variousapizational elements, such as the
intended and construed images of the organizatiorthe modes of justification

traditionally used to explain policies and actiohse intended image of an organization
reflects the mental associations that managemeedestakeholders to hold (Brown et
al., 2006). As such, it drives attempts by managerposition the organization in a
certain way in stakeholders’ minds and emphasiz&iceattributes that they hope

stakeholders will associate with the organizatMétten and Mackey, 2002).

In contrast, the construed image of an organizaperiains to the collective mental
associations that organization members believeidmrts hold about the organization
(Brown et al., 2006). As managers make strategasaas and take actions to give
sense to CSR-related issues, they first must figutether stakeholders’ interpretations
of the issue to predict their reactions once ameishas caught public attention.
Management often engages in CSR sensegiving whenntended and construed
organizational images differ too much. However, agers also may choose to avoid
intentionally communicating a particular image tgarticular group and thus “hide’

the company per se from one or more stakeholderpgiaBrown et al., 2006, p. 104).
For example, a company with an existing but pogurforming environmental

management system could decide to hide it temgpwpriiam critical pressure groups

and not engage in sensegiving initiatives with gsotor related issues.
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Ultimately, Basu and Palazzo (2008) underline thet mode of justification most
prevalent in the organization likely influences thature, target, and content of
managers’ CSR-related sensegiving efforts. On tasisbof Ashforth and Gibbs’s
(1990) work, Basu and Palazzo highlight legal, rifie, economic, and ethical modes
of justification. Through the legal mode, managgnesent officially accepted
arguments that support initiatives to prevent disapal. With a scientific justification,
the organization relies on internal or externalezkipe to rationalize its behavior. When
emphasizing the substantial, constructive impactitef actions on stakeholders,
management uses the economic mode of justificaiomally, through the ethical mode
of justification, managers present cosmopolitarhigher-order interests that support

their actions.

Compounded nature of managerial CSR sensegiving®fiManagerial sensegiving for

CSR usually consists of an arrangement of fairyilsir, adapted sensegiving processes
oriented toward other managers and stakeholderschwkogether constitute a
compounded CSR managerial sensegiving pattern. iWwithis context, even if
individual factors differentiate the sensegivingfods of various managers,
homogeneous and collective CSR managerial sensggefiforts often progressively
emerge to articulate consistent persuasive speedrebs behaviors—even if
discrepancies persist. In addition, while middlenagers’ persuasive attempts depend
on upper management’s sensegiving, upper manageisemtfluenced by middle
management’s sensegiving, according to the middieagers’ actions and issue-selling

initiatives (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991).

When managers address messages to the companiy@ement though, they typically
deal with a wide range of internal and externalipieat groups. Accordingly, the
sensegiving process and strategy adopted to irdeuether stakeholders’ sensemaking
processes ideally get adapted to the intended anstraed organizational images for
each stakeholder group. It appears risky to comlresoughly different meanings about

the same CSR to different stakeholders though; genant instead may “color” its
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CSR sensegiving, depending on the perceived expetwaand features of particular
recipients. Framing effects that influence how ssue, problem, or topic is presented
offer a common means to influence stakeholder ggouews of an issue and its
potential resolution (Mahon and Wartick, 2003). dnframing perspective, Fiss and
Zajac (2006) approach sensegiving as a processghnehich managers seek to secure
both the understanding and support of key stakensltbr the strategic orientation of

the company.

Specifically, managers having boundary-spanningtions and who are more directly
confronted with CSR issues emerging in the enviremnpotentially have a prominent
role to play in these managerial processes aimedfedting how other managers and
other stakeholders perceive and understand cogardponsibilities and related

corporate initiatives.

Outcomes associated with the managerial CSR seng@mgasensegiving loopThe
CSR-related managerial sensemaking and sensegpingesses are intrinsically
interrelated and mutually influence each othertlfey occur, they progressively typify
the CSR lineament of the organization and, accgrtbrtheir intensity and emphasized
organizational and individual features, characeeti®e social responsiveness posture, or
the organization’s character in its interactionthvathers and the level of responsibility
it assumes in managing stakeholder issues andorehtps. As the company faces,
makes sense of, and gives sense to CSR challetgyascial responsiveness posture
progressively evolves (Mirvis, 2000) and is gratluakflected in its CSR-related
strategic purpose (e.g., compliance, license toatpebusiness case, value proposition,
social change), implementation tactics (resourcgsycturing and coordination,
transparency), and nature (type, scope, deptheo€CER commitments the organization

makes (Cramer et al., 2006; Mirvis and Googins 6200
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Extra-managerial sensemaking—sensegiving loop

Extra-managerial CSR sensemaking process8&gcause of their unique and varied
characteristics, stakeholders raise different ssh@t they consider appropriate and
relevant for the overall social good. The commomgnbiguous language that
organizations use to describe their CSR forcesehtalklers to interpret and reinterpret
CSR-related issues and CSR initiatives proposetthdéyrganization continuously. The
way various stakeholders make sense of a CSR-del&gsue and associated
organizational response thus may differ substdytisdm the sense managers make and

endeavor to give.

By going beyond a management-centric perspectivE®R and emphasizing processes
at play in the extra-managerial sensemaking-semggioop, we highlight that various
stakeholders understand and interpret CSR-relatedils and issues and associated
organizational responses in their own way (Schoateth Remmé, 2006). In turn, we
note the importance of considering interconnectgdgorical and inferential influences,
in an attempt to clarify how stakeholder groupsiougsly make sense of CSR-related

issues and associated initiatives and responsesoped by companies.

Cateqorical factors of influenceBaron (1995) proposes distinguishing stakeholders

according to their business links with the orgatiira Market stakeholders are groups
and individuals that interact with the firm througbme form of economic transaction
(Cummings and Doh, 2000); sociopolitical stakehmddeelate to the firm on a
noneconomic basis. This simple categorization emsipha that stakeholder groups can
be characterized by their objectives and expectsitmf company behavior (Orts and
Strudler, 2002) and social responsibility (WaddoBlodwell and Graves, 2002). In
contrast with market stakeholders, nonmarket stlkens regularly demonstrate more
interest in and awareness of CSR issues and assegsany performance through

indicators other than profit (Baron, 1995).

Inferential factors of influenceStakeholders typically make sense of CSR stirzndi

companies’ commitments according to the motivey tagribute to these activities
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(e.g., altruism versus self-interest). Strongerikattions of altruistic concerns likely
prompt more positive interpretations of CSR messd@#len et al., 2006; Sen et al.,
2006). Stakeholders also tend to attribute corporaesponsible” behavior to
instrumental reasons when a potential external ecagsoccurs with the behavior,

compared with when no such cause appears saligva(Sand Talk, 2004).

