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Abstract
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is not a new area for academ ics or
practitioners, but one that has gained momentum in the past three decades.
Despite a proliferation of academ ic research focusing on CSR, much of the
literature is either normative in nature, focusing on what organisations
‘should d o ’ in terms of CSR, or is centred on identifying the relationship, if
any, between CSR and an organisation’s financial perform ance. This has led
to a paucity of research exploring the ‘how’ and ‘w hy’ of CSR. Ultimately,
whilst the level of academ ic and practitioner activity in the area is increasing,
our knowledge and understanding of CSR in practice is in its em bryonic
stages.

This thesis explores CSR in practice, in-depth.

It presents three case

studies, based on evidence gathered through sem i-structured interviews and
focus groups from three UK-based organisations.

Each organisation has

been recognised as an exem plar in terms of CSR in practice.

This research program m e presents a num ber of findings which make a
contribution to our knowledge and understanding of CSR. It found that whilst
at times being portrayed in the literature as relatively hom ogeneous, CSR in
practice actually consists of a series of disparate, highly heterogeneous
activities, which range from being ‘business as usual’ to peripheral.

The

research identifies and explores the antecedents to this heterogeneity,
including

the

impact

of

an

organisation’s

sector,

CEO

and

culture.

Furthermore, organisational motives for engaging in CSR play a much
greater role in determ ining its m anifestation in practice than previously
thought. Contrary to existing studies, this research found the im plem entation
of CSR to be non-linear, and highlights the importance of engaging in both
‘im plicit’ and ‘explicit’ CSR.
com plex

and

CSR in practice is much more convoluted,

counter-intuitive

than

existing

research

suggests,

with

academ ia and practice having developed thinking and argum ents on CSR on
entirely separate trajectories.
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Chapter One: Introduction, context and
research problem
1.1 Background
The role and responsibilities of organisations is not a new topic of debate
amongst academics or practitioners, but one that has gained momentum in
the past three decades (Maon et al, 2010; Melo & Galen, 2011; Lindgreen et
al, 2009; Basu & Palazzo, 2008; Koleva et al, 2010; Robins, 2008;
Bhattacharyya, 2010; Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013; Vohra & Sheel, 2012;
Schreck et al 2013). This momentum has been attributed to a plethora of
socio-economic factors (Maon et al, 2010).

For example, the advent of

globalisation, which spurred the creation and growth of new, more powerful
organisations (Detomasi, 2008; Visser et al, 2007), coupled with the
exposure of so-called ‘corporate scandals’ (Brickson, 2007; Arvidsson, 2010;
Gastello & Lozano, 2011; O’Riordan & Fairbrass, 2008; Porter & Kramer,
2006, 2011), propelled the role and behaviour of many organisations into the
spotlight (Noland & Phillips, 2010; Scherer et al, 2009; Gampbell, 2007;
Arvidsson, 2010; Gastello & Lozano, 2011).

Similarly, there has been a surge in academic activity in the area, as the
wider impacts of business become of interest to researchers (Lindgreen &
Swaen, 2010; Estallo et al, 2007; Lockett et al, 2006; Ghristensen et al,
2007; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Shinde et al, 2011), and the media is taking an
increased interest in both positive and negative stories relating to the role
and responsibilities of organisations as evidenced by headlines such as
“Dhaka

factory

building

collapse:

responsible?” (The Guardian,

how far

can

businesses

be

held

16th May, 2013); “Go-Op bank admits:

Scandals have lost us customers” (The Telegraph, 22nd August 2014); “Why
brands should focus on social change, not philanthropy” (The Guardian, 17th
January, 2014; Fukawawa et al, 2007; Garter, 2000; Wagner et al, 2009;
Arvidsson, 2010; Bhattacharyya, 2010). Mindful of this focus, alongside the
15

popularity of award-winning films, such as T h e Corporation’; ’Inside Job’;
‘Wall Street’; ‘Enron: The Smartest Guys in the Room; ‘Crude’ and ‘Black
Gold’, it is perhaps not surprising that an unprecedented interest in the role
and responsibilities of organisations is occurring on a global scale, and in
developed countries, such as the United Kingdom, in particular (European
Commission, 2011, 2009; Koleva et al,2010; Scherer et al, 2009; Wagner et
al, 2009; Lamberti & Lettieri, 2009; Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013; Blackman
et al, 2012).

This growing interest is permeated by core questions of the purpose,
accountability and transparency of organisations, alongside assertions about
their duties, obligations and impact. These questions come from academics
and practitioners alike, and opinions and arguments vary considerably.
Whilst there are some who insist the “proper business of business is
business, no apology required” (Crook, 2005: 18; Karnani, 2011), others
suggest that we are witnessing a social movement, or further still, an
ideological shift, with a greater focus on the potential for organisations to be
a positive force for social change (Du et al, 2010; Waddock, 2009; Porter &
Kramer, 2006, 2011; Byerly, 2013).

Interestingly, the latter assertion has gained impetus in the past two decades
and continues to gather momentum, despite organisations facing increasing
challenges due to the onset of a worldwide recession in 2008 (Robins, 2008;
Oketch, 2004; Scherer & Palazzo, 2008; Kemper & Martin, 2010; Kemper &
Martin, 2010).

There is now unprecedented consensus that organisations

have a responsibility to look beyond their core business of making a profit
and obeying the law, towards considering how their resources can be used
to wider, positive effect, thereby having responsibilities “other than simply
maximising profit” (Oketch, 2004: 5; Jones, 1985; Preston, 1975; Bowen,
1953; Tully, 2005; Lantos, 2001; Wartick & Cochran, 1985; Frederick, 1994;
Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Barnett, 2007; Bhattacharyya, 2010; Castello
& Lozano, 2011; Byerly, 2013).
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A review of academ ic and practitioner literature gives rise to a m ultitude of
argum ents relating to w hat an organisation’s w ider responsibilities could or
should be, with suggestions ranging from narrow and specific, to vast and
broad. For instance, whilst Visser (2008) suggests som ething of a ‘wish list’
of specific activities,

including “becom ing an outstanding em ployer for

specific em ployee groups (such as wom en, older workers or minorities),
making

environm ental im provem ents that exceed w hat is required

law ...and

so

on”

(pg.

129),

others

point

towards

a

much

by

broader

responsibility of organisations to alleviate the world from poverty (Karnani,
2007), or tackle human rights issues (Theobald & Arkani, 2007).

Others

argue there is no standard ‘recipe’ and that an organisation should determ ine
its

own

responsibilities

Consequently,

while

it

(Matten
is

broadly

&

Moon,
agreed

2008;
that

an

Arvidsson,

2010).

organisation

has

responsibilities beyond making a profit (Robins, 2008; Dam & Scholtens,
2012), there is much less consensus on w hat these responsibilities should or
could ‘look like’ in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Melo & Galan, 2010;
Rivola & W addock, 2011). Ultimately, this results in confusion and frustration
for practitioners and academics, as there is general agreem ent on the need
for organisations to address wider responsibilities, but a distinct lack of
agreem ent on how these responsibilities are manifested in practice.

Not only is the nature of an organisation's responsibilities a subject of debate
- despite receiving considerable academ ic attention, the term inology used in
the area is also a point of contention (Palazzo & Scherer, 2006; Fassin et al,
2011; Smith & Alexander, 2013). A review of the literature dem onstrates the
argum ent that organisations have responsibilities beyond m aking a profit is
“discussed

under different headlines” (Palazzo

& Scherer,

2006:

73),

including Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) (Davis, 1973; Carroll, 1979;
M cW illia m s & Siegel, 2001; Aguinas & Glavas, 2012; Korschun et al, 2014),
Corporate

Citizenship

(CC) (Wood

& Logsdon,

2008; W addell,

2001;

W addock, 2008; Mackey, 2014), Sustainable Developm ent (Schwartz &
Carroll, 2008; Morimoto et al, 2005; W arburton, 2013) and Stakeholder
M anagem ent (Freeman, 1984; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Jamali, 2008;
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Carroll & Buchholtz, 2014), to name but a few (Matten & Moon, 2008;
Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Shinde et al, 2011; Smith & Alexander, 2013). On
occasion, these term s are used interchangeably; in other instances they are
identified as being distinct and different from each other (Galbreath, 2010).
This culm inates in further confusion fo r both academ ics and practitioners not only is the nature of an organisation’s responsibilities unclear, but so too
is the term inology used to refer to them (van Marrewijk, 2003; Okoye, 2009;
Fassin et al, 2011; Shinde et al, 2011).

1.2

Term inology and definition used throughout this thesis

All of the above terms have been used to refer to an organisation ‘doing
good’ beyond making a profit (Maon et al, 2009; Kotler & Lee, 2005;
Lindgreen et al, 2009).

However, using them interchangeably throughout

this thesis is neither helpful nor accurate, and could cause unnecessary
confusion. With this in mind, the term Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
will be used throughout this thesis to refer to organisations ‘doing good’
beyond making a profit.

This thesis defines CSR using the definition

proposed by M cW illiams and Siegel (2001), whereby CSR is: “actions that
appear to further some social good, beyond the interests o f the firm and that
which is required by law”. A detailed justification for the use of this term and
definition is provided in C hapter Two, Section 2.2.3.

1.3 Research problem
Owing to an increased interest in the roles and responsibilities of business
am ongst researchers, there has been a proliferation of academ ic research
focusing on CSR over the past three decades, in tandem with the ongoing
debates over the

nature of an organisation’s responsibilities and the

term inology used in the area, as outlined in Section 1.1 (Godos-Diez et al,
2011).

The extensive range and scope of research is striking (Foote et al,
18

2010; Taneja et al, 2011), with studies exploring the relationship between
CSR and, inter alia, corporate governance (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013);
financial performance (Barnett & Saloman, 2012); stakeholder culture (Maon
et al, 2010); employee engagement (Mirvis, 2012); strategy (Porter &
Kramer, 2006, 2011); investor preferences (Scholtens & Sievanen, 2012);
marketing (Torelli et al, 2012); and reporting (Smith & Alexander, 2013).
Furthermore, the nature and focus of the research ranges from conceptual
discussions exploring
quantitative,

the

social

impact of organisations,

sector-specific analyses of CSR

in practice

through

to

(Lee, 2008;

Lindgreen & Swaen, 2008; Lockett et al, 2006; Taneja et al, 2011; Schreck et
al, 2013).

Research to date has undoubtedly progressed our understanding of CSR.
Nonetheless, a review of the burgeoning literature (Aguilera et al, 2007)
creates more questions than answers, with a lack of consensus on the
terminology, definition, language and scope of CSR being a blockage to
practical and theoretical developments in the area (Taneja et al, 2011).
Indeed, it has been claimed “much of CSR thinking is itself in crisis” (Utting &
Marques, 2010), with academic literature in the area being portrayed as
transient and lacking depth - to the extent that it has been described as
being “in a continued state of emergence” (Lockett et al, 2006: 133), in its
“embryonic stages” (Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010: 1), and lacking a dominant
theoretical approach or methodology (Lockett et al, 2006; Chin et al, 2013).
These observations are accompanied by arguments that much of the
academic literature is normative in nature, focusing on what organisations
‘should do’ in terms of CSR, as opposed to identifying or exploring what
actually happens, thereby creating a disjoint between academia and practice
(Wry, 2009; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010; Devinney, 2009;
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Turker, 2009; O’Riordan & Fairbrass, 2009;
Taneja et al, 2011). To date, attempts to better align CSR in academia and
practice have been limited, culminating in arguments that CSR research is of
limited use to practitioners, as it does not relate to that being practiced in
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organisations (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010; Tane et al, 2011;
Chin et al, 2013).

Indeed, a num ber of academ ics claim that practitioners have le academia in
their wake, and that organisations have moved beyond debate surrounding
the term inology and definition of CSR towards im plem entingt in practice
(Carroll, 1999; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Matten & Moon, 2008;vetola, 2008;
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Foote et al, 2010). A multitude o rg a n is a tio n s
now claim to engage in CSR, ranging from large scale, nulti-national
corporations such as M cDonalds and Shell, through to smalk, indigenous
organisations such as Phoenix Natural Gas and G R AH AIl construction
(w w w .aboutm cdonalds.com ;

w w w . s h e ll. c o m ; w ww .phoenigroupni.com ;

w w w .graham .co.uk; Du et al, 2010; Fassin et al, 2011).

Yet, while it is relatively easy to source exam ples of organisatics claiming to
be responsible

(w w w .bitc.org.uk; w w w .csreurope.org), a

n/iew of the

literature indicates that our understanding of CSR in practic, its drivers,
barriers, im plem entation and m anagem ent are limited (Caipbell, 2007;
Arvidsson, 2010; Galbreath, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006; Angus.eppan et al,
2010; Shinde et al, 2011; Vallaster et al, 2012; Chin et al, 2013 Indeed, it is
clear that whilst there is a lot of academ ic and practitioner activ/ in the area,
we know much less about the ‘how ’ and ‘w hy’ of CSR, with nly a limited
insight into the motives driving organisations to engage in CR in the first
instance, how organisation approach and prioritise CSR ad how they
implem ent and embed it in practice.

Ultimately, we are much>etter versed

in rhetoric of CSR in practice as opposed to the realities (Lidgreen et al,
2009; Arvidsson, 2010; Fassin et al, 2011).

There are a num ber of reasons as to why, despite years ofesearch, we
continue to have only a partial understanding of the man9Station and
im plem entation of CSR in practice.

Firstly, a review of the liteature reveals

a tendency for research to focus on explicating the business bnefits arising
from CSR (Meehan et al, 2006; Chih et al, 2010; Garcia-Cast) et al, 2010)
and it is suggested that this em phasis has led to other potenti avenues for
20

research, such as the im plem entation of CSR in practice, being neglected
(Lindgreen et al, 2009; Meehan et al, 2006; Maon et al, 2009; Chin et al,
2013).

More specifically, much of the CSR research to date has been

som ewhat blinkered in its pursuit of evidence of a positive relationship
between CSR and financial perform ance (Chih et al, 2010; Karnani, 2011).
This research has had questionable degrees o f success (M argolis et al,
2008), and its narrow focus has resulted in us losing sight of the holistic,
‘bigger picture’ of CSR, considering, for example, how it is manifested across
an organisation.

More specifically, a num ber of areas relating to the

manifestation and implementation of CSR in practice have been largely
overlooked in the literature, including: why organisations engage in CSR in
the first instance (Campbell, 2007; Pedersen, 2010; Galbreath, 2010); how
CSR is manifested in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009; W addock, 2009); how it
is linked with strategy (Sharp & Zaidm an, 2010; Porter & Kramer, 2006,
2011); and how an organisation integrates CSR into its daily operations
(Maon et al, 2010; Chin et al, 2013).

This culm inates in us having only a

limited understanding of what CSR looks like in practice, and little or no
insight into ‘w hy’ or ‘how’ an organisation can be responsible (Sharp &
Zaidman, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006).

This limited understanding is heightened further by the tendency for research
in the area to be positivist and quantitative in nature which has resulted in a
paucity of inductive, exploratory research on CSR (Lockett et al, 2006;
Meehan et al, 2006; Schreck et al, 2013). This has culm inated in a lack of
rich, qualitative data, again leaving us short of the in-depth insight and detail
needed to best understand CSR in practice (Wry, 2009; Taneja et al, 2011;
Morsing & Perrini, 2009).

Furthermore, a large majority of articles exploring CSR draw on secondary
data, including com pany reports and third party indices as opposed to
primary data (Taneja et al, 2011).

W hilst such data can certainly be

insightful, it does not always provide an objective, in-depth insight into the
nature of CSR in practice, again leaving us short of the detail required to fully
understand the m anifestation and implem entation of CSR in an organisation.
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Lindgreen and Swaen (2010) draw our attention to the potential problems
arising

from

our

limited

understanding

of

the

m anifestation

and

im plem entation of CSR in practice, arguing it “im pedes a full understanding
among m anagers of what CSR should com prise” (pg. 1).

Building on this

argument, they also suggest any theoretical developm ents in the area will be
inhibited by our lack of understanding of CSR in practice (ibid).

This

argum ent is echoed by Taneja et al (2011) who suggest “the absence of a
clear definitional fram ework has become an impediment, causing slow
progress” [in the developm ent of CSR] (pg. 357).

Certainly, there are concerns that the disjoint between CSR research and
what is actually happening in practice will result in research becoming
increasingly irrelevant to practitioners, as it is being developed independent
of what is actually occurring in organisations (Wry, 2009).

Indeed, it is

already acknowledged that research which fails to fully take into account the
processes and activities occurring in organisations will most likely be rejected
by practitioners and there are concerns that CSR research will fall into a
sim ilar trap (Ketokivi, 2009). Moreover, there are also claim s that a failure to
understand how organisations engage in CSR will make it difficult for
academ ics to predict and explain how organisations will respond to societal
demands in the future (Pedersen, 2010), thereby having a negative im pact
on their value and relevance to practitioners.

In light of these arguments, it is not surprising to note that there have been
numerous, repeated calls fo r research to focus, in-depth, on CSR in practice
in organisations to gain a much deeper insight into the ‘how’ and ‘w hy’ of
CSR (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Angus-Leppan et al,
2010; Meehan et al, 2006; Wry, 2009; Maon et al, 2009; Pedersen, 2010;
Taneja et al, 2011).

Only when CSR research better reflects that which

occurs in practice can it overcom e criticisms of being “theoretically light", and
begin to move towards becoming a more established field of practice and
research (Pedersen, 2010; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Lindgreen et al,
2009).
22

With this in mind, this thesis moves towards addressing the gap in our
understanding of CSR in practice by studying it, in-depth, in organisations.

More specifically, this research aim s to analyse the m anifestation and
implem entation of CSR in practice, and seeks to achieve the following
research objectives:

Examine

and

analyse,

in-depth,

what

CSR

‘looks

like’

in

an

organisation

This will involve an exam ination

and

analysis of the specific

nature,

emphasis and characteristics of CSR in organisations - fo r example, is it a
whole, or a series of parts, short-term or long-term, strategic or ad-hoc,
organisation-wide or confined to one departm ent, proactive or reactive and
so on.

Explore and analyse organisational m otives for engaging in CSR

This will consider the motives that drive organisations to engage in CSR in
the first instance.

It will consider their nature and what im pact they have, if

any, on the m anifestation of CSR in practice.

Critique and evaluate the implem entation of CSR in practice

This will consider how CSR is implem ented in an organisation; how CSR is
identified and prioritised; the relationship between CSR and an organisation’s
objectives and strategy; the role of the CEO in im plem enting CSR in practice;
how CSR is measured.

1.4 Methodology
The m ethodology used in this research program m e is detailed in C hapter
Three,

in summary, this thesis will fall within the interpretivist paradigm,
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underpinned
constructed.

by

the

ontological

assum ption

that

reality

is

socially

The research will be entirely qualitative, with an em phasis on

exploring, in-depth, CSR in practice in organisations.

Three case studies,

based on evidence from three, separate, UK-based organisations, will be
presented in this thesis. Each case study organisation has been publicly
lauded as an exem plar in the practice of CSR.

The main data collection

methods will be sem i-structured interviews and focus groups. This evidence
will be accom panied by secondary data, which is gathered from a variety of
sources

including organisational strategy docum ents,

memos and

minutes,

press coverage,

award

internal com pany

subm issions,

and

value

statem ents pertaining to each organisation. The them es arising from each of
the case organisations will be identified using a num ber of them atic analysis
techniques as suggested by Braun and Clark (2006) and Eisenhardt (1989).
Them es will be identified on a case by case basis, and then compared
across cases in an attem pt to identify emerging patterns and ultimately, build
theory.

The results of the within and cross-case analyses are presented in Chapters
Four, Five, Six and Seven. A discussion of the credibility, transferability,
dependability and general trustworthiness of the research is provided in
Chapter Three (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Krefting, 1991; Letts et al, 2007). The
lim itations of this m ethodology are discussed in Chapters Three and Eight.

1.5 Scope and key assumptions of this thesis
Throughout this research program m e the researcher had to make a num ber
of assumptions; it is im portant to detail these upfront in order to clarify the
param eters of this thesis.

This research focused on CSR in organisations in the United Kingdom.
Although a wider geographic scope was considered, the researcher decided
the

intensity

of the

study,

com bined

with

the

fact

the

case

study
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organisations were chosen on the basis of being exem plars of CSR,
lessened the need to widen the study beyond the United Kingdom.

As

outlined in Section 1.4 of this chapter, the research is interpretivist in nature.
This has resulted in a num ber of assum ptions from a methodological
perspective, which are explored in greater detail in Chapter Three.

Another key assum ption of this study is the use of the term CSR and the
definition attributed to it. As detailed in Section 1.2, this thesis defines CSR
as “actions that appear to further some social good, beyond the interests of
the firm and that which is required by law” (M cW illiam s & Siegel, 2001).
Justification for this definition and the use of the term CSR is provided in
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.

1.6 Conclusions: Thesis outline and structure
This chapter has set the context for the rem ainder of this thesis.

It has

outlined the background to, and justification for, this research programme.
The justification is explored in further detail in Chapter Two.

The structure of this thesis is as follows:

Chapter Two analyses academ ic and practitioner literature relating to CSR.
The chapter explores the characteristics of the literature dedicated to CSR;
how CSR is defined; its historical and theoretical roots; the term inology used
in the area; its relationship with contextual factors; and w hat we can
determ ine about how it is manifested in practice.

Gaps in the literature are

identified throughout the chapter.

Chapter Three provides a detailed account of the m ethodology used in this
research

programme.

Justification for the adoption of an interpretive

approach and a multiple case study research design is presented.
chapter

details

how

the

researcher

selected

the

three

case

The
study
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organisations used in this research programme.

The rationale for using

semi-structured interviews and focus groups as methods for data collection is
provided, as is a detailed explanation of how the data was analysed.

Chapters Four, Five and Six present the findings and themes emerging
from each of the case study organisations on a case by case basis.

Chapter Seven explores commonalities and differences across the themes
arising from the case study organisations and analyses how these findings
relate to existing theory or otherwise. The findings and themes arising from
the case study organisations are considered in relation to the core aim
objectives of this research programme.

Chapter Eight presents the conclusions of the research programme and
gives consideration to how the findings have added to the current body of
knowledge on GSR, both theoretically and practically. Limitations of the
research programme are considered, as are potential avenues for future
research.
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Chapter Two: What is CSR? An analysis of
academic and practitioner literature
2.0 Introduction and chapter outline

The term Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), first appeared in academic
literature in the early 1950s (Bowen, 1953; Carroll, 1999). Since then, and in
the past three decades in particular, there has been a proliferation of CSR
research exploring a variety of areas including: the potential business
benefits arising from CSR (McWilliams et al, 2006; Dam & Scholtens, 2012;
Kim et al, 2010); its relationship with the size of an organisation (Tilley, 2000)
and its links with organisational strategy (Porter & Kramer, 2006, 2011).
Furthermore, the number and range of organisations claiming to engage in
CSR has increased notably and there are frequent assertions that CSR has
become a business imperative, no longer being a ‘nice to do’ but, rather, a
‘need to do’ (Porter & Kramer, 2011).

Yet, despite such academic and practitioner interest, a number of issues
remain unresolved in the literature and persistent debate surrounds a range
of areas including: the meaning of CSR (Aguilera et al, 2007; Dahlsrud,
2008; Jonker & Marberg, 2007; Shinde et al, 2011); the appropriateness of
terminology used in the area (Takala & Pallab, 2000; van Marrewijk, 2003;
Robins, 2008; Mackey, 2011; Smith & Alexander, 2013); why organisations
do, and should, engage in CSR (Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006; AngusLeppan et al, 2010; Fassin et al, 2011); and how they engage in it (Meehan
et al, 2006; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010; Sharp & Zaidman,
2010 ).

This chapter explores these, and other areas of interest to this research
programme by presenting a detailed analysis of the body of existing
academic and practitioner literature dedicated to CSR.

More specifically, it

considers and evaluates literature of relevance to the objectives of this

27

research programme.

Gaps in the literature are identified and explored

throughout the chapter, which is structured in three parts, outlined below.

Part One: The history and evolution of CSR

Part One ‘sets the scene’ with an exam ination of the evolution of CSR.

It

reviews the growth of academ ic interest and literature pertaining to the topic
and considers the factors underpinning the rapid proliferation of CSR
research and practice at the turn of the m illennium.

Part Two: What is CSR? Definition, terminology and theory

Part Two explores the debate surrounding the term inology, definition and
theory of CSR as depicted in academ ic literature. The debates are analysed
through

four

theoretical

perspectives,

namely:

political;

integrative;

instrumental; and, ethical, as previously advocated by Garriga & Mele
(2004).

In

addition to offering an insight into causes of

surrounding

the

definition

and term inology

of

CSR,

the

perspectives

also offer a helpful hook for an exploration of

the debate
theoretical
the various

argum ents pertaining to the nature and extent of an organisation’s w ider
responsibilities.

Part Three: What Is CSR? Exploring what we know about CSR in
practice

The final part of the chapter analyses w hat we can determ ine about CSR in
practice, according to existing research and literature. A num ber of themes
which have emerged from the literature are explored, including: the notion of
‘best practice’ CSR; the links between CSR and strategy; the m easurem ent
of CSR in practice, and; the impact of contextual factors on CSR in an
organisation. Consideration

is

also

given

to the

uptake

of CSR

in

organisations, and the role and impact of a num ber o f CSR practitioner tools,
coalitions and m em bership organisations.
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Part One
The history and evolution of CSR
2.1.1 Introduction
Upon reflecting on CSR, Vallaster et al (2012) remind

us “multiple

conceptualizations of CSR exist, and a single definition has yet to be
accepted” (pg. 35).

Nonetheless, despite multiple conceptualizations,

literature has suggested “the core idea [of CSR] is that business should
accept that it must play more than just an economic role in society” (Robins,
2008: 330; Jonker & Marberg, 2007; Carroll, 1999; McWilliams et al, 2006).
In recent years, this contention that organisations have “more than just an
economic role in society” has gained momentum, so much so that CSR has
been referred to as “an inescapable priority for business leaders in every
country” (Porter & Kramer, 2011: 78). For the purpose of this thesis, CSR is
defined as “actions that appear to further some social good, beyond the
interests of the firm and that which is required by law” (McWilliams & Siegel,
2001). A justification for this definition is provided in Section 2.2.3.

A basic internet search for the term “Corporate Social Responsibility”
demonstrates just how prolific it has become. Approximately 14,000,000
results include countless blogs, networks and articles (internet search
conducted via www.google.co.uk on 15 February 2014).

More specifically,

these results include a wealth of companies celebrating what they deem to
be their CSR achievements, numerous CSR consultancies, not-for-profits
dedicated to CSR and universities claiming to be the ‘leading authority’ on
CSR education and research. UK government pages dedicated to CSR also
appear amongst the hits, as do countless academic papers, broadsheet
news articles, videos and advertisements for books focusing on the topic.
Even at a cursory glance, it is clear there is a wealth of publicly available
information dedicated to CSR.
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However, despite being described as “an inescapable priority”, CSR is a
relatively young and underdeveloped topic; indeed, Lindgreen & Swaen
(2010) refer to it as being in its “embryonic stages” (pg. 1; Porter & Kramer,
2011: 78).