Corporate reputation, or the set of corporate agsSons that stakeholders believe are
central, enduring, and distinctive to the compaByogn et al., 2006), constitutes
another critical element that affects how staketi@dnake sense of a company’s CSR
initiatives. A preexisting CSR reputation colorsak&holders’ interpretations of
emerging CSR-related issues and responses (Zaden&04). For example,
consumers may hold a company less responsiblegooduct-related crisis if it already
possesses a strong CSR reputation (Klein and D&08d). Various stakeholders also
share and discuss information about corporate atipus (Fombrun, 1996), such that
their sensemaking processes depend on the intergimhinfluences of potentially wide
groups. Stakeholders who lack direct experiencé wie company “rely on others to
supply information about the reputation of the fiamd the industry” (Mahon, 2002, p.
431). Accordingly, the media also play a centrd i@ determining how stakeholders
make sense of organizational realities (Dutton, édick and Harquail, 1994). Also,
reputation among employees appears to have a igpatifect impact on reputation
among customers and communities (Carmeli, 2005alli the role and influence of
local and global NGOs have significantly increafiedh and Guay, 2006), aided by the
Internet and the emergence of social networks dilatv easier scrutiny of corporate

activities and place greater transparency demamdseocorporate world.

Diverging nature of CSR extra-managerial accourfthe meaning of CSR-related

issues and initiatives for stakeholders is createtkr-subjectively rather than
communally. Categorical and inferential factorsrdfuence typically lead to situations
in which extra-managerial CSR sensemaking entail#tiple accounts of the CSR-

related events and stimuli. The diverse types akedtolders can vary substantially in
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their interpretations of the same CSR issues aadithanizational responses. Because
their construction of sense tends to diverge, tigamzational reality of CSR emerges

as multiple and fragmented.

Nonetheless, distinct stakeholder groups progrelsimight sometimes develop fairly
communal accounts for particular CSR-related isswesrganizational initiatives. The
Brent Spar crisis experienced by Royal Dutch Sbefistitutes one of such example
(see Livesey, 2001; Zyglidopoulos, 2002), in whik®Os, consumers, the media, and
public authorities gradually came to fairly congru@ccounts of the situation. This
relative alignment resulted from their engagementsénsegiving processes, as the

different actors tried to influence others and et fairly similar understandings.

Extra-managerial CSR sensegiving processes

In line with Frooman’s (1999) typology of stakehedd influence strategies, and noting
that stakeholders’ CSR sensemaking accounts régualepart from those conveyed by
managers, we posit that stakeholders engage ict@ingl indirect efforts to influence or
manage CSR sensemaking for the company. On théame: stakeholders may direct
their CSR-related messages and behaviors diremtlartt managers (e.g., an investor
questions company management about a CSR issumutvitnaking it public). On the
other hand, stakeholders may attempt to influenaeagerial sensemaking indirectly by
addressing their messages and behaviors to oth@esan the network. Because
stakeholder sensegiving activities involve intefiee's of information, both within and
across stakeholder groups (Maitlis, 2005), staldggrobroups likely influence other

groups’ CSR sensemaking processes.

In this article, we argue that, the occurrenceumeatand target of stakeholders’
sensegiving efforts depend on the category of b@kers involved and is influenced
by the inferences they make about the necessifyadin and reactions associated with

their attempts.
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Categorical factors of influencd-reeman (1984) and Clarkson (1995) both diststgui

between primary stakeholders, who have direct aath-egtablished legal claims on
company resources and whose continued participasoabsolutely necessary for
business survival, and secondary stakeholders,ammot essential for the company’s
survival but can “mobilize public opinion in favoof, or in opposition to, a
corporation’s performance” (Clarkson, 1995, p. 108)is categorization suggests the
stakeholder groups can differentially attempt tdluence managers’ and other
stakeholders’ CSR sensemaking. Groups with cleadelw recognized, legitimate
claims should be more prone to engage in diretdente strategies; groups indirectly
engaged with the company and not essential fauitgival typically use more indirect
approaches (Frooman, 1999). The influence apprgaitiey adopt also may be bound
by their existing repertoire of actions (Carmin aBalser, 2002). This repertoire of
actions mostly depends on the nature of interastibat the various stakeholder groups

have developed in the past with companies’ managetother stakeholder groups.

Finally, the political ideology, core values, armllective beliefs that mark the various
stakeholders groups affect the type of CSR isdumsthoose to address (den Hond and
de Bakker, 2007). For example, trade unions lolyicale more inclined to engage in
intense sensegiving processes for issues linkediviog wages and freedom of

association than to those related to climate changeerns.

Inferential factors of influenceThe second set of influence factors affectingaext

managerial sensegiving processes is related tdatttethat stakeholder groups make
inferences about the need to take actions to infleea company and thus protect or
support their particular stake-driven interest @man, 1999), as well as about the
expected success of their actions. The resulthedet inferences stimulate (or not)
stakeholders to engage in extra-managerial sensggff’feffer and Salancik, 2003).

However, stake-driven interest is not the only nadion; stakeholders might choose to
undertake sensegiving efforts even if they expiedtdd success in terms of changing

the target’'s sensemaking or behavior (Rowley andd®Maeanu, 2003). For example,
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the intent to affirm an identity or reinforce it&/0 position in a stakeholder network (de
Bakker and Den Hond, 2008) can lead a stakeholdeupgto engage in intense
sensegiving processes directed at managers and atiakeholders. Similarly,

stakeholder groups might engage in forceful sengagiprocesses to form coalitions
based on CSR issues, which may “have more influérere a stakeholder alone” (Vos,
2003, p. 142). These situations emphasize theigadlidimension of extra-managerial

sensegiving efforts.