Nonetheless, the literature has undergone significant debates,

shifts and changes, moving from what was initially a small number of
academics exploring the wider responsibilities of business, to a large,
fragmented, confusing and contradictory body of research, incorporating
numerous academics from a range of disciplines and backgrounds. Indeed,
an understanding of the history and development of CSR provides us with a
helpful insight into both the characteristics of CSR and, furthermore,
characteristics of the literature dedicated to it.

It enables us to trace the

development of a number of schools of thought which have influenced
literature

and

practice

to

date.

Moreover,

it assists

us

in

better

understanding how and why the literature dedicated to CSR has the
characteristics that it does. In other words, it helps us understand much of
the roots of the current complexities and confusion found in the literature.
Therefore, this section is dedicated to exploring the evolution of CSR,
thereby setting the context for the remainder of the chapter.

2.1.2 Tracing the history of CSR
The argument that business has responsibilities to society was explicitly
introduced in the early 1900s in articles by Barnard (1938), Clark (1939) and
Krep (1940), who each questioned the role of businessmen in society and
the social responsibilities of business.
publication T he

However, it is Bowen’s (1953)

Social Responsibilities of the Businessman’ which is

regarded by most as the landmark publication which stimulated writing and
debate focusing on CSR (Carroll, 1999; Matten & Moon, 2008; Idowu, 2011).
In his article, Bowen (1953) suggests business has substantial power and
influence and should therefore consider how its decisions and behaviours
impact upon society.

Bowen’s publication was one of the first academic

writings to overtly consider the role and responsibilities of businesses,
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thereby playing a pivotal role in bringing the topic to the attention of other
researchers and practitioners. Echoes of his argument can be identified in
the work of numerous subsequent academics, including Mintzberg et al
(2002) and Lantos (2001), who each take the power and influence of
business into consideration when discussing CSR.

Indeed, Bowen’s original work is considered the bedrock for the now familiar
argument that business “is part of the larger society and, therefore, it has
responsibilities other than simply maximizing profit”, an argument which is
ubiquitous in debates concerning CSR (Oketch, 2004: 5; Jones, 1980;
Preston, 1975; Bowen, 1953; Wartick & Cochran, 1985; Frederick, 1994;
Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Barnett, 2007; Scherer & Palazzo, 2008;
Byerly, 2013).

Perhaps

unsurprisingly, given

his role

in laying the

foundations for future CSR discussion and debate, Bowen is referred to as
“Father of CSR” (Carroll, 1999: pg. 269; Russo & Perrini, 2010). Indeed, it
can be argued that, in explicating the potential for organisations to have
responsibilities beyond making a profit, his work has been critical to kickstarting the body of research dedicated to CSR.

Although CSR was first documented in the 1950s, it was not until the 1960s
that writing and debate in the area began to gain momentum. The decade
saw the emergence of discussions exploring and deliberating the precise
definition of CSR, with several notable articles being published.

For

example, in 1960, Davis coined the much documented “Iron Law of
Responsibility”, which suggested the “social responsibilities of businessmen
need to be commensurate with their social power” (pg. 71). This argument
was one of the first to align the level of responsibility of an organisation with
its level of social power, laying the foundations for subsequent arguments
that organisations with greater power have greater responsibilities.

The focus on defining CSR continued to gather pace, with some academics
progressing to clearly delineate the responsibilities of organisations.

For

example, one of the first to explicitly acknowledge that organisations have
different

types

of

responsibilities

was

Joseph

McGuire

(1963),

who
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suggested “the corporation has not only econom ic and legal obligations but
also

certain

responsibilities

to

society

which

extend

beyond

these

obligations” (pg. 144). Such a delineation of organisational responsibilities
had a considerable influence on future literature, and is clearly apparent in
C arroll’s (1979; 1991, 1999) definition, which clearly dem arcates the various
responsibilities

encom passed

within

CSR:

business encom passes the economic,

“the

social

legal, ethical,

responsibility
and

of

discretionary

expectations that society has of organisations at a given point in tim e” (1979;
pg. 500).

Literature exploring the definition of CSR gathered further m om entum in the
1970s, which saw a proliferation of proposed definitions and the beginnings
of what would become a considerable debate as to the m ost appropriate
definition of the term (Carroll, 1999). Academ ics from a range of disciplines
and backgrounds, from marketing, to theology, to econom ics, analysed CSR,
each considering and debating the scope and nature of an organisation’s
responsibilities, and ultim ately offering their definition of CSR. As opposed to
reaching agreement, definitions of CSR and associated argum ents became
even more disparate and fragm ented - a characteristic which now pervades
CSR literature and debate and is discussed in greater detail in Section 2.2.2
of this chapter (Palazzo & Scherer, 2006; van Marrewijk, 2003; Okoye, 2009;
Taneja et al, 2011; Lockett et al, 2006).

Not only did the 1970s give rise to the ongoing debate on the definition of
CSR, but they also saw the nature of the activity in the area move from being
a “discussion among intellectuals to a debate between scholars, business
and governm ent” , focusing on w hat the responsibilities of business could,
and should be (Jonker & Marberg, 2007: 110; Carroll, 1999).

This debate

encom passed some of the first argum ents explicitly opposing CSR, with a
num ber of individuals strongly resisting the suggestion that organisations
have responsibilities beyond making a profit and obeying the law. The most
notable opposition came from the renowned econom ist, Milton Friedman
(1970).

In critiquing the responsibilities of business, Friedman suggested

that by looking to responsibilities beyond profits, organisational executives
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may find themselves “spending someone else’s money for a general social
interest” (1970: 123).

This, he argued, can be irresponsible, as company

executives are essentially employees of those who own the business, and
their responsibility to the owners is “to conduct the business in accordance
with their desires, which generally will be to make as much money as
possible while conforming to the basic rules of society, both those embodied
in law and those embodied in ethical custom” (ibid: 122).

It is important to note the work of Friedman, as it has shaped much of the
subsequent debate in the literature and is something of a cornerstone for the
opponents to CSR.

For example. The Economist (2008) states: “if the

business of business stops being business, we all lose”, whilst Karnani
(2011), argues that ‘doing well by doing good’ is a “fundamentally wrong
position” , as markets will always encourage public and private interests to
align.

It is equally important to note,

however, that Friedman did

acknowledge that CSR can, on occasion, coincide with profit maximisation an aspect of his work that is often overlooked by those seeking to criticise
CSR.

Rather than denouncing the potential for organisations to have

responsibilities beyond making a profit, Friedman (1970) argued that such
additional responsibilities should not detract from an organisation’s ability to
make a profit. Indeed, he stated that he could not disapprove of additional
responsibilities if they result in benefits for the organisation and, ultimately,
the shareholder:

“...in practice, the doctrine of social responsibility is frequently a cloak
for actions that are justified on other grounds rather than a reason for
those actions... If our institutions, and the attitudes of the public, make
it in their self-interest to cloak their actions in this way, I cannot
summon much indignation to denounce them” (pg. 54-55).

As this chapter explores in Section 2.2.4, significant academic effort has
been invested into discovering if, when, and how business can do well by
doing good (Lee, 2008; Campbell, 2007; Chih et al, 2008).

These efforts

commenced alongside Friedman’s work in the 1970s and continue to
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permeate current CSR literature (McGuire et al, 1988; W addock & Graves,
1997; McW illiams & Siegel, 2000, 2001; Margolis & W alsh, 2001; Orlitzky et
al, 2003; Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Mackey et al, 2007; Petersen &
Vredenburg, 2009; Demacarty, 2009).

Indeed, it can be argued that, to this

day, research has something of a preoccupation with capturing the business
benefits arising from CSR, if any, with the topic being of interest to a large
bulk of researchers in the area (Meehan et al, 2006; Chih et al, 2010; GarciaCastro et al, 2010).

In 1979, Carroll made a notable contribution with his proposed model o f CSR
which has since become ubiquitous in the literature (1979; 1991; Am aeshi &
Adi, 2007; Pedersen, 2010; Shum & Yam, 2011; McW illiams & Siegel, 2001,
2006; Jamali & Mirshak, 2007; Heugens and Dentchev, 2007; Barnett, 2007).
The ‘Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility’ (Figure 2.1) portrays CSR
as consisting of four types of responsibilities, namely: Economic; Legal;
Ethical; and Philanthropic. By way of explanation, econom ic responsibilities
refer to an organisation’s responsibility to produce goods or services that the
consum er desires, with the intention of making a profit. Legal responsibilities
are concerned with the organisation’s responsibility to obey the law.

Next,

referred to as the ‘grey area’ of CSR (Pinkston & Carroll, 1996), ethical
responsibilities are those which are not required by law, but are continually
expected by society.

Finally, philanthropic responsibilities are the most

discretionary level of responsibility - for instance, charitable contributions
would be defined as a philanthropic responsibility.

Carroll (1999) argues that each level of the pyramid is not mutually exclusive
and suggests that in order to engage in CSR, an organisation should not aim
to address the various levels of responsibility in a sequential fashion, but that
each level “is to be fulfilled at all tim es” (Carroll, 1999: 279). Although Carroll
has accepted that the Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility does not
fully capture the nature or com plexity of CSR in practice, it rem ains one of
the m ost cited models found in the literature (Visser, 2006; Schwartz &
Carroll, 2003; Amaeshi & Adi, 2007).

Indeed, few alternatives have been
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created, perhaps indicating the difficulty in portraying CSR in a model or
framework.

Ethical

Legal

Economic

Fiqure 2.1 Carroll’s (1979) Pyramid of CSR

The 1980s and 1990s witnessed a rise in references to ‘new’ terms which
proposed as alternatives to CSR such as ‘corporate social performance’
(Wartick & Cochran, 1985), ‘corporate citizenship’ (Tichy et al, 1997) and
‘corporate social responsiveness’ (Wood, 1991; Frederick, 1994).

These

terms continue to be used in the literature; at times, they are offered as
alternatives to CSR, on other occasions they are used interchangeably with
CSR, causing confusion for academics and practitioners. The terminology of
CSR is explored in greater detail in Part Two of this chapter.

Alongside this proliferation of terminology, research began to focus on
measuring the impact of CSR on business performance, with specific
emphasis on the relationship between CSR and a series of variables,
including

financial

performance

(McGuire

et al,

1988),

cause-related

marketing (Varadarajan & Menon, 1988) and strategic management (Murray
& Montanari, 1986).

As Carroll (1991) surmises, CSR literature evolved

markedly in the 1980s, whereby “the focus on developing new or refined
definitions of CSR gave way to research on CSR and a splintering of writings
into alternative concepts and themes” (pg. 278).

Indeed, the splintering of

writings could be interpreted as a consequence of the literature being of
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increasing interest to a range of academics from various disciplines, since
the 1970s.

The focus of CSR research and literature continued to diversify in the 1990s
and further into the millennium, with academic and practitioner activity in the
area increasing considerably. Notably, the pace of the increasing academic
and practitioner interest in CSR shifted considerably in the 1990s, resulting in
the term becoming ubiquitous, not only in academic and practitioner circles,
but in the wider public domain (Lee, 2008). CSR moved from being a term
reserved

for

philosophers,

academics

and

business

practitioners,

to

something which was expected and, in some cases, demanded by the wider
public (Carroll, 1999; Lee, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2011).

Areas of interest to researchers expanded even further as even more
disciplines became interested

in CSR, resulting in foci such as the

relationship between CSR and public relations (Frankental, 2001), the role of
governments in promoting CSR (Moon, 2004), the development of metrics to
map CSR performance (Marquez & Fombrun, 2005), and CSR reporting and
transparency (Perrini, 2005). Furthermore, a number of journals published,
or made calls for Special Issues with a focus on CSR (for example, Journal
of Management Studies, 2006, Academy of Management Review, 2007,
Journal of Business Ethics, 2009, International Journal of Management
Reviews, 2010, Organization, 2012, Journal of Management Studies, 2013).
This interest was mirrored in third level education, where a growing number
of

universities

began

including

CSR

as

topic

within

business

and

management degrees (Christensen et al, 2007; Moon & Orlitzky, 2011;
Nicholls et al, 2013).

Notably, globalisation resulted in the power of organisations undergoing a
marked increase in the 1990s and early millennium (Albareda et al, 2008;
Crane & Matten, 2004; Crowther & Rayman-Bacchus, 2004; Barley, 2007;
Byerly, 2013).

For example. Crane and Matten (2004) argue that while

government originally held a dominant position in a country, controlling and
regulating organisations, globalization propelled organisations into a much
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more dominant status.

This, they argue, relegated government to a

dependent role, which was been superseded by business’ global economic
power and ability to reach and influence beyond the boundaries of a country
(Crane & Matten, 2004; Crowther & Rayman-Bacchus, 2004).

Building on Crane and Matten’s (2004) observations, it can be argued that
such a shift in the relationship between

business and governments,

accompanied by a change in the balance of power between the two, has
facilitated the escalation of CSR in practice (Marens, 2013; Albereda et al,
2008;

Fox

et

www.cbi.org.uk).
between

al,

2002;

Moon,

2004;

Almaric

&

Hauser,

2005;

For example, Marens (2013) suggests the relationship

business, government and society has become

increasingly

complex, with business and government overlapping in their remits, interests
and responsibilities.
development

Focusing on the USA as an example, he traces the

of the

relationship

between

government

and

business,

suggesting government has facilitated a shift in the role and responsibilities
of business through its spending and legislation decisions. This shift, he
argues, has resulted in business taking on more responsibilities, beyond the
traditional responsibility to make a profit, thereby bringing them towards
engaging in CSR (ibid).

In the UK, the government started to “pass the message of CSR” to
businesses, encouraging them to engage in more CSR activity (Oketch,
2004: 14).

For example, in the area of financial donations, the UK

government introduced tax relief on company donations to community
programmes and charities (www.sbs.gov.uk). This incentivised business to
engage in CSR, and more specifically, charitable giving. Similarly, the
introduction of Landfill Tax incentivised organisations to minimise waste and
re-use or recycle materials where possible (Moon, 2004).

Indeed a review of the literature points to a shift in the role of business in the
UK towards CSR in the millennium years, with the UK government becoming
increasingly

explicit

about

its

hopes

for

business

to

acknowledge
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responsibilities wider than making a profit. For example, in 2012, the Prime
Minister asserted,

“[Business] is the most powerful force for social progress that the
world has ever known... As we go forward together, I want the
relationship between this government and business to continue as it
started...W orking together for more responsible business, for a bigger
and stronger society and above all, for a better country” (PM David
Cameron speech to business leaders, 23 February 2012).

Alongside witnessing a notable increase in academic interest in CSR,
combined with globalisation and a subsequent shift in the role of business,
the late 1990s and early millennium also witnessed a plethora of high profile
corporate scandals, including the downfall of Enron, WorldCom and, most
recently, the News of the World.

Not only did these scandals put the

responsibilities of business under scrutiny, but they also prompted a drop in
the perceived trustworthiness of organisations amongst the public (Carrasco,
2007).

Furthermore, recent studies have demonstrated that trust levels

continue to drop, as the wider public become increasingly sceptical of
business.

For example, the 2013 Edelman Trust Barometer survey

highlighted that only 18% of respondents trust business leaders to tell the
truth. 19% of respondents trusted business leaders to make moral or ethical
decisions (www.edelman.co.uk).

Research suggests organisations responded to such scepticism with CSR,
not only in an attempt to alleviate the fears of the public and other key
stakeholders, but to also build trust in their organisation and brand(s)
(Oketch, 2004; Lantos, 2001; The Economist, January 22nd, 2005; Du et al,
2011). Indeed, a review of the literature points to the dangers of companies
not

reinforcing

their commitment to

CSR,

with

research

suggesting

consumers will ‘vote with their feet’ depending on how they perceive a
company’s commitment to CSR (Bertels & Palozza, 2008; Tanimoto, 2004;
Brickson, 2007; Percy & Vasquez-Parraga, 2013). This trend, along with the
growing power and influence of organisations, combined with the influence of
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the media and academia has served to propagate a significant increase in
interest in CSR throughout the 1990s to the present day.

Indeed, as this brief review of the evolution of CSR dem onstrates, there has
been a steady, gradual growth in academ ic and practitioner activity and
interest in the topic over a period of 50 years. Research has shifted from a
small num ber of academ ics giving consideration to the responsibilities of
businessm en, through to defining the various responsibilities of business,
through to a wealth of studies exploring and analysing CSR from a range of
academ ic disciplines and theoretical perspectives.

In short, CSR has

become mainstream in both academ ia and research.

2.1.3 Part One: Conclusion
Part One of this chapter has outlined the evolution of CSR. It has highlighted
im portant academ ic contributions made since the 1950s, and has noted how
these contributions have shaped subsequent literature. There is no doubt
that CSR has taken an interesting trajectory. W hat began as a small number
of academ ic papers analysing the potential responsibilities of businessmen,
has now become a global business activity.

W hilst the topic has intuitive appeal, and has gained the interest o f a
multitude of academ ics and practitioners, there rem ains very little consensus
on its term inology or definition. Interestingly, as opposed to working towards
a consensus, research has become more disparate over time, moving from
focusing on a small num ber of areas, to a vast array of research questions.
Yet, despite this proliferation of academ ic and practitioner activity, research
has yet to explore CSR in practice, in depth, analysing its m anifestation and
im plem entation.

This has culminated in a situation whereby countless

organisations are claiming to engage in CSR, yet we are not quite sure ‘how ’
or ‘w hy’ they engage in CSR, nor are we sure how to define the term.
Ultimately, we are still left with the question ‘W hat is C SR?’ The next section
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explores this question in greater detail, unpacking the body of literature
exploring the definition, terminology and theory of CSR.

Part Two
What is CSR? Definition, terminology and theory
2.2.1 Overview

It is somewhat ironic that one point upon which academics agree is that CSR
literature is convoluted and often confuses rather than enlightens (Lockett et
al, 2006; Utting & Marques, 2009; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Wry, 2009;
Chin et al, 2013). In their review of the literature dedicated to CSR, Lockett
et al (2006) concluded it is in a “continued state of emergence, lacking a
dominant theoretical approach or methodology” (pg. 133; Amaeshl & Adi,
2007; Taneja et al, 2011), an analysis which echoes that of previous studies
(Preston, 1975). Furthermore, and as outlined in Chapter One, there is also
a lack of consensus on how CSR should be defined, and what terminology
should be used in relation to it.

Part Two of this chapter unpacks the complexities of CSR and the literature
dedicated to it. The characteristics of the literature on CSR are explored, as
too are the various definitions and language used in relation to the term.
Consideration is also given to a number of key theoretical perspectives which
have been applied to CSR.

Throughout, attention is paid to how the

literature helps, or hinders, us in exploring the core question underpinning
this research programme: ‘What is CSR?’
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2.2.2 C haracteristics of CSR: inconsistent definition and term inology

It is widely acknowledged that the literature dedicated to CSR is fragmented,
encompassing research from academics representing a broad array of
disciplines and approaches (Matten & Moon, 2008). Research ranges from
economists attempting to prove CSR is bad for business through narrowly
focused, highly quantitative studies, through to philosophers debating the
nature

and

role

of an

organisation’s

responsibilities

through

broad,

conceptual discussions. With this in mind it is unsurprising that the literature
is rife with disagreement; many discussions and debates fail to come close to
reaching a consensus or common ground as academics cannot reconcile
differences in their approach or interpretation of CSR (Ketola, 2008;
Brickson, 2007; Dryzek, 1997, cited in Jonker & Marberg, 2007; Lindgreen &
Swaen, 2010; Utting & Marques, 2009; Karnani, 2011).

Ultimately, this has resulted in the literature generating numerous questions
and matters of debate in relation to CSR, exploring areas such as: the nature
of the relationship between business and society; the nature and extent of an
organisation’s responsibilities; the business benefits (if any) emanating from
CSR; the relationship between CSR and competitiveness; shareholder
preferences, or otherwise, for CSR et cetera.

Nonetheless, whilst such

debates have offered interesting insights into the various interpretations of
CSR, they have repeatedly fallen short of providing agreed solutions or
answers, leaving academics and practitioners at something of an impasse in
relation to their knowledge and understanding of CSR.

Upon analysis, it becomes clear that the literature focusing on the definition
and terminology of CSR is a microcosm of the wider CSR literature,
displaying similar characteristics in terms of its fragmented nature and lack of
agreed answers.

Indeed, as outlined in Part One of this chapter, defining

CSR has been a matter of considerable debate and disagreement since the
1970s. Academics have relentlessly debated the definition of the term, often
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proposing iterations and variations of previous definitions and, on occasion,
suggesting com pletely different, alternative definitions (see for example,
Preston,

1975;

Carroll,

1979,

1983,

1991;

Davis,

1973;

Fitch,

1976;

Frederick, 1994; Frankental, 2001; Saiia et al, 2003; Angelidis & Ibrahim,
2004; Am aeshi & Adi, 2007).

Alternative perspectives are proposed, new

definitions are debated, old definitions are

resurrected,

resulting

in a

significant body of literature being dedicated to defining CSR, but with no
agreem ent.

This has culminated in a wealth of definitions of CSR, each

different in some way from the next, but with no consensus on which is most
appropriate.

By way of example. Table 2.1 details a num ber of definitions of CSR found in
the literature; it should be noted this is not an exhaustive list, but rather, is
indicative of the variety of definitions found in the literature.

Example definition (s) of CSR
“ ...where the firm goes beyond compliance and engages in actions that appear to further
some social good, beyond the interests of the firm and that which is required by law”
(McWilliams & Siegel, 2001).
“CSR can be described as ‘the overall relationship of the corporation with all of its
stakeholders’” (The Conference Board of Canada, 1999, cited in Jonker et al, 2004: 1).

“The social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical and
discretionary expectations that society has of organisations at a given point in tim e” (Carroll,
1979).

“the firm ’s consideration of, and response to, issues beyond the narrow economic,
technical, and legal requirements of the firm ...(to) accomplish social benefits along with the
traditional economic gains which the firms seeks” (Davis, 1973).
“CSR is a set of management practices that ensures the company maximizes the positive
impacts of its operations on society or “operating in a manner that meets and even exceeds
the legal, ethical, commercial and public expectations that society has of business” (BSR,
2001, cited in Jamali & Mirshak, 2007).
“Corporate Social Responsibility is the notion that corporations have an obligation to
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constituent groups in society other than stockholders and beyond that prescribed by law or
union contract” (Jones, 1980).
“I view corporations acting in socially responsible ways if they do two things.
must not knowingly do anything that could harm their stakeholders -

First, they

notably, their

investors, employees, customers, suppliers, or the local community within which they
operate.

Second, if corporations do cause harm to their stakeholders, they must then

rectify it whenever the harm is discovered and brought to their attention” (Campbell, 2007).
“Any discretionary corporate activity intended to further social welfare” (Barnett, 2007)
CSR involves an organisation “operating in a manner that meets and even exceeds the
legal, ethical, commercial and public expectations that society has of business” (Business
for Social Responsibility, BSR)
Management of a company's positive impact on society and the environment through its
operations, products or services and through its interaction with key stakeholders (Business
in the Community)
“The responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society”. To fully meet their social
responsibility,

enterprises

“should

have

in

place

a

process

to

integrate

social,

environmental, ethical human rights and consumer concerns into their business operations
and core strategy in close collaboration with their stakeholders" (European Commission).
Table 2.1 Definitions of CSR

A review of Table 2.1 highlights the fragmented nature of the literature
dedicated to defining CSR. Whilst many of the definitions have similarities for instance, the majority specify that CSR involves an organisation’s
responsibilities beyond obeying the law, and many overtly specify that an
organisation has responsibilities to society -

a more detailed analysis

demonstrates the differences between the definitions which are indicative of
the differences found across the literature in the area.

For instance, some

academics, such as Barnett (2007) offer broad, sweeping definitions of CSR,
whereby CSR is any discretionary activity intended to further social welfare,
whilst others, such as Campbell (2007), offer a more detailed, prescriptive
definition. This culminates in confusion as to the breadth and scope of CSR
- is it a broad, umbrella-like term as Barnett (2007) supposes, or is it much
more focused and targeted as Campbell (2007) suggests?
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Further still, looking beyond the broad versus narrower definitions of CSR, it
is also apparent that the various definitions differ in term s of what they
suggest CSR should actually entail. For example, Jonker et al (2001) place
an em phasis on CSR involving the effective engagem ent of stakeholders,
whilst Cam pbell (2007) focuses on a need to ‘do no harm ’. Barnett (2007)
places an em phasis on the discretionary nature of CSR, whilst C arroll’s
(1979) definition suggests that CSR is time bound.

Indeed, some may argue CSR is all of the above and more, suggesting it is
concerned with businesses meeting social expectations and norms (Maon et
al, 2010). Yet, such a broad and am biguous interpretation o f CSR has been
criticised of being of limited use to academ ics and practitioners.

However,

attem pts at defining CSR in more specific terms, akin to that o f Carroll (1979)
who suggests it incorporates an organisation’s econom ic, legal, ethical and
philanthropic responsibilities, have been met with criticism that they fall short
of conveying the com plexities of CSR in practice (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003;
Amaeshi & Adi, 2007).

One thing is absolutely clear: “defining CSR is not easy” (Matten & Moon,
2008: 404). The numerous definitions of the term found in the literature have
been met with both support and criticism.

Broad, som ewhat general

definitions of the term can be criticised of being of limited help or relevance
to practitioners and academics, as they result in CSR meaning alm ost
anything to anyone. Narrower, more prescriptive definitions can be accused
of being too limited in scope to acknowledge the vast array of ways
organisations can, and do, engage in CSR.

To com plicate matters further, a variety of term s are used in relation to CSR
throughout the literature. These terms include, inter alia, corporate social
responsiveness (Frederick, 1994); corporate social perform ance (Wood,
1991); corporate citizenship (Matten & Crane, 2005); enlightened selfinterest (Moir, 2001); corporate sustainability (van Marrewijk; 2003); and
business ethics (Trevino & Nelson, 2007; Fassin et al, 2011). W hilst in some
instances, an academ ic’s choice of term inology can be little more than an
44

issue of semantics (Visser et al, 2007), on other occasions researchers have
noted the terms as being distinctly different from each other (Schwartz &
Carroll, 2008). Moreover, some academics elect to use a number of terms
interchangeably (see for example, Godfrey, 2007), whilst others argue that
one term - CSR, for example - acts as an umbrella, incorporating other
terms, such as corporate philanthropy (Matten & Moon, 2008; Shum & Yam,
2011). As a consequence, the literature dedicated to CSR becomes even
more fragmented and complicated, as a wealth of additional, confusing terms
are introduced.

Furthermore, there is a lack of consistency in the language used to describe
CSR; some suggest it is a “concept” (Davis, 1973; Sethi, 1975; Matten et al,
2003), whilst others refer to it as an “activity” (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001;
Husted, 2003; Brooks et al, 2004).