Differentiated nature of CSR extra-managerial ieflce attemptsBecause of their

diverse natures, interests, and political interstjaxtra-managerial stakeholder groups
are characterized by distinct CSR sensegiving gsEs Each group, sometimes in
coalition with others, develops strategies to iefloe managers’ and other stakeholders’
sensemaking processes. In particular, the diredtimdirect CSR sensegiving efforts
aimed at the company’ managers might differ acogrdo the level of disagreement
between the stakeholders’ and managers’ views efatbrld, the levels of legitimacy
and political activism adopted by the stakeholdeyug (see Grunig, 1992), and the
resources the stakeholder group possesses (He2fi). IManagers thus may face
multiple, varied, tangible, and symbolic messagel, aimed at altering their

interpretation and behavior toward CSR-relateddssu

Outcomes associated with the CSR extra-manageraisemaking—sensegiving loop

Through their extra-managerial CSR sensemakingsandegiving efforts, stakeholders
interpret and react to the CSR messages that tn@aroy’s management purposefully
directs toward them, as well as to the CSR stininéit emerge in the broader
environment. Extra-managerial CSR sensemaking andegiving processes in turn
impinge on managers’ perceptions of the organimaticenvironment and generate
greater awareness of CSR issues and their particelvance for the organization. In
this sense, extra-managerial CSR sensemaking amekgiging processes actually
integrate stakeholders into, or exclude them fronportant organizational processes,

which have profound consequences on corporate idecimaking (Balogun and
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Johnson, 2004). Extra-managerial CSR sensemakidgsansegiving processes thus

play fundamental roles in advancing companies’ €8Rmitments and initiatives.

DISCUSSION

By expanding the traditionally management-centesedsemaking and sensegiving
processes to the whole stakeholder network of dingpany and integrating interpretive,
interactive, and dynamic dimensions of these imetiye and influence processes into
the analysis of CSR development in organizations,nodel sheds new light on and
allows a better understanding of the CSR notion isdranslation into managerial
understanding and actions. Furthermore, by ackrawihg the increasingly strategic
nature of social and environmental issues, our eseaking—sensegiving
conceptualization emphasizes the contextual andugwoary nature of the socially
constructed underpinnings that support strategicisden making in organizations.
Ultimately, by underlining the centrality of meagiereation processes and dialogical
interactions in the design and development of C8Rinitments and policies, we
illustrate the potential of CSR-focused studiesinform sensemaking-based and
discursive perspectives on strategizing processed activities. These central

contributions of our study are discussed in the segtions.

Toward more dynamic and multipartite conceptualizaions of CSR

Our model complements existing CSR frameworks btereding beyond a static
perspective and conceptualizing the key role andoimy and cyclical nature of
interpretation processes within and outside theamimption. Because “CSR is very
much of a moving target” (Vogel, 2005, p. 21) thevelopment of such dynamic and
interpretation-focused approaches is essentialdtbess how and on which basis to
initiate the organization in the CSR journey.

This research further adds to traditional managémentered CSR frameworks by
conceptualizing the essential roles of various aocctors in the company’s

environment during the CSR development processcifsqaly, our model addresses
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how stakeholders make sense of CSR issues, acgdalihe conditions they face and
the worldviews they adopt, as well as how they gease to CSR issues and actions in
accordance with their distinct natures and objestiand to influence managers and
other members of the stakeholder network of thepzom.

Through the emphasis it lays on the dynamic andtipautite dimension of CSR
sensemaking and sensegiving processes, our moastitates a generic tool for
managers to comprehend the importance of estaidisbrmal and informal room for
exchanges and dialogue between managers and digdeshh®o enable them to confront
their different understandings and worldviews arateptially develop progressive,
convergent conceptions of the company’s mission @mdmitments with respect to
CSR issues. No management team alone can fully mdrepd the complex systems
that characterize organizational activities andirtimpact. Through our dual-loop
model of CSR and the comprehensive list of factdrénfluence it emphasizes, we
strongly reaffirm the need for managers to engaiffe @ther stakeholders in processes
aimed at better discerning and comprehending tipeiitant societal issues emerging in
the organizational environment and making sensxisting CSR-related commitments

and actions by their organization.

Toward a greater recognition of the evolutionary naure of socially constructed

strategic decision-making processes

By engaging in willful interactions through sensé&img and sensegiving processes,
managers and stakeholders can steadily make sérseeietal challenges, as well as
one another’s terms of reference and opinions.néerpretive processes and influence
attempts persist, managerial interpretations casvev(lsabella, 1990) and allow the
CSR character of the company to establish linkevben society’s aspirations and the
company’s needs and strategic developments. If gasanstead maintain a narrow
vision and limit themselves to interactions withet managers, they risk alienating the

company from the rest of society. The company miagntexperience “reduced
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reputation, increased costs and decreasing shdexhwhlue through erosion of its

license to operate” (Hill, 2001, p. 32).

Our sensemaking—sensegiving conceptualization dR @8velopment reaffirms the
influence of individual traits and motivations atite central role of organizational
context and interactions when analyzing how marsagake strategic decisions. Our
model provides important insights into how manadarsl other stakeholders) privately
interpret the meaning of emerging strategic issagsyell as how they reframe them to
portray issues during sensegiving attempts that imfyence others’ sensemaking and
potentially advance their own interests. Our madsbd suggests that an organizational
context that facilitates interactions, eases erpemntation, and supports the emergence
of new collective frames of reference among orgational members constitutes a key
asset to foster ongoing consideration and orgaarzat integration of novel strategic
iIssues such as CSR-related ones.

Together with interactions among managers and legtwmanagers and other
stakeholders, personal motivations and contextbalracteristics represent unsettled
elements that may fluctuate over time and influemagous actors’ sensemaking and
sensegiving processes. Our model contributes tstiegi literature by expanding the
sequential prospect of sensemaking and sensegwoaesses (Gioia and Chittipeddi,
1991) and considering these processes from a aycliongoing perspective.
Sensemaking and sensegiving mutually and contidyoast on each other and
iteratively construct individual and organizatiomacounts that evolve over time. The
socially constructed underpinnings that conditiod aupport strategic decision-making
processes by managers thus appear intrinsicallptwmoary. In this line, we argue that
addressing and providing a comprehensive underisigiad the changeable nature and
impact of the meaning creation processes that lLederanagers’ strategic decision
making should constitute key objectives of furtbrdies in the strategic management

field.
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Toward CSR-focused studies to inform the discursiveperspective in strategy

research

As an intrinsically elusive, ambiguous, evolutionaoncept, often characterized in
practice by perplexing strategic and operationaplications, CSR constitutes a
particularly relevant notion for studying the dissive and rhetorical dimensions at the
heart of strategizing processes. Our multipartitel @ialogical sensemaking-based
conceptualization of CSR underscores the relevah@SR-focused studies to advance
understanding of the processes through which giyadéenerges in the “reweaving” of
relations between existing discourses inside artdiamithe organization (Fairclough,
2005).

Because CSR issues lie at the intersections otadheerns of organizations and their
environments, the development of CSR strategiccigdi and initiatives by the
organization confounds with the evolution of diatay exchanges and discursive
processes within the organization and between tiganization and its stakeholder
network. Both within and outside the organizatiothese multiple processes
continuously shape and reshape the CSR intermetatid meaning creation processes
of actors and thus condition the development ofr thieategic intentions and actions.
The intensity and nature of discursive processesablenand constrain efficient
strategizing by managers of the organization. Ténelbpment of further research that
considers the particular case of the widely emgr@isR notion and rhetoric therefore
appears especially pertinent to analyze how styadegliscourse is enacted, reproduced,

and modified through everyday practices within antside the organization.