Some describe CSR as a “process”

(Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004), and others propose it is a “phenomenon”
(Van Marrewijk, 2003). Understandably, It can be difficult to determine where
to begin in order to reach consensus on the terminology or definition of CSR.

The variations in the nature and scope of the definitions of CSR in the
literature, combined with the range of terminology used in the area,
alongside the inconsistencies in the language used to describe CSR, provide
us with an insight into the causes underpinning claims that CSR literature is
fragmented and confusing (Fassin et al, 2011; Shinde et al, 2011). Matten
and Moon (2008) suggest this confusion is mainly as a consequence of CSR
having “open rules of application” (pg. 404). Ultimately, the term CSR means
different things to different people, resulting in a variety of definitions, foci,
and interpretations (Robins, 2008: 330; Geva, 2008; Matten & Moon, 2008;
Votaw, 1973; Okoye, 2009).

Indeed, a review of the literature demonstrates CSR is of interest to a wide
variety of academic disciplines, including marketing, accounting, sociology,
economics, quality management and ethics (Burchell & Cook, 2006; Robins,
2008; Erickson, 2007; Matten & Moon, 2008; Carroll, 1994; Blowfield &
Murray,

2008;

Taneja

et al,

2011).

As

Part One

of this chapter
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dem onstrated, over the past eighty years and in the past thirty years in
particular, individuals from these various disciplines have researched and
‘tackled’ CSR from their respective area of expertise. Given the term ’s “open
rules of application”, this has resulted in a plethora of definitions of CSR,
differing m ethodologies for researching CSR and various, contradictory
interpretations of results, as different individuals from a range of contrasting
disciplines impose their own background, associated beliefs and prejudices
onto the term (Matten & Moon, 2008: 404; Brickson, 2007; Burchell & Cook,
2006; Taneja et al, 2011; Campbell, 2007).

To sum m arise, w hilst many

academ ics may agree that “a common core them e does exist with respect to
CSR that firm s have responsibilities to society beyond profit m axim isation” ,
the term ’s “open rules of application” result in them disagreeing on the finer
details of CSR, such as how it is defined, the term inology used in relation to
it, and how it is manifested in practice (Shum & Yan, 2011: 549).

As a result, the scope o f variations across definitions of CSR found in the
literature is significant with each varying by inter alia, individual, organisation,
academ ic discipline, methodological preference, date and time in history.
Understandably, as this section has dem onstrated, reaching a universal
definition of CSR is problematic, if not impossible.

However, it is im portant

that we are left with something once the debate surrounding the definition of
CSR dies down if we are to further our knowledge and understanding of the
area. The work of Dahlsrud (2008) is im portant in this regard, as it attem pts
to find com m onalities across a num ber of definitions of CSR (Carroll &
Shabana, 2010).

Dahlsrud (2008) conducted a content analysis on 37 existing definitions of
the term in an attem pt to map sim ilarities and differences across existing
definitions, enabling common dim ensions across definitions of CSR to
emerge.

Five

environm ental

common
dim ension;

dim ensions
social

were

dim ension;

identified,
econom ic

namely,

the:

dimension;

stakeholder dimension; and the voluntariness dimension.
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The environm ental dim ension involves a CSR definition making reference to
the natural environment.

Dahlsrud (2008) provides an exam ple of how this

may be phrased in the literature: “environm ental concerns in business
operations”

(pg.

4).

The

social

dim ension

is

concerned

with

the

organisation’s relationship with society, w hilst the econom ic dim ension
addresses the financial aspects of CSR.

Again, Dahlsrud (2008) suggests

“preserving the profitability” is an exam ple of how the econom ic dim ension
could be included in a definition of CSR.

The stakeholder dim ension

involves the organisation engaging with its stakeholder groups, w hilst the
voluntariness dim ension reinforces the stipulation that CSR is about actions
that are not required by law. Analysis revealed that whilst it is unlikely fo r all
five dim ensions to be present in every definition of CSR, there is a 97%
probability that a randomly selected definition of CSR will encom pass at least
three of the five dimensions.

This finding is particularly noteworthy as it points to a common core across
definitions and suggests that whilst they may differ in detail, they are often
aligned in term s of key areas or dim ensions as outlined by Dahlsrud (2008).
Ultimately, this exercise represents a step towards a common language for
CSR, enabling academ ics and practitioners to determ ine fundam ental areas
of agreem ent when defining CSR.

Indeed, a num ber of academ ics have

drawn on Dahlsrud’s (2008) common dim ensions in an attem pt to move
beyond the nuances of the definitional debate towards research exploring
different aspects of CSR (Carroll & Shabana, 2010; Foote et al, 2010;
Servaes & Tamayo, 2013).

An appreciation of the debate surrounding the term inology and definition of
CSR is im portant in the context of this research for a num ber of reasons.
Firstly, in answering the core question of this thesis, namely: ‘W hat is C S R ?’
it is natural to look to academ ic definitions of the term in an attem pt to gain
insight or clarity as to its meaning and how it may be manifested in practice.
However, as this section

has dem onstrated, such an exercise

is not

particularly fruitful, as the literature lacks consensus on how CSR should be
defined. Furthermore, many of the definitions currently found in the literature
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are so broad that they fail to provide meaningful insight into the ‘what’, ‘why'
and ‘how’ of CSR, areas which are of interest to this research programme.

Secondly, it can be argued that the confusion and lack of consensus on the
definition and scope of CSR contributes to wider concerns voiced by
academics that much of the thinking in the area “is itself in crisis” (Uttlng &
Marques, 2010). When the lack of consensus is contrasted to the wealth of
practitioners claiming to engage in CSR, the disparity between CSR in
practice and academia becomes even more apparent, suggesting there is
much to be gained by turning our attention to better understanding CSR in
practice.

Thus, this

research seeks to explore,

in-depth,

CSR

In practice

in

organisations. Whilst It is important to acknowledge the nature and extent of
the debate and confusion surrounding the definition of CSR, it Is equally
important that an appropriate term and working definition Is proposed In
order to avoid unnecessary confusion and ensure consistency throughout
this thesis. With this In mind, and In light of the common dimensions In CSR
definitions as highlighted by Dahlsrud (2008), the following section details the
terminology and definitions used throughout this thesis.

2.2.3 Justification for the terminology and definition used throughout
this thesis
As outlined in the previous section, the researcher was presented with a
wealth of terms for use In this research programme, each being concerned
with an organisation “doing good” in some manner (Kotler & Lee, 2005;
Maon et al, 2009; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008).

Using

terms, such as those outlined above, interchangeably Is not helpful - as
Edward and Willmott (2008) caution, “words with similar meanings rarely
evoke identical associations or visions” (pg. 771).
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The term CSR is used throughout this thesis.

A review of the literature

demonstrates that CSR is more firmly established in academia and practice
in comparison to other terms, such as corporate citizenship, or corporate
sustainability (Carroll, 1999; De Bakker et al, 2005; Lockett et al, 2006;
Dahlsrud, 2008; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Galbreath, 2010; Shinde et al,
2011).

To expand, CSR has been acknowledged as the starting point, a

“building block” for other related terms (Carroll, 1999), and is regarded as
“one of the earliest and key conceptions in the academic study of business
and society relations” (Windsor, 2001: 225). Indeed, it has been suggested
that the term is ubiquitous in both academia and practice, and is widely
recognized by both academics and practitioners (Jonker & Marberg, 2007;
Matten & Moon, 2008; de Bakker et al, 2005; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008;
Carroll, 1999; Lockett et al, 2006; Dahlsrud, 2008; Vilanova et al, 2009;
Devinney, 2009; Maon et al, 2009; Sirsly, 2009; Maon et al, 2009).

In

addition, the term is said to ‘stand out’ from others as it has an inherent
recognition that organisations are responsible for their wider impact on
society (Schwartz & Carroll, 2008: 156; Frankental, 2001).

All of these

characteristics are pivotal to the aim and objectives of this research
programme.

Of particular interest is the “broad acceptance” of the term in

practice (Galbreath, 2010). Given that this research is focused on gaining an
in-depth understanding of CSR in practice and considering it in relation to
what we can determine about CSR from the literature, it was important that
the researcher elected to use a term that was meaningful and relevant to
both the academic and practitioner communities.

This thesis defines CSR as “actions that appear to further some social good,
beyond the interests of the firm and that which is required by law”
(McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Interestingly, this definition encompasses three
of Dahlsrud’s (2008) suggested common dimensions, namely the social
dimension, the economic dimension and the voluntariness dimension. The
social dimension is captured in the definition’s reference to an organisation
furthering some “social good”, whilst the economic dimension is in the
organisation’s “interests”. Finally, the voluntariness dimension is captured in
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the definition’s focus on the organisation operating beyond what is required
by law (M cW illiam s & Siegel, 2001).

Similarly, the definition aligns closely

with C arroll’s Pyramid of CSR, as it acknow ledges the econom ic and legal
responsibilities of organisations i.e. the “interests of the firm and that which is
required by law” ,

The decision to use this definition was further reinforced by the fact that it
has been used by numerous academics, including W indsor (2001), Paton
and Siegel (2005), Bowman and Am brosini (2001), Pirsch et al (2007),
Husted and Allen (2007), Sirsly (2009) and de Bakker et al (2005) to name
but a few.

The broad nature of this definition (Maon et al, 2010) Is also

attractive, as it traverses a num ber of theoretical perspectives which have
been applied to CSR.

This prevents the scope and focus of the research

being limited prematurely by being too strongly aligned with one specific
theoretical perspective of CSR.

This chapter now turns to exploring the

theoretical perspectives of CSR in greater detail.

2.2.4 Theoretical perspectives of CSR
Given C SR ’s open rules of application and the ensuing difficulties in
determining a universally accepted definition of CSR, it is not surprising that
a collectively accepted theory o f CSR does not exist.

Rather, CSR lacks a

“dom inant theoretical approach or m ethodology” (pg. 133; Am aeshi & Adi,
2007; Taneja et al, 2011).

However, it would be erroneous to assum e that

the lack of a dom inant theory or theoretical approach equates to limited
research progress, as there has been a surge in academ ic activity exploring
CSR.

Nonetheless, this academ ic activity is driven by, and reflective of, a

multitude

of disciplines

and

consequently analysed

from

a wealth

of

theoretical perspectives, as opposed to one dom inant theoretical perspective
(Lindgreen et al, 2009; Garriga & Mele, 2004; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008;
Weyzig, 2009).
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Whilst the variety of theoretical perspectives found in the CSR literature has
made it difficult for one dominant perspective to emerge, it has also driven
interesting and challenging interrogations of the term (Devinney, 2009;
Weyzig, 2009; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008). As CSR is explored from a variety
of theoretical perspectives, new interpretations, insights and arguments
emerge. An analysis of the literature suggests these differing interpretations
and arguments underpin and fuel much of the discussion and debate relating
to CSR, and have subsequently shaped much of the literature to date
(Garriga & Mele, 2004; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Devinney, 2009; Brickson,
2007; Ketola, 2008; Kemper & Martin, 2010).

It therefore follows that an

analysis of the different theoretical perspectives which have been applied to
CSR would lend valuable insight into the roots of the debate and confusion
surrounding our understanding of CSR (Okoye, 2009).

It is frequently acknowledged that CSR has been explored from a variety of
theoretical perspectives (Matten & Moon, 2008; Dahlsrud, 2008; Garriga &
Mele, 2004; Carroll, 1999; Kemper & Martin, 2010; Pedersen, 2010; Sharp &
Zaidman, 2010; Lindgreen et al, 2009), but only limited efforts have been
made to identify, classify or group the various theoretical perspectives
(Garriga & Mele, 2004; Windsor, 2006; Okoye, 2009; Carroll, 1994; Kemper
& Martin, 2010; Melo & Galan, 2011). Arguably, the greatest progress has
been made by Garriga and Mele (2004), who group the various theories that
have been applied to CSR under four headings: political theories; integrative
theories; instrumental theories and ethical theories (Okoye, 2009; Maon et al,
2010). The groupings are presented in Table 2.2.

Theoretical
Perspective

Approach

Exam ple theory

Political

Focus on the power of an organisation and how this
power is used.
Emphasis on the political
relationships between organisations and society

Legitimacy Theory;
Social
Contract
Theory

Focus on how organisations
demands into their operations

Stakeholder Theory

Integrative

Instrum ental

integrate

social

Focus on the potential for organisations benefit as a
result of engaging in CSR

Resource-Based
View of the Firm;
Agency Theory

51

Focus on how the relationship between business
and society is integrated with ethical values

Ethical

Utilitarianism;
Egoism;
Libertarianism

Table 2.2: Theoretical perspectives of CSR, adapted from Garriga & Mele (2004: 63-4)

This grouping provides a useful structure for exploring and understanding the
various theoretical perspectives which have been applied to CSR.

These

perspectives are of particular interest to this research programme, as they
underpin

the

various

arguments

relating

to what

CSR

entails,

why

organisations engage in it and, in some instances, how they implement CSR
in practice. In essence, they are the basis for many of the potential answers
to the question ‘What is CSR?’

Accordingly, this thesis now turns to

exploring the various theoretical perspectives in detail, using Garriga and
Mele’s (2004) framework as a starting point. This approach has been used
by a number of researchers in the past, and has proven helpful in shaping
what is a potentially unwieldy discussion exploring the application of various
theories to CSR (Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Devinney, 2009; Brickson, 2007;
Ketola, 2008; Kemper & Martin, 2010).

Garriga and Mele’s framework (2004) presents four theoretical perspectives
of CSR: Political; Integrative; Instrumental; and Ethical.

Each perspective

represents a different approach to understanding and exploring CSR,
encompassing a number of different theories which have been applied to
CSR in previous research.

Broadly speaking, political theories place an

emphasis on the potential power of an organisation and how this power is
used, while integrative theories focus on how organisations integrate social
demands into their operations (Garriga & Mele, 2004). Instrumental theories
centre on the potential for organisations to gain some sort of benefit as a
result of engaging in CSR, while ethical theories are concerned with how the
relationship between organisations and society is integrated with ethical
values (ibid).

Each of these theoretical perspectives are now explored in

turn.
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CSR: Political theoretical perspective and associated theories

As

outlined

in

Section

2.1.2.,

it

is

argued

globalisation

has

given

organisations the ability to reach and influence beyond the boundaries o f a
country and the control of a governm ent (Scherer et al, 2009; C rowther &
Rayman-Bacchus, 2004; Palazzo & Scherer, 2008; Matten & Moon, 2008;
Mining & Greenwood, 2002; Gastello & Lozano, 2011; Kem per & Martin,
2010).

Ultimately, this has led to assertions that organisations ought to

behave in a m anner reflective of their power and influence and thus, should
play more than an econom ic role in society (Robins, 2008; Jamali, 2008;
Visser et al, 2007; Jones, 1980; Preston, 1975; Bowen, 1953; W artick &
Gochran, 1985; Frederick, 1994; Hem ingway & Maclagan, 2004; Barnett,
2007; Scherer & Palazzo, 2008; Gacioppe et al, 2008; Egri & Ralston, 2008;
Gketch, 2004; Kem per & Martin, 2010; Gastello & Lozano, 2011).
example,

Tully

(2005)

explicitly

argues

“corporations

must

For

bear

a

responsibility com m ensurate with their prom inent social role, significant
operational impacts and substantial econom ic privileges” (pg. xvii). Similarly,
while appreciating the econom ic role of organisations, M intzberg et al (2002)
argue that they are “also social institutions that m ust justify their existence by
their overall contribution to society” (pg. 62).

More recently, Kem per and

Martin (2010) suggest we are witnessing “the shift of the center [sic] of
responsibility for business’s social activity from the state to the firm ” and that
it is an opportune time to argue “the social and environm ental responsibilities
of business may be to sustain and support a high quality of human life” (pgs.
229 & 237).

These

argum ents

perspective of GSR.
relationships,

capture

the

main

thrust of the

political theoretical

More specifically, theorists in this area em phasize the

interactions

and

connections

between

organisations

and

society and the responsibilities stemming from them (Garriga & Mele, 2004).
Subsequently, research falling within this perspective tends to focus on
organisations’ obligation to engage in GSR as a consequence of their
position and power.

Furthermore, many political theories posit that there is

an implicit contract between organisations and society (W eyzing, 2009).

In
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order to remain within this contract, and therefore, stay viable, organisations
are expected to behave in a m anner that meets specific societal expectations
and demands (Gastello & Lozano, 2011). Therefore, the political theoretical
perspective of CSR suggests society expects organisations to behave
responsibly; ergo, CSR is a necessity if organisations are to m eet the
requirem ents of their contract with society (Arvidsson, 2010;

Rivoli &

W addock, 2011; Byerly, 2013).

Academ ics adopting

a political theoretical perspective

have applied

a

num ber of theories to CSR, including Legitim acy Theory and Social Contract
Theory.

This results in argum ents that CSR is the consequence of a

com bination of: 1) the growing power of organisations; 2) the im plications of
that power on the way an organisation should behave; 3) the links between
organisations

and

organisations.

society;

Essentially,

and

4)

the

expectations

a political theoretical

society

perspective

has

of

o f CSR

suggests it equates to a ‘license to operate’, and organisations are expected
to behave responsibly, as any other m em ber of society would. For instance,
Castello and Lozano (2011) suggest “under the pressure of changing
societal expectations, some corporations are starting to intensify their
Corporate Social Responsibility engagem ent by introducing new initiatives
and a new rhetoric in their com m unications with stakeholders” (pg. 11).

The argum ents pertaining to the political theoretical perspective of CSR are
well established, but are not w ithout flaws and their application can be
problematic. For instance, the political perspective suggests recent growth in
CSR

activity

is

driven

by

responsibilities of organisations.

the

increasing

power

and

subsequent

It is important to note, however, that large,

powerful organisations, such as W al-M art, are the minority, with the m ajority
of the w orld’s organisations being much smaller, em ploying 250 people or
few er (Preuss & Perschke; 2010; Jenkins, 2009; Perrini & Minoja, 2008).
Clearly,

the

political

power

of

these

sm aller

considerably less than that of their larger peers.

organisations

is

often

W hen political theories,

such as Legitim acy Theory or Social Contract Theory are applied to such
sm aller organisations, the case for CSR is som ewhat weakened, particularly
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in relation to arguments that an organisation’s level of responsibility can be
affected by its power and influence (Tully, 2005).

Subsequently, while

political theories have certainly provoked debate in relation to CSR, analysis
suggests they are more readily applicable to larger organisations than SMEs.

Indeed, it may be contended that the power and behaviour of a relative
minority of powerful organisations is prompting and driving the application of
political theories to CSR, thereby shaping the CSR debate and literature for
the majority. A number of academics have expanded upon this contention,
arguing that much of the academic work and findings relating to CSR are
geared towards, and based on evidence from, larger organisations (Preuss &
Perschke, 2010; Jenkins, 2004, 2006; Tilley, 2000). Thus, it can be argued
that much of what we know about CSR to date is driven by what is
happening

in

organisations.

large
This

corporations,
highlights an

as

opposed

to

opportunity to

corporations in an attempt to better understand

small
look

or

medium

beyond

large

CSR in practice in

organisations in small and medium sized organisations (ibid; Perrini et al,
2007; Castka et al, 2004; Lepoutre & Heene, 2006; Fassin et al, 2011).

Furthermore, political theories suggest organisations will be compelled to
engage in CSR as part of a social contract with society.
argument is also problematic.

However, this

Firstly, it is not always apparent if, or how,

organisations give consideration to their apparent contract with society.
While evidence suggests some organisations regularly seek to understand
the needs and preferences of society, there are other organisations which do
not and it is unclear if, or how, organisations remain fully aware of the needs
of society and, thus, the parameters of their social contract.

Questions also

arise as to the authenticity of organisations’ responses to society’s desires
for CSR, with some suggesting that organisational responses have been little
more than a glossy public relations exercise designed to placate society, as
opposed to genuinely meet societal needs and parameters of a social
contract (Castello & Lozano, 2011; Eisingerich & Bhardwaj, 2011; Minor &
Morgan, 2011).
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Importantly, w hilst many academ ics acknowledge a growing pressure from
the public fo r organisations to engage in CSR, there is a paucity of empirical
evidence of this happening to the extent that CSR is deemed critical to an
organisation’s existence.

For example, finding conclusive evidence of

consum ers actively choosing to buy from com panies that engage in CSR has
been problem atic with many consum ers claiming to shop ethically, but
making contradictory purchasing decisions in the m arketplace (Webb et al,
2008).

In addition, the value and prioritisation a consum er places on a

product from a responsible organisation, versus w hat is perceived as value
for money from another organisation, is not fully understood, as academ ics
struggle to isolate the various factors influencing a consum er’s purchasing
decision (Pava, 2008; Stanaland et al, 2011).

It is also unclear how consum ers define ‘irresponsible’ behaviour or how they
choose to punish irresponsible organisations, if at all (Gallagher, 2005). As
recent

events

in

the

banking

and

energy

sectors

have

highlighted,

organisations have been accused of engaging in socially irresponsible
practices, yet have continued to profit heavily afterwards, thereby raising a
number of key queries in relation to the applicability of political theories to
CSR: (1) Does society punish organisations for not operating within its social
contract? (2) Is CSR an inherent elem ent of a social contract / integral to
legitimacy? (3) Do social contracts exist?

These queries form the thrust of

the counterargum ents to the application of political theories to CSR and
remain topics of notable debate within the literature.

In spite of such debate, political theories have played a key role in supporting
argum ents that CSR is derived from, and driven by, the power and position
of organisations within society, and the subsequent expectations that society
has of organisations (Garriga & Mele, 2004).

This influence is particularly

notable in work relating to an organisation’s motives for engaging CSR. For
instance, some academ ics suggest organisations are ‘forced’ to engage in
CSR - this is referred to as ‘defensive’ CSR (Vogel, 2005), 'coerced egoism ’
(Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006) or ‘relational’ CSR (Aguilera et al, 2007).
W hilst some argue coercion comes most readily from governm ents (often
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through the use of soft legislation, such as Landfill Tax; Oketch, 2004;
w w w .cbi.org.uk; Aguilera et al, 2007; W orthington et al, 2008; Moon, 2004;
Albereda et al, 2008; de Schutter, 2008; Valor, 2008; Fox et al, 2002), other
academ ics argue that the notion of a social contract ‘forces’ organisations to
engage in CSR, culm inating in CSR equating to a license to operate
(Brickson, 2007). These argum ents align closely with the political theoretical
perspective of CSR.

Thus, turning to the core aim and objectives o f this research programme, a
political theoretical perspective of CSR would suggest that, in practice, CSR
is an organisation’s response to a perceived pressure to be a responsible
business.

This pressure may come from a range of stakeholders, such as

the local com m unity or governm ent, and meeting it will equate to a ‘license to
operate’ for the organisation in question. Furthermore, from this perspective,
the larger the organisation, the greater the extent of the CSR activity, thereby
pointing to a relationship between organisational size and CSR in practice.
Ultimately, according to the political theoretical perspective, we would
anticipate

CSR

in practice to

be

highly

reactive,

driven

by external

expectations, with its m anifestation in practice being determ ined by what is
expected or demanded by others.

CSR: Integrative theoretical perspective and associated theories

The integrative theoretical perspective of CSR is concerned with how
organisations
operations

incorporate

and

processes

social
to

dem ands

ensure

and

that the

needs

into

business

their

can

daily

operate

successfully (Garriga & Mele, 2004). Consequently, theories falling into this
perspective focus on how organisations can engage in CSR in a m anner that
is beneficial for both society and the organisation (ibid).

Perhaps the most cited theory falling into this perspective is Stakeholder
Theory (Freeman, 1984).

Stakeholder Theory fram es an organisation’s
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responsibilities in the context of its relationship with a broad set of individuals
and other organisations, over and above shareholders (Barnett, 2007). The
theory asserts an organisation’s responsibilities are derived from the
demands of this wider pool of stakeholders, as they have the capacity to
influence an organisation’s outcomes and, consequently, success (Freeman,
1984; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Jamali, 2008; Mitchell et al, 2011).
Advocates of Stakeholder Theory argue it has driven a shift in the way we
view business. For Instance, Jamali (2008) proposes:

“ ... by suggesting that the needs of shareholders cannot be met
without satisfying to some degree the needs of other stakeholders, it
[Stakeholder Theory] turned attention to consideration beyond direct
profit maximization. In other words, even when a firm seeks to serve
its shareholders as a primary concern, its success in doing so is likely
to be affected by other stakeholders” (pg. 217).

Stakeholder Theory focuses on managerial decision making and prioritising.
It emphasises the need for managers to identify and understand the needs of
its primary and secondary stakeholders, with primary stakeholders being
those that are core to an organisation’s activities, such as customers,
suppliers and employees, and secondary being those that can affect the
organisation’s operations, such as the media or NGOs.

The theory

encourages managers to consider the needs of each group, and take them
into consideration when making a business decision.

This focus on the

decisions and potential trade-offs that managers have to make has led to
Stakeholder Theory being described as being more pragmatic than other
theories previously applied to CSR, such as the political theories outlined in
the previous section (Freeman & Parmar, 2008; Sirsly, 2009).

However, Stakeholder Theory and, more generally, integrative theories, have
not been without their criticisms.

For example, Hillman and Kein (2001)

argue that Stakeholder Theory is difficult to both capture and define.
Schwartz and Carroll (2008) summarise such challenges, highlighting that
academics in the area “appear to be caught in a bind: the definition of
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stakeholder necessarily implies that to keep the theory relevant, non
stakeholders must also exist” (pg. 161).

This results in assertions that

Stakeholder Theory is difficult to apply in practice, and falls short of being
readily accessible to both academ ics and practitioners.

Furthermore, the relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Theory is by no
means clear.

Stakeholder Theory has been applied to CSR on numerous

occasions, with claims that the theory provides a means of com bining “the
good intentions of the old CSR m ovement with the actual way managers
make decisions” (ibid: 435; Shinde et al, 2011).
Stakeholder Theory integrates

CSR with

corporate

Others suggest that
strategy

(Burke

&

Logsdon, 1996; Sachs et al, 2006), w hilst some suggest that the theoretical
roots of CSR should, and do, lie within Stakeholder Theory (Neville &
Menguc, 2006).

Although there is some consensus that the relationship is

“m ultifaceted” (Greenwood, 2007), Schaefer (2008) argues that it is not yet
fully understood, and a “gap exists” between stakeholder theory and CSR.
He calls for the relationship to be explored further, given the lack of clarity on
if, or how, the two are related (pg. 305). Thus, although Stakeholder Theory
may encourage us to think about CSR in light of stakeholder requirem ents, it
offers little or no insight into w hat CSR is, or entails.

Despite these challenges, a review of the literature dem onstrates the
integrative theoretical perspective of CSR has played a key role in the
literature to date, particularly in relation to helping fram e CSR in light of an
organisation’s daily operations.

Research adopting this perspective has

challenged academ ics and practitioners to consider how best to integrate
CSR in their operations and deliver it in such a way that it is o f benefit to both
society and the organisation in question (Logsdon, 1991; Freeman & Parmar,
2008).