CONCLUSION

Our sensemaking—sensegiving CSR conceptualizatioavidqes an insightful,
resourceful analysis of a contemporary organizatipgmmenomenon by articulating key
theories in a multidisciplinary perspective. Thealdiwop model we propose combines

four CSR-oriented interpretive and influence presesscentered on managers and
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stakeholders: (converging) managerial sensemaki@mpounded) managerial
sensegiving, (diverging) extra-managerial sensemgakiand (differentiated) extra-
managerial sensegiving. These distinct though nsically interconnected patterns
simultaneously shape the process of social corgiruby which internal and external
stakeholder groups attempt to strategically inttrpexplain, act, and react to evolving
CSR-related issues, thereby continuously recreatmigtrinsically dialogue-based CSR

reality for the company.

This multidisciplinary conceptual inquiry is notesrpt from limitations; the factors
influencing sensemaking and sensegiving procedisely go beyond those discussed.
Further studies in different industry contexts andlifferent managerial levels should
add to the understanding initiated here. Furtheemathe complexity of the
organizational entities and phenomena at play oguees that even rigorous
postulations, models, and theories cannot reprelsergntire range of real-life practices
and situations. However, we are confident that nhiglel represents a useful guide for
practitioners seeking to make organizational charagel adaptations to more proactive
CSR strategies, as well as for further researtheaintersection of business and society

and management studies.
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CONCLUSIONS

Starting from the limited understanding still chaeaizing the way CSR principles get
integrated in companies’ strategies, organizatiang operations, this dissertation
presents a comprehensive standpoint on CSR develdppnocesses. We first adopt a
company-focused perspective on the phenomenon ghrtie presentation of three
essays addressing CSR development under an organ&eculture lens and from an
organizational change perspective. We then focughenstakeholder side of CSR
development in the fourth essay, addressing stadetsd influence endeavors aimed at
fostering greater corporate engagement in CSR ipsliand practices. Finally, in the
fifth essay, company-focused and stakeholder-fatyserspectives are integrated to
propose a dialogical view of CSR development preegsreflecting the ongoing and

socially-constructed nature of those processes.

The following section summarizes how the five esdimat constitute the main body of
this dissertation contribute to answer our cemrgakarch questions. Then, we describe
the practical implications of the doctoral thesis managers and stakeholders, before

discussing limitations and potential avenues fturieiresearch.

KEY LEARNINGS AND CONTRIBUTION TO THEORY

The essays in this dissertation address four relseprestions related to distinct though
interconnected dimensions of CSR development psesesThis section summarizes

how this dissertation contributes to constructivaatgwer these questions.

Research question 1: CSR development and organizatial culture

The first research question pertained to identgyiow CSR development interconnects

with the evolution of companies’ organizationaltacs.
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Overall, this dissertation contributes to substdatithe link between organizational
culture and CSR development (cf. de Woot, 2005; e, 1995, 1999; Lyon, 2004;
McWilliams, Siegel, and Wright, 2006). Especiallye stress that the integration of
CSR principles in corporate strategy and operaticharacteristically occur in
combination with the emergence or upholding of gpmatically) moral organizational
cultures. Moreover, we extensively depict those @G8Rportive cultures valuing

openness towards stakeholders and extending beyymmtiterm self-interest.

More specifically, in the first essay, we introdubat CSR policies and initiatives must
at some point be institutionalized into the orgatian and considered part of its culture
in order for CSR policies and initiatives to be gogied by a coherent decision-making
guide. We suggest through the analysis of CSR dpwatnt processes at three large
European-based companies that uncovering long-held¢challenged cultural
assumptions about the “right way to do things” Ire tcompany is key to develop
strategically integrated CSR programs. In partiGu@onnecting the CSR strategic
agenda with core organizational values, officidlymalizing CSR objectives, getting
key people’s commitment, and involving employeedefining and implementing CSR
policies all constitute, among other aspects, kexets of successful CSR development
processes. This must allow the emergence of adequatdsets in the company to

fruitfully tackle CSR challenges and opportuniteserging in its environment.

This dissertation further lays emphasis on the s®te for the organization and its
members to switch from self-oriented to other-rdgay values and beliefs to foster the
progressive consideration of CSR challenges inrgpeetive centered on value creation
— understood both in a social and business sensgeed, in the second essay, we
conceptualize the cultural path typically underty@SR development in companies and
highlight distinct cultural phases associated vattolving CSR-related organizational
understandings, ambitions and strategic approa¢isgsecially, though acknowledging
that all companies do not necessarily go througih ed them, we contend that three

successive CSR cultural phases can be distinguish€&R cultural reluctance phase, a
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CSR cultural grasp phase, and a CSR cultural embéetdphase. Consistent with this
culturally-laden view of CSR development, essayrfhier contributes to underscore the
fundamental influence of organizational culture shaping the way people in the
company individually and collectively make sensel amerpret CSR-related stimuli

and issues.

In addition, in essay 4, we highlight the centmaflience of stakeholders in the
ideological adaptation, and thereby cultural pregien (cf. Goll and Zeitz, 1991) of the
company towards CSR principles integration. Wesstrthe central role of perceived
companies’ dominant beliefs and values in the foilonaof both positive and negative
attitudes among their respective stakeholders. ete#8tudes are shown to trigger
stakeholders’ keenness to foster the evolutionoaiganies’ culturally-dependent ideas
about what social outcomes of their activities éesirable and how they can be best

achieved.

Research question 2: CSR development and organizatial change

The second key matter addressed in this dissertatgdates to the nature of
organizational change processes typically undegl{$R development at companies,

which remain vastly under-explored in CSR-relatedtdture (Lee, 2008; Smith, 2003).

Taken as a whole, this dissertation pushes forwparevious explanations of
organizational changes processes at hand in CS&agenent processes (e.g. Dunphy,
Griffiths and Benn, 2003; Jonker and de Witte, 200&ignan, Ferrell and Ferrell,
2006). We provide comprehensive and nuanced acc@snivell as prescriptive (essay
1) and descriptive change models for implementimg @nalyzing CSR development. In
addition, we contribute to more clearly underlihe tink between CSR-related cultural
evolution in the company, motors of CSR-orientednde, and organizational aspects
of CSR development. Finally, we explicitly link theecessary culturally-dependent
organizational change processes associated with d@8Blopment to the evolution of

strategic and tactical stances of companies engagi@SR programs and initiatives.
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Mor particularly, we stress in essay 1 the potérgfaplanned change models (cf.
Lewin, 1951) to foster better understandings of C&®elopment processes by
introducing a four-period change model that spane specific action steps meant to
efficiently design and implement an integrated C&fenda. This strategic planning
model for CSR development grants significant aibento the importance of developing
a long term CSR vision for the company in ordeefficiently drive adequate strategic
and organizational adaptations. In addition, wenawkedge through this model the
importance of continuous stakeholder dialogue &ediliack in order for the company
to define and attempt to meet purposeful CSR-relatbjectives through recurrent

cycles of planning, implementation and institutilieegtion processes.

Departing from the strategic planning perspectivéhe first essay, we then introduce in
essay 2 the organizational culture variable in dhganizational change equation and
critically review and integrate existing stage-lthaedels of CSR development. Seven
successive organizational stages, revolving arotimad three CSR cultural phases
evoked in the previous sub-section, are consideasdtypifying an essentially
progressive logic of CSR development at compafibese stages are characterized by
distinct knowledge and attitudinal, strategic, aellwas tactical and operational

dimensions.

We complement and integrate key findings of the fiivet essays in essay 3 by
providing a comprehensive account of organizati@mange processes at play in CSR
development. Beyond a teleological motor charamteriby recurrent, discontinuous
sequences of socially constructed goals (cf. e€sgayand purposeful adaptation

processes (cf. essay 1), this account stresse€8Ritdevelopment is also impelled by a
life cycle motor of change that encompasses a firsecession of logic-driven,

prescribed stages (cf. essay 2). In addition, ierds beyond a single entity (i.e. the
company) approach to CSR development by considéh@grganization as subject to
the influence of multiple internal and externaliges and forces. That is, we also

emphasize the central role of dialectical and ewmhary motors of change in CSR
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development processes. Whereas the dialogical naft@hange relates to potential
confrontational forces applied to the company, saststakeholder influence attempts
(cf. essays 4 and 5), the evolutionary motor ohgeapertains to cumulative sequences
of variation, selection and retention of CSR evefitowing competitive selection
logic. These four motors are highlighted as respelgt more or less relevant
explanations of processes of change experiencéioebgompany, depending on its level

of cultural integration of CSR principles.

Research question 3: CSR development and stakehotdafluence

Our third research question pertains to the stdkehoside of CSR development
processes. Especially, it concerns stakeholdet®nae for and actual attempts at

fostering CSR development at a given company.

On the whole this dissertation significantly readfs the importance and advances the
comprehension of the direct and indirect influeatetakeholders on CSR development
at companies. As called for by scholars (de Balklet den Hond, 2008; King, 2008;
Rowley and Moldoveanu, 2003), it contributes to eleg a more inclusive
comprehension of the motives, ideologies, anddakthoices of stakeholders and their
consequences for companies. It restates stakehahderence in a value-laden,
contextual perspective that goes beyond the maastr rational choice and
oversimplifying ‘stake-based’ interest approach t@ventionally prevails in research

efforts addressing stakeholder CSR-oriented inflegorocesses.

In particular, in the first and second essays, @&firm the central role of stakeholders
in the development of constructive CSR policies iatthtives by companies. We stress
that initiating a structured stakeholder dialogudigates that the organization is willing
to change its CSR policies and contributes to s$igima company’sbona fideto the
outside world, even though it actually doesn’'t auatically involve responsible
corporate behavior (Greenwood, 2007). The developroksuch structured processes

Is expected to help the company appropriately ifleaind constructively respond to
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CSR concerns (Wheeler and Sillanpaa, 1997; Madk7;2Burchell and Cook, 2006). In
addition, these essays contribute to substantiatiethe degree to which the company
understands and considers stakeholder expectatigngicantly prompts or prevents
the integration of CSR principles in its culturedatrategy and the acknowledgement of

the value creation potential of CSR.

Progressively departing from a conventional stalddro management, company-
centered perspective on stakeholder relationsivpghen underline the more direct role
of stakeholders in CSR development processes liygamphasis on their tendency to
face up to the company with demands and recommiendaio modify or stop certain

corporate ‘ways of seeing’, practices and actisitieThese pressures challenge
commonplace assumptions and related behaviorshemdhly foster CSR development

in targeted companies, according to the balang®wer among the entities.

Based on such power-related considerations andibgibn the organizational ideology
notion, the second part of the dissertation thepli@iy addresses stakeholder
influence processes and contributes to the devedaoprof a unifying account of the

CSR-oriented stakeholder influence phenomenon eahda essay 4, we offer a general
descriptive model of stakeholder CSR-oriented griice attempts that highlights
disparities between stakeholders’ ideological daBons and their perceptions of those
of a company as a primary driver of stakeholdeonale for engaging in CSR-oriented
influence endeavors. In addition, we stress thet ldvel and nature of stakeholder
power over the company condition the type of CSierted influence strategies

stakeholders typically choose to adopt. In so dowg integrate stakeholders’ value-
laden rationale to engage in CSR-oriented influemteempts toward particular

companies and the strategies they use to do so.

In the third part of the dissertation, we then ctanpent the argument at the heart of
essay 4 by emphasizing how stakeholders’ attitahes actions influence managers’
(and other stakeholders) way of making sense of-@&#Red concerns. That is, they do

so through particular conscious and unconsciodsente processes that might differ
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according to the level of disagreement between dtakeholders’ and managers’
worldviews, the levels of legitimacy of and polédlic activism adopted by the

stakeholder group, and resources possessed biakehslder group.

Research question 4: CSR development as a co-consttion process

Finally, the last research question of the doctdrssertation is specifically concerned

with the comprehension of the interactive natur€8R development processes.

Overall, in this dissertation, we extend existirigdges of CSR-related sensemaking
processes in organizations (Basu and Palazzo, 20€8ner, van der Heijden and
Jonker, 2006; Nijhof and Jeurissen, 2006) to thigela stakeholder network of the
company and highlight key individual, organizatibaad ideologically-laden factors
that influence the way managers and stakeholdeke sense of and give sense to CSR-
related events and initiatives. Namely, we concae how, beyond managerial
willingness to purposefully and truthfully engage pertinent CSR-related initiatives,
CSR reality for the company is ultimately sociattgnstructed by individuals and
groups within but also outside the company. Wenpfastress that no constructive CSR
programs and initiatives can be designed and imgheed in a dialogical vacuum and
puts forward analytical keys to improve our undamging of the socially constructed

foundations and intrinsically interactive natureG8R development processes.