From this perspective, it can be argued that, in practice, organisations will
focus heavily on creating linkages between their processes and behaviours
and CSR activity. The focus will not only be on the ‘end’ but also the means
to that end, whereby CSR is present throughout the organisation’s daily
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operations.

Building on this perspective, it can be suggested that CSR in

practice will be embedded as part of the organisation, as opposed to a
peripheral ‘add-on’ and will form part of ‘business as usual’.

CSR: Instrumental theoretical perspective and associated theories

The instrumental theoretical perspective centres on how organisations can
use CSR as a strategic tool to help achieve economic objectives (Carroll &
Shabana, 2010; van Marrewijk, 2003; Garriga & Mele, 2004).

Broadly

speaking, research falling within this perspective attempts to support one of
two, opposing arguments: (1) CSR is good for business or (2) CSR is not the
responsibility of business.

In the case of the former, an increasingly popular approach in the past
decade is the application of the Resource-Based View (RBV) of the firm to
CSR (McWilliams et al, 2006). The RBV is a theory of the firm that holds that
an organisation’s success in the marketplace is due to its possession and
utilisation of certain resources (Barney & Arikan, 2001).

According to the

RBV, it is those resources that are valuable, rare, non-imitable and nonsubstitutable which present the best opportunity for creating sustained
competitive advantage in the marketplace (Barney, 1991: Peteraf, 1993;
Hoopes et al, 2003). In light of this argument, it is argued CSR can form the
basis of positive, complex social relationships within the organisation that are
difficult for competitors to imitate, thus allowing the company to potentially
achieve a sustained competitive advantage (Saa-Perez & Garcia-Falcon,
2002). Thus, the RBV holds that CSR can create a competitive advantage
for an organisation and is therefore good for business, particularly if it is
derived from, or influenced by, intangible assets and contextual factors, such
as organisational history or culture (Galbreath, 2004).

Indeed, significant academic effort has been invested into discovering if,
when, and how companies can gain a competitive advantage from their CSR
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activity, attempting to ‘do well by doing good’ (Chih et al, 2008; Lee, 2008;
Campbell, 2007; McGuire et al, 1988; Waddock & Graves, 1997; McWilliams
& Siegel, 2000, 2001; Margolis & Walsh, 2001; Orlitzky et al, 2003; Husted &
De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Mackey et al, 2007; Petersen & Vredenburg, 2009;
Demacarty, 2009).

Driven by instrumental theories, the majority of studies

exploring the potential business benefits of CSR have focused on capturing
and quantifying its relationship with an organisation’s financial performance
(Chih et al, 2008; Lee, 2008; Campbell, 2007; Taneja et al, 2011).

Results have been inconclusive, at best. In what Garcia-Castro et al (2010)
describe as the “most comprehensive study” to date, Margolis and Walsh
(2001) review 95 studies examining the relationship between CSR and
financial performance.

They found that 59% of the studies revealed a

significant positive relationship between CSR and financial performance, with
the findings being dependent upon different conditions.

More recently,

Garcia-Castro et al (2010) argue that CSR does not necessarily positively
impact on an organisation’s financial performance. Rather, they assert that
only when we have a better understanding of the motives driving an
organisation to engage in CSR will we be in a position to establish a causeand-effect relationship between CSR and financial performance (ibid).
Sweeney & Coughlan (2013) found a positive relationship between CSR and
financial performance, but caution that the relationship will be mediated by a
series of variables including reputation and employee issues.

Indeed, an in-depth review of the studies examining the relationship between
CSR and financial performance reveals a variety of methodologies for
researching CSR, a diversity of definitions of CSR and an array of
measurements of CSR (Orlitzky et al, 2003; Rivoli & Waddock, 2011). Given
the range of theoretical perspectives and theories explored thus far in this
section, the variety of methodologies is not surprising.

However, such

diversity does make it difficult to draw any definite conclusions about the
relationship between CSR and financial performance.

Indeed, Husted and

De Jesus Salazar (2006) contend that many existing studies which find a
relationship between CSR and financial performance “would not satisfy
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Friedman and his colleagues”, as the results find a positive relationship, but
under specific conditions (pg. 75). Thus, while Carrasco’s (2007) argument
that “honourable behaviour has a commercial logic” may be intuitively
appealing to some, the evidence of a relationship between CSR and financial
performance is by no means conclusive.

The instrumental theoretical perspective of CSR also underpins studies
exploring the link between CSR and other business benefits, beyond
financial performance. For example, Takala & Pallab, (2000) discuss the
potential links between CSR, increased employee motivation and developing
a collective sense of responsibility with an organisation, while Mackey et al
(2007) present a theoretical model exploring the supply and demand of
socially responsible investment opportunities, suggesting these opportunities
can positively impact on an organisation’s market value.

Indeed, although by no means consistent or conclusive, literature advocating
the potential link between CSR and business benefits suggests that CSR can
reduce employee turnover (Maclagan, 1999; Galbreath, 2010) and increase
employee motivation and job satisfaction (Lantos, 2001; Kim et al, 2010;
Tamm et al, 2011).
connection

between

Similarly, it has been argued that there is a positive
an

organisation’s

CSR,

its

reputation

and

the

consumer’s ultimate purchasing decisions (Brammer & Ravelin, 2004;
Bertels & Pelozza, 2008; Dawkins & Lewis, 2003; Wagner et al, 2009; Minor
& Morgan, 2011).

Broadly speaking, many of the links between CSR and business benefits are
centred around arguments that CSR activities will help organisations improve
their attractiveness to others (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Bertels & Peloza,
2008; Turban & Greening, 1997), build loyalty amongst their consumers
(Marin, 2009) and generate a sense of trust in the general public (Aguilera et
al, 2007; Peattie, 2005; Pivato et al, 2008), which in turn, can also help an
organisation minimize risk and positively impact on the bottom line (Bertels &
Peloza, 2008; Almaric & Hauser, 2005; Porter & Kramer, 2006; McGuire et
al, 1988; Petersen & Vredenburg, 2009; Minor & Morgan, 2011).
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The increased interest in demonstrating the business benefits of CSR, and
subsequent application of instrumental theories to CSR, is understandable
(Taneja et al, 2011). As more and more organisations engage in CSR, the
more “its proponents are pressed to provide business exemplars justifying its
continued legitimacy as a business practice” (Amaeshi & Adi, 2007).
Ironically, however, the heightened attempts to identify business benefits
arising from CSR have drawn attention to the shortfalls of research in the
area

(Karnani,

2010,

2011),

with

an

interrogation

of

the

literature

demonstrating that whilst the business case for CSR is intuitively appealing,
and despite the numerous anecdotal examples of how CSR can help
businesses (www.bitc.org.uk), solid evidence of these benefits has proven
elusive.

Attempts to justify CSR through evidencing its positive impact on

business have, paradoxically, become something of a threat to CSR, as they
have served to highlight the paucity of convincing evidence in the area (de
Schutter, 2008; Devinney, 2009).

This culminates in a confusing situation

whereby organisations are being told CSR is “an inescapable priority for
business leaders in every country”, yet they remain unclear as to what that
business case is and how it can be realistically attained, captured and
measured (Porter & Kramer, 2011: 78).

Stemming from this quandary, Mallen Baker expresses concern that the
ongoing search for the business case for CSR is futile and is not necessarily
advantageous for the future of CSR (www.ethicalcorporation.com).

He

suggests that a call for the ‘business case’ for CSR is unrealistic, as it carries
an inherent assumption that there is a standard business case -

an

assumption which is not congruent with CSR, or any other aspect of
business. He argues

“ ...there is no business case for CSR.
business case for innovation.

Any more than there is a

Or for marketing.

Or for outsourcing.

Each of these processes describes a range of possible activities - and
any one of those activities may be beneficial or detrimental to the
business... why is it that we think that CSR, which covers the nuances
of relationships with customers, suppliers, employees, governments,
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local com m unities and the environm ent - not to mention shareholders
- can be granted a single business case?”

Indeed, although instrumental theories have driven the m ajority of research
exploring CSR, particularly in relation to business benefits (Meehan et al,
2006), they can be criticised for understating and in some instances
overlooking, the com plexities of CSR in practice.

A num ber of academics

have noted how studies have overlooked the com plexities of CSR in an
attem pt to reach universal answers about its relationship with business
benefits. Most notably Morsing and Perrini (2009), who suggest “it might be
the case that both practitioners and scholars are asking the wrong question
in trying to prove the business case; it is more im portant to pursue other
avenues such as the ‘how’ to m anage and the ‘what im pact’ of CSR” (pg. 3;
Maon et al, 2010; Lindgreen et al, 2009 (a), 2009 (b)). These argum ents are
explored in greater detail in Part Three of this chapter.

Nonetheless, in considering instrumental theoretical perspective in light of
the core aim and objectives of this research, it can be argued that CSR in
practice will be focused on generating business benefit.

Its manifestation

and implem entation will be dictated by its propensity to deliver economic
benefits.

Building on this argument, we can assum e from this perspective

that organisations will only engage in CSR activity which is of econom ic
value to them and will im plem ent it in a m anner that enables them to
maximise that econom ic value.

CSR: Ethical theoretical perspective and associated theories

The

ethical

theoretical

perspective

of

CSR

focuses

on

the

ethical

requirem ents of the relationship between business and society (Garriga &
Mele, 2004).

Theories falling within this perspective place an em phasis on

the moral and ethical obligations of organisations and argue that these
underpin

and

provide

the

imperative

for

CSR

in

an

organisation.
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Subsequently, this theoretical perspective posits CSR is the ‘right thing to
do’, and suggests organisations should undertake responsibilities in a truly
genuine attempt to benefit not just shareholders, but society as a whole
(Jones, 1980; Manne, 1972; Carroll, 1999; Lantos, 2001, 2002; Garriga &
Male, 2004; Frederiksen, 2010; Kleinrichert, 2008).

Loosely speaking, theories falling into this perspective can be classified as
either deontological or teleological (Frederiksen, 2010).

Deontology is

centred on the notion of a categorical imperative (Kant, 1797). A categorical
imperative

denotes

an

absolute,

unconditional

imperative

that

holds,

regardless of circumstance. Accordingly, deontological theories focus on the
overarching duties of organisations, with less regard for the consequences of
specific actions.

On the other hand, teleological theories focus on the

consequences of an organisation’s actions.

Put simply, right actions are

right because they culminate in good consequences, and wrong actions are
wrong because they result in bad consequences (MacDonald & BeckDudley, 1994).

A plethora of deontological and teleological theories have been applied to
CSR in an attempt to demonstrate that CSR is ‘the right thing to do’. One
such example is utilitarianism (a teleological theory), which focuses on
generating the greatest good for the greatest number of people. Utilitarians
believe “the best possible outcome maximises the total sum of happiness”
(Frederiksen, 2010: 359; Singer, 1972). When applied to CSR, this theory
has interesting and challenging implications for organisations. For instance,
utilitarianism

may suggest that an organisation’s donation of money,

employees’ skills and other such resources, should be used to help third
world countries as opposed to, for instance, local communities.

This is

because the resource has the potential to have a much greater impact in
third world countries as opposed to developed countries, thereby maximising
the total happiness achieved (Singer, 1972). However, applying a different
teleological theory to the same situation can result in a different outcome.
For instance. Egoism suggests that (in relation to CSR) the ethical and
morally correct action is the one that results in the greatest benefit for the
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organisation. Different again is Libertarianism , which argues that (in relation
to CSR), organisations have “no moral obligation to positively help anyone;
they are only morally obligated not to violate anyone’s negative rights”
(Frederiksen, 2010: 359).

From this perspective, CSR can equate to doing

no harm (Campbell, 2007).

On a broad level, ethical theories associate CSR with an organisation’s
responsibility to do w hat is ‘right’. Further analysis, however, dem onstrates
that which is deem ed to be ‘right’ differs from one theory to the next.

For

example, whilst one ethical theory may argue that CSR will involve an
organisation always striving to create the greatest level of happiness fo r the
greatest num ber of people, another may suggest that an organisation is
under no obligation w hatsoever to go beyond their legal responsibilities,
provided that organisation is not violating anyone’s negative rights. It quickly
becomes apparent that the application of ethical theories to CSR is by no
means clear cut.

Nonetheless, ethical theories pervade research on CSR and are particularly
notable in research exploring the drivers o f CSR in organisations (Lantos,
2001). W hilst there are a num ber of potential motives fo r engaging in CSR,
academ ics consistently argue that a moral desire to ‘do the right thing’ can
be a significant driver of CSR activity in organisations (Bronn & V idaverCohen, 2009; Hahn & Scheerm esser, 2006), with “ moral considerations”
(Aguilera et al, 2007) and "altruism ” (Vogel, 2005; Husted & de Jesus
Salazar, 2006) cited as being a motive for engaging in CSR.

Thus, returning to the aim and objectives o f this research programme, from
an ethical perspective of CSR, it can be argued that CSR in practice will be
centred on a desire to 'do the right thing’, driven by a moral im perative to ‘do
good’.

Building on this, we can expect CSR in practice to focus on the

organisation attempting to ‘do good’ in a way that is good for w ider society.
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2.2.5 Interrelationships between theoretical perspectives: no one best
approach
Garriga and Mele (2004) suggest the theoretical perspectives outlined above
should not be treated independently.
are blurred, encom passing
example,

the

integrative

Rather, the boundaries between them

num erous crossovers and

perspective

of CSR

and

synergies.

For

stakeholder theory

dem onstrates the synergies between the various theoretical perspectives
and associated theories.

As outlined earlier, Stakeholder Theory is most

readily identified as falling within the integrative perspective (Garriga & Mele,
2004).