In particular, in the first and second parts of th&sertation, we basically suggest the
crucial importance of dialogical processes withive tcompany and between the
company and its environment. We contend that compamternal exchanges of ideas,
openness toward stakeholders, and stakeholdergdelprocesses constitute obvious

mainstays of the development of relevant and gieaéy-integrated CSR policies.

In the third part of the dissertation, we then mepecifically address the interactive
nature of CSR development processes by adoptingerssemaking-sensegiving
standpoint on the phenomenon. We emphasize that @SRlopment should be

understood as an ongoing course, through whiclvichakls’ and groups’ moral values,
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concerns, understandings and objectives are atenil and expressed through
interactions. Four general processes are underimetlis perspective: a managerial
sensemaking process, a managerial sensegiving gsiocen extra-managerial
sensemaking process and an extra managerial sengegprocess. These
interconnected processes concurrently drive thegs of co-construction by which
managers and stakeholders individually and collebti interpret, understand, take
action, and respond to changing CSR-related issuneb actions. These processes

constantly generate a fundamentally dialogue-b&s&H reality for the company.

MAIN IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGERS AND STAKEHOLDERS

Companies still struggle with developing and impéeiting strategically integrated
policies while stakeholder groups inside and oetsite company set high expectations
for corporate actors in terms of responsible bedraimong other factors, CSR-related
difficulties for companies and their managers arkeld to the fact that many of them
still tend to overlook that actual CSR-related hetral change typically involve
organizational change (cf. Cressey and Moore, 198k dissertation contributes in
several ways to help people within and outside comgs who aspire at fostering such

changes.

First, by providing a comprehensive outline of sta@nd phases of CSR development,
this dissertation contributes to the mapping of tleeer-ending roads to CSR. This
outline should help managers but also companie&esiolders to better envision what
it takes for companies to address their socialeduin ways that would be mutually
beneficial to business and society. In the first pathe dissertation, we specifically put
forward comprehensive frameworks of CSR developmidatt practically bridge
together moral, cultural, strategic and tacticaimelisions of CSR development
processes. Altogether, the five essays stress moappropriate organizational culture

must support CSR-related corporate efforts; an aooisi though realist vision must be
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enacted and acknowledged as not to be set oncéormiadl; and shared creativity and

innovativeness must lead the way at the variousldenf the organization.

Second, through this research, we contribute tbligigt the main CSR-related forces to
which companies are submitted. Especially, we sthesv these internal and external,
social and ‘natural’ forces can either drive orteitaute to hinder organizational change
toward CSR. Especially, essays 3 to 5 provide aadé support for helping managers
and employees to reach a general comprehensidmeoddmplex change dynamics at
play in CSR development processes, involving irmtligis and groups within and

outside the company. Overall, this dissertationvigles managers with models and
frameworks aimed at figuring out how to construelyv act on and react to the
company’s environment and how to encourage the ldevent of CSR-supportive

cultures and patterns of actions.

Third, by putting forward an empirically-groundetlasegic planning model to design
and implement a relevant CSR agenda (cf. essati$)dissertation offers a practical
tool to orient and ease managers’ decision-makioggsses in their efforts to drive the
company toward more responsible business pradigé®ngage with key stakeholders,
in line with their expectations. Nevertheless, aguad by Greenwood (2007),
stakeholder engagement does not automatically gtesaa responsible treatment of
stakeholders and does not ensure that the commasiynathe interests of its legitimate
stakeholders. “Many of the stakeholder engagemeadtipes that pass under the label
of corporate social responsibility are in fact ferof strategic management where the
company acts in its own interest and where theesialklers are merely a vehicle for
doing so” (Greenwood, 2007: 324). That is, some games have been known to
manipulate and deceive when managing their stallel®istrategically. From a CSR
perspective, in order to develop pertinent staksdrolengagement practices, the
company will have to rely on genuine commitmenghhintegrity, and moral leadership
— and be held accountable. This dissertation furgteesses that for stakeholder

engagement practices to be constructive, compamiss build upon relevant skills and
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competencies with respect to dialogue processesjajeboundary-spanning functions;
and design and maintain collaborative strategied #nsure enduring stakeholder

relationships.

Indeed, the inevitability of taking stakeholdershward in CSR development processes
eventually comes forth from all pages of this ditgen. Organizations are open,
socially constructed systems of stakeholders thastmaope with environmental and
organizational uncertainty. For this purpose, tmeyst develop characteristics and
perform processes that enable them to adapt togamyeopportunities and constraints
that characterize the environment and society inchvithey operate (Tushman and
Nadler, 1978). People in organizations must conmgmdhand interact with society
through formal and informal dialogical exchangegolming othersocial actors inside
and outside the organization, with potentially eliént worldviews, interests and
expectations In this perspective, last essays of the dissenatattempt at
conceptualizing how the contextual meaning of tf&R(otion for a given company
and its stakeholders ultimately emerge from sudleciove processes. For this purpose,
the proposed descriptive models in this dissertatinderline that @ople inside and
outside organizations who wish to move a compaopgthe CSR path have no other
choice but to create room for dialogue and to stingcinteraction processes in ways that

foster both mutual understandings and innovativetisms.

LIMITATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

As is the case for most research endeavors, tlet®idd dissertation is not exempt from
limitations that suggest some new research avemdias limitations of this research
work are primarily related to the intricacy of theoral, cultural, strategic, and
operational processes at hand in CSR developmém. cobmplexity of CSR-related
phenomena and the diversity of organizational adividual actors involved guarantee
that even the most thorough postulations, modals tlaeories cannot ever represent the

whole range of field situations and practices. Medad frameworks presented in this
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dissertation thus aim to provide an insightful gsml together with conceptual keys to
better comprehend the multifaceted CSR developmpretiesses. Nevertheless, without
a doubt, they unavoidably constitute only approteneepresentations of the actual
mechanisms underlying the phenomena under studyudl, they also present some
potential for improvement. In particular, modelgposed in essays 2 to 5 deserve to be
improved by constructively addressing some of thesidual weaknesses or to be tested
in future studies. The CSR implementation modebihticed in essay 1, for its part, is
to some extent inescapably flawed by its initiasuasption that the design and
implementation of a CSR strategic agenda can lxiadsd to stakeholder management
and mere purposeful managerial endeavors. As tiser® best way to design and
implement a CSR strategic agenda, and despiteethgve practical usefulness of this
prescriptive model, we believe that future reseagfforts should most likely focus

more on refining frameworks and models providekhiter essays of the dissertation.

In addition, beyond refinements of the proposed etmdthis dissertation opens
opportunities for research projects building upds findings to advance the
comprehension of some CSR development dimensiodsstakeholder engagement

processes that have been only indirectly takenantmunt in this dissertation.

Finally, this dissertation transversally suggesid geaffirms the need for the CSR field
of research to engage in directions that, unténtlg, have been somewhat overlooked

by scholars.

Potential refinements and operationalizations of te proposed models and

frameworks

First, the consolidative model of CSR developmdntha heart of essays 2 and 3, as
most stage models in a more general perspectiesuprably presents only a partial
account of real-world processes. It tends to hggtlia progressive, natural corporate
move forward towards successive CSR cultural phases organizational stages,

through an essentially linear process of orgaromali learning and development.
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However, as already evoked in essay 2, some coepanight skip over some stages,
stagnate, or even regress to earlier ones. Iniaddd company might be advanced in
some specific CSR-related areas and constructiadgress most CSR-related
stakeholder claims while at the same time lag lklon the adoption of certain

practices or neglect some legitimate claims of ogtt@keholder groups. Finally, efforts
aimed at analyzing the pace of CSR-related cultwdnge in the different

organizational sub-units might result in the highting of actual discrepancies across

the organization.

In this sense, models in essays 2 and 3 providaungreork for improving
understanding of the actual relevance of stage maifeCSR development and open
opportunities for future research endeavors aimed fuather analyzing how
organizations and their constituents can evolvagtbe CSR development continuum.
In addition, they stress the necessity to furtherestigate the nature of the actual

change motors at play in this process.

One potential way to refine both proposed interemted models would be to develop
them by implementing a dual case study methodoiogyiving the synergistic use of a
limited number of in-depth longitudinal case stgdwith multiple retrospective (cross
industry) case studies about the CSR developmegtvah companies. The synergy
obtained from observing phenomena through both Wige-angle lens of several
retrospective studies (that would allow nuancing tfeneral patterns indicative of
dynamic CSR development processes identified ireisays) and the close-up lens of a
longitudinal focus (that would allow gaining richnda specific insights on CSR
development processes at various organizationaldewould contribute to provide a
more comprehensive overview of the actual CSR dgweént processes and influence
factors at play. That is, such a dual methodologuld be relevant in order to refine the
proposed models as it is “particularly suited tadgtng [organizational change] process
because of the opportunities for exploring dynantiogh as historical patterns in the

retrospective studies and as evolving patterntenréal-time study” (Leonard-Barton,
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1990: 263). That is, specific strengths in eachhogtwould compensate for potential
weaknesses in the other (cf. McGrath, Martin antk&u1982), both in a data-gathering

and analysis.

Second, the model of CSR-oriented stakeholderenfie strategies introduced in essay
4 could be further refined as well. In particulats generalizability and actual

applicability to all stakeholder groups of the camyp, especially to those who haven’t
been included in the qualitative research suchnggdayees and consumers, should be

further discussed and empirically tested.

For this purpose, it would be interesting to dedimbsv one is going to measure the
constructs in the proposed model of stakeholder-G&#ted influence strategies. As
in all research, it would be important to selediatde and valid measures. One might
therefore start by building upon the work of GalldaZeitz (1991) who identify social
responsibility as one of the three dimensions ef ¢brporate ideology concept. By
following a comparable methodology, the aim woukl brst, to adapt their survey
instrument and develop reliable scales for meaguidieologically-laden stakeholder
attitudes toward corporate social responsibilityl atakeholder evaluations of CSR-
related ideological orientations of companies. Thetakeholders’ level of power or
self-perceived level of power over companies mightevaluated on the basis of the
items proposed by Agle, Mitchell and Sonnenfeld9@)9 Stakeholders’ type of power
over the organization could be measured by refikzgn and Boseman’s (1975)
operationalization of Etzioni’'s (1964) typology qfower. Finally, based on the
description of CSR-oriented stakeholder influericatsgies provided in essay 4 and on
stakeholder groups’ self-declared tendency to adogin, the proposed typology of
influence strategies could be tested by surveyieg kepresentatives of stakeholder
organizations and/or individual stakeholders. Thdewance of the model for
representing strategies likely to be adopted byviréous stakeholders might then be

appropriately nuanced.
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Third, the dialogical model of CSR development efabed in essay 5 should be further
developed in order to analyze the way people makeesof and give sense to the CSR-
related changes at the various hierarchical lesethe company, across its functional
structure, and in stakeholder networks outsideaditg@nization. The model could be
pushed further in order to better address how groapd sub-groups inside the
organization and within stakeholder networks migétdifferentially exposed to CSR-
related events and how they might differentiallynpoehend, act on and react to them.
That is, CSR-related sensemaking and sensegiviocepses are certainly even more
complex than the ones described. For instance, satoes within the organization such
as CSR or sustainability managers might have aidhydbrd sometimes schizophrenic
perspective (i.e. in-between ‘internal’ and ‘extdtrviewpoints). Also, sensemaking
and sensegiving connections between stakeholdampgronight sometimes be even
more important than between a particular stakehodahel a given company. In the
tobacco industry, for instance, the World Healthg#&nization represents a focal

organization for anti-tobacco NG8s

Based on these considerations, studies aimediaingethe proposed dialogical model
of CSR development should rely on qualitative reseanethods, which are especially
appropriate and therefore frequently used, in thelys of organization members’
constructions and accounts (e.g. Dutton and Dukefi®91; Isabella, 1990). Here as
well, longitudinal case studies that trace sensémgaknd sensegiving processes in real-
time appear especially relevant (cf. Maitlis, 2008ylti-stakeholder initiatives or direct
collaborative projects between companies and siiety actors would constitute rich
and dynamic research contexts for developing tlstsdies. Indeed, they represent
contexts where sensemaking processes fuse and ich whganizational actors and
stakeholders must engage in interpretive enactriieiproceed successfully. Beyond
documentary analysis, data collection should igleallvolve regular observation of

meetings and focus on carrying out formal repe&trurews throughout the study

% The author more particularly wishes to thank Pffido Palazzo for its valuable suggestions for
improving essay 5.
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period as well as informal interviews with key inftants inside and outside the

company.

Additional specific research opportunities

Beyond direct refinements of the proposed modets fammeworks, complementary
research opportunities more indirectly stem from tifieoretical contributions made by

this dissertation. They are briefly introduced lhacer.