However, it can also be understood as falling within the ethical

perspective, as it is concerned with organisations

having

a “fiduciary

relationship to stakeholders”, and is centred on the notion of organisations
having a normative core of ethical principles which should be abided to
(Freeman, 1984; Garriga & Mele, 2004).

Indeed, Freeman and Parmar

(2008) openly acknowledge the links between stakeholder theory and ethics,
stating: “Stakeholder theory requires managers to see the connections
between the world of business and the world of ethics...E thics and value
questions are at the core of m anaging for stakeholders...”(pg. 435).

Not only does stakeholder theory align with both integrative and ethical
theoretical perspectives of CSR - it also aligns with the political perspective
of CSR as it highlights the im perative for organisations to identify and
influence stakeholders most closely aligned to business success (Moon,
2005).

Consequently, the theory is closely tied to issues of pragmatic

legitim acy and m anaging powerful groups in society (Moir, 2001) - issues
which form the main thrust of the political perspective of CSR.

On the

contrary, Melo and Galan (2011) regard stakeholder from an instrumental
perspective, focusing on how an organisation “can m anage its relationship
with its various stakeholders and in the design o f a strategy wherein this
relationship can ultim ately benefit business perform ance (pg. 426).

Thus,

whilst most readily identified as falling within the integrative perspective of
CSR, stakeholder theory also aligns closely with each of the other theoretical
perspectives.

67

Stakeholder theory is but one example of the potential overlaps between the
various theoretical perspectives and associated theories of CSR. Upon
examination, various other theories and associated terminology can fall
within a number of theoretical perspectives - for example, both sustainability
and corporate citizenship have been approached from both an ethical and
instrumental perspective, whilst the RBV closely aligns with the integrative
perspective.

With this in mind, it is important that the various theoretical

perspectives and theories are not viewed in isolation from each other.
Indeed, Garriga and Mele (2004) encourage academics to acknowledge
potential areas of convergence and synergy across theoretical perspectives
and theories of CSR, arguing that integration could help advance research in
the area.

Turning to the core question underpinning the aim and objectives of this
research programme i.e. ‘What is CSR?’ it can then be argued that CSR may
not be reflective of just one of the above approaches, but rather, a potential
combination of approaches, ranging from being a reactive response to a
perceived demand for CSR, through to a proactive activity purely intended to
achieve some sort of business benefit. The possibility for several theoretical
perspectives to be applied to CSR is explored in detail in the next section.

2.2.6 Characteristics of the CSR literature: a lack of a paradigm
A review of the literature demonstrates academics have rarely harnessed the
potential to integrate various theoretical perspectives on CSR. Rather, they
stoically adhere to their respective theoretical preferences, whilst also
providing a critique of opposing theoretical perspectives and associated
arguments. Such rivalry has bolstered suggestions that much of the debate
in the literature is driven by different academics with differing concerns trying
to “stake their claims” and “ring-fence” arguments on CSR (Dryzek, 1997
cited in Jonker & Marberg, 2007: 109).
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Whilst healthy academic debate can be fruitful, ignorance of the potential for
integration across the various theoretical perspectives and associated
theories has been cited as one of the main reasons for the lack of a
paradigm relating to CSR (Garriga and Mele, 2004). Drawing on the work of
Sharrock and Read (2002) and Kuhn (1962), it is apparent that the qualities
of the CSR literature are indicative of that lacking a paradigm (Barnes, 1982).
For example, Kuhn (1962) states that before a paradigm can be reached (if
ever), rival sub-groupings will compete against each other for their ‘point of
view’ to become the universally accepted one. This results in contradicting
foci which can limit progress in the area.

Sharrock and Read (2002)

suggest, “while empirical work may get done, much of what goes on involves
disputing the fundamentals of the discipline, and as long as these are being
constantly reworked then work is not going to move on from first base” (pg.
19).

The CSR literature certainly documents considerable debate over the
fundamentals of CSR and, as noted previously, there are concerns the lack
of consensus

and

ongoing

debate

surrounding

the

terminology

and

parameters of CSR is limiting progress in the field (Amaeshi & Adi, 2007;
Taneja et al, 2011; Rivoli & Waddock, 2011).

Drawing on the words of

Sharrock and Read (2002), the field has indeed struggled to progress from
first base, as researchers continue to apply different theoretical perspectives,
theories, terminology and methodologies, to CSR in an attempt to reach a
universally

accepted

definition,

ultimately

culminating

in

contradictory

outcomes, which do little more than confuse practitioners (van Marrewijk,
2003; Hair et al, 1992; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Meehan et al, 2006; Taneja et
al, 2011; Maon et al, 2010).

It is difficult to overlook the quandary CSR research and literature is in with
regards to its definition and subsequent development. It is being hindered by
the lack of a one size fits all theory (van Marrewijk, 2003; Okoye, 2009), yet
the more that is written in the hope of reaching an agreed definition, the more
confusion

is created,

as

additional theoretical

perspectives, theories,

terminology and arguments are introduced to an already complicated and
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burgeoning literature (Garriga & Mele, 2004; Brickson, 2007). The question
begs: if research is going to be hindered by the lack of a dom inant theoretical
perspective, or the absence of a universal theory of CSR, then who is going
to provide that very theory, particularly given the diversity of disciplines
interested in the area?

This something of a ‘catch 22' situation points to an inclination, particularly
am ongst academ ic circles, to elevate theory to som ething of a ‘holy grail’.
Although com m enting specifically on the O perations M anagem ent literature,
Schm enner (2009) provides an interesting perspective on the role of theory.
He argues: “good empirical work does not need to be based on theory...it
can be independent of theory” (pg. 341).

Commenting on S chm enner’s (2009) work, Ketokivi (2009) also argues: “in
order to understand a real-life phenom enon or m anagerial problem, we may
have to leave the confines of existing paradigms or theories.

Real-life

problems and puzzling new phenom ena in particular seldom map onto
specific

paradigm atic

dom ains” (pg.

342).

W hilst

Schm enner (2009)

suggests w ork can be independent of theory, Ketokivi (2009) cautions
against absolute abandonm ent of theory, suggesting that such a decision
would leave academ ia in a more confusing position that it is now.

In the context of this research, and reflecting on the CSR literature in light of
the argum ents made by Ketokivi (2009) and Schm enner (2009), it is
apparent that much of the CSR research to date has been aimed at “(a)
filling gaps in the literature, and (b) deriving normative im plications under
highly restrictive assum ptions” , som etim es at the expense of coming to
meaningful contributions for practitioners (Ketokivi, 2009: 12). In addition, it
has been undertaken in silos, driven by a specific theoretical perspective,
resulting in a tendency towards an ‘either/or’ approach to CSR within the
literature: either CSR is about organisations operating within a social contract
or it is about organisations

making

a

profit.

Either CSR

is about

organisations doing something because it is the ethically right thing to do, or
it is concerned with organisations behaving just as a regular citizen of society
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would. Only rarely has CSR been considered to be a combination of all of
these arguments.

Whilst an understanding of the different theoretical perspectives on CSR
provides a helpful insight into the roots of the term and the debate
surrounding its meaning, it is neither beneficial nor helpful to view them as
being entirely independent of each other, as it may result in valuable
crossovers or synergies being overlooked (Reverie, 2009; Gray et al, 2005;
Okoye, 2009).

Consequently, this thesis treats the above theories as

“alternative ways of comprehending and studying” CSR (Reverte, 2009:
354). More specifically, it does not view the above theories in isolation from
each other or in opposition to each other. Rather, it treats each theoretical
perspective as a valuable hook for understanding CSR, a means of setting
the context for the research explored in the remainder of this chapter, and
wider still, this thesis.

Indeed, it is clear an understanding of the various

theoretical perspectives of CSR can provide a valuable insight into research
exploring: why an organisation may be motivated to engage in CSR; the
potential benefits arising from CSR; the growing demands and expectations
for organisations to engage in CSR; and how organisations can meet these
demands. By gaining an insight into these various theoretical perspectives,
we are generating a broad context and understanding for exploring CSR,
thereby best equipping ourselves to reach answers to the overarching
question of this thesis: What is CSR?

2.2.7 Part Two: Conclusions
Part Two of this chapter has focused on the definition, terminology and
theories associated with CSR.

Ironically, the theme underpinning the

literature and analysis in this area is one of incongruity and confusion. Whilst
at a macro level there is agreement that CSR involves an organisation doing
good, beyond its responsibilities to obey the law and make a profit, there is
much less consensus at a micro level as to how CSR should be defined and
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what terminology should be used in the area.

Furthermore, attempts to

determine a universally accepted theory of CSR have been futile, with a
multitude of overlapping theoretical perspectives being applied to the term.

The confusion, crossover and general lack of consensus in relation to the
definition and theory of CSR has been bemoaned by many as an inhibiting
research progress with methodological difficulties arising due to an inability
to make comparisons across studies.

Furthermore, the dearth of research

exploring CSR in practice, how it is manifested, implemented and managed,
has resulted in arguments that the literature is of limited use or relevance to
practitioners.

Frustratingly, there has been little progress in rectifying these issues, with
research continuing to propose new approaches, definitions and frameworks
for CSR, but offering little in terms of analysing how they are then manifested
in practice. This research suggests there is a need to draw on the various
views and interpretations of CSR (such as those presented in this section)
and use them to better inform research targeted at gaining an insight into
what CSR actually looks like in practice.

What is most apparent, however, is the wealth of literature dedicated to
exploring the possibilities of CSR in practice, but the dearth of research
exploring

its

actual

manifestation

or

implementation

in

practice.

Consequently, and as noted throughout this thesis, we have an incomplete
understanding of ‘why’ or ‘how’ an organisation can be responsible (Sharp &
Zaidman, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006).

Thus, whilst the literature is replete

with discussions about what CSR could entail in practice, we have much less
insight into what it actually does entail. Part Three of this chapter now turns
to exploring CSR in practice in greater detail.
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Part Three
What is CSR? Exploring what we know about CSR in practice
2.3.1 Introduction
Part One outlined the history of CSR, rem inding us how and why it has
become of significant interest to academ ics and practitioners. Part Two then
explored the literature on CSR in more detail, focusing on definition,
term inology and theories that have been applied to CSR. Throughout, it has
been highlighted that only limited attention and analysis has been paid to
exploring how CSR is manifested in organisations, what m otives underpin it,
and how it is implem ented in practice. As a result of this paucity of research
exploring CSR in practice, relatively little is known about how organisations
practically deal with it on a daily basis (Lindgreen et al, 2009).

W hile the

literature reviewed in Part Two would suggest the definition and m eaning of
CSR is not always clear, we have no idea w hether this lack of clarity
translates into practice.
benefits

of

CSR,

Similarly, in its pursuit of quantifying the business

research

has

neglected

to

adequately

explore

organisational motivations for engaging in CSR, alongside fully analysing the
impact, if any, of a range of contextual factors on how an organisation
approaches and manages CSR.

As a consequence, our understanding of

CSR in practice, what It looks like, how it Is driven, shaped, and implemented
is primitive and poorly formed (ibid; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; AngusLeppan et al, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006; Wry, 2009; Maon et al, 2009;
Pedersen, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011).

Although research exploring CSR in practice is limited, a num ber of them es
have em erged which are concerned with aspects of the m anifestation and
im plem entation of CSR in an organisation, and the motives underpinning It.
These them es Include the relationship between leadership and CSR, the
relationship between organisational size and CSR, the role of values in
im plem enting CSR, the potential staged process of CSR implem entation,
and the classification of the motives driving CSR In practice. Furthermore, a
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wealth of practitioner activity focusing on CSR has also emerged.

This

thesis now turns to exploring these areas in greater detail.

2.3.2 Exploring organisational m otives for engaging in CSR

Mindful of the aim and objectives of this research, motives driving CSR in the
literature are of particular interest, as there is a consensus in the literature
that achieving a better understanding of the motives underpinning CSR in
practice will prove to be “especially helpful in guiding our understanding of
CSR” (Perrini & Minoja, 2008: 49). More specifically, it has been suggested
that a deeper understanding of an organisation’s motives for engaging in
CSR helps us form a greater insight into how CSR is manifested and
implemented in practice and ultimately provide researchers with the means
to better predict how organisations will respond to societal demands in the
future (ibid; Pedersen, 2010; Worthington et al, 2008).

Yet, despite acknowledgement of the importance of understanding an
organisation’s motives for engaging in CSR, very little research has been
done in this area.

That which does exist is conceptual, focusing on

classifying an organisation’s potential motives for CSR (Aguilera et al, 2007;
Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Vogel, 2005; Lantos, 2001). An analysis
of these classifications reveals a commonality in that each argues an
organisation will be compelled to engage in CSR because:

It makes business sense, and the organisation is likely to accrue
some sort of business benefit as a result.

This type of motive is often

referred to as ‘strategic’ (Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Vogel, 2005) or
‘instrumental’ (Aguilera et al, 2007);

The organisation is forced to engage in CSR. This type of motive has
been referred to as ‘defensive’ (Vogel, 2005), ‘coerced egoism’ (Husted & De
Jesus Salazar, 2006) or ‘relational’ (Aguilera et al, 2007);
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The organisation has a genuine desire to do good.

This type of

motive has been termed ‘moral considerations’ (Aguilera et al, 2007), or
‘altruism’ (Vogel, 2005; Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006).

It can be argued there is an alignment between these various motives and
the theoretical perspectives outlined in Part Two, in that strategic motives fall
within the instrumental theoretical perspective as they are both concerned
with the organisation ‘doing well’ by ‘doing good’.

Similarly, ‘defensive’

motives align with the political theoretical perspective in that they are
concerned with an organisation responding to a perceived demand for CSR.
Finally, altruistic motives align with the ethical theoretical perspective of
CSR, as both are concerned with the organisation