First, the consolidative model of CSR developmembppsed in essay 2 and
underpinning essay 3 represents a robust basiokodt the evolution of stakeholders’
attitudes toward the company along its progress6@R cultural and strategic
integration. In this perspective, contextually-grdad studies might specifically focus
on the still inadequately addressed evolution ofjgany-related stakeholders’ attitudes
generated by the advancement of the CSR profilthefcompany. The creation of
corporate goodwill associated with these potentialolving stakeholders’ attitudes

should further be analyzed.

Second, in line with the findings of essay 4, fatuesearch could also focus on
analyzing how divergences in stakeholders’ peroeptof and attitudes towards a given
company might tend to reduce along with its growiegel of CSR cultural and

strategic integration (i.e. as ideological dispesit between the company and its
stakeholders progressively lessen). The impactuoh ssonvergence of stakeholders’
accounts on the relative simplification of stakeleol management processes for the

company might be further investigated.

Conversely, studies aimed at analyzing how differeategories of stakeholders
characteristically influence CSR development at k&#tgges or phases of CSR
development might help to provide a framework faofigient management and
collaboration with the various stakeholders’ groupsoughout CSR development

processes. This would contribute to substantiatd aomplement Jawahar and
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McLaughlin’s (2001) postulation that specific sthkt&lers likely become more or less

important as companies evolve along their life eycl

Finally, a key dimension of CSR development proesssather overlooked in this
dissertation and that would certainly be worth arenscholarly attention relates to the
nature and development of company-stakeholderfaues typically associated with
CSR development at companies (e.g. stakeholdeultatige panels or new boundary-
spanning units and functions). This actual trend contemporary organizational
arrangements hasn’t found yet adequate echo inotbanization and management
literature. Therefore, there are efforts to be utadten by scholars for providing
constructive and valuable analysis aimed at congm&kely conceptualizing how
companies develop such arrangements. Early wotkisnsense has been initiated in
managerial spheres (e.g. Business for Social Regphity, 2002) and by few scholars
(e.g. Mirvis and Googins, 2006; Brammer and Miltmg, 2003). However, to date,
those studies remain scarce and somewhat skin-tiegifying and contrasting major
emerging organizational arrangements aimed at rbettmsidering stakeholders’
expectations and integrating stakeholders in omgdional decision-making processes
therefore appears as a promising research aveatiedbld build upon the findings of

this dissertation.

Pushing forward the CSR field of research

Overall, next to specific research opportunitiéss tissertation stresses and reiterates
the necessity to analyze the CSR notion througlore mynamic lens. That is, scholars
should eventually also go beyond the unsolvableugho inspirational quarrels
concerning the nature and content of the social aold duties of corporate actors (that
are by essence subject to temporal evolution andegtual adaptation) and the
resource-consuming efforts aimed at evaluatingatteial impact of socially-loaded
corporate behaviors on business performance. Caegpardeed increasingly attempt
to adopt CSR-related business practices and thsedation, together with previous

acknowledgements, stresses that dynamics at pl@gi development processes are of
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a complex nature and still under-explored. In twatext, more research efforts are still
needed in order to facilitate the understanding anfblding of CSR principles in
organizations, which should be approachederms of patterns of change rather than

static snapshots (cf. Senge, 1990).

Second, this doctoral research suggests the ragvyanfuture research to address CSR
development processes through a more multidimeakiqrerspective. In this

dissertation, we explicitly highlight the inheranterrelatedness of the moral, cultural,
strategic and organizational dimensions of CSR ld@weent processes. In so doing, we
underline the importance of developing researcbresffaimed at advancing the analysis
of the interrelationships between these dimensions,more systemic perspective. That
is, the CSR field of research would gain from the developimef research efforts

approaching the CSR development not as discretatypartmentalized processes but
rather as a network of overlapping and intercoreteaimensions; research efforts
focused on seeing interrelationshipsher than thingsSuch investigations should give

their fair share to the context-dependent natutb®fCSR development phenomenon.

Finally, by highlighting the richness of the martdfanteractive processes at the heart of
the CSR development phenomenon, this dissertaésalutely reiterates the call for
more thoroughly addressing the stakeholder sidmofpany-stakeholder relationships.
That is, CSR-related studies should now go pastctiporate fence and beyond the
typical consideration of restricted stakeholderegaties (i.e. consumers, employees,
investors and environmental NGOs) for providing enanclusive accounts of the
processes and parties at hand in CSR developmecegses. For example, analysis of
the influence on CSR development processes of soajer stakeholder groups (i.e.
business partners, trade unions, sectoral orga@migat public organisms or even
emerging internet communities) remain pretty mucitharted in the literature. In
addition, as previously evoked, motives supportf§R-oriented influence endeavors

of the various stakeholder groups remain ill-corhpreled.
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EPILOGUE

Every era has its great challenges. In the presmes, the redefinition of the role of

business in society certainly represents one ohthe

During the last quarter of a century, the environtria which companies operate has
become ever more challenging, complex and uncentaithe same period, “corporate
power has increased to a level where it is undengithe role that government must
play in society so that market economies do nobimecself-destructive” (Bendell and
Kearins, 2005: 381) and criticisms of the impactceftain corporate activities and

practices have risen to a crescendo.

In this context, the progressive emergence andesscof the CSR concept are
considered in this dissertation as representative @ollective endeavor to foster
necessary changes by remodeling the evolving dapiystem from the inside out
(rather than by radically transforming it). That @SR has to do with efforts aimed at
offering new normative frameworks for corporate séaince and performance by
working within the vessel of capitalism; by trying to adapt it fbe better. In this

dissertation, we therefore aimed to develop coosw® analytical tools to better
understand how such an adaptation can take placheotield and how to push it

further.

Nevertheless, we admit that there may be a goodadfi¢euth in the argument that for
many companies, CSR is still little more than astlaetic cure. That is, too often, “the
human face that CSR applies to capitalism goesamh enorning, gets increasingly
smeared by day, and washes off at night” (CrookQ5204). In addition, we

acknowledge that the conditions under which CSRBteel corporate efforts at fixing
societal problems actually result in positive capusnces for their intended
beneficiaries often remain ambiguous (Margolis &ddish, 2003). In a few words,

CSR scholars and practitioners still have enornobiadienges to tackle.
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At the end of the day, many so-called CSR effdrtstcertainly have limitations. More
deep-seated, systemic transformations might therdfe needed in order to ensure the
emergence of better, caring business organizatibas would operate in a more
sustainable system. However, one should acknowlddgevhile CSR is not a panacea,
it constitutes a promise that is certainly not egole of other vectors of societal and
corporate progress. One might decide that CSR septe the imperfect but pragmatic
beginning of a long and challenging journey towtre integration of a business and

societal governance perspective. This is the cheeenake.
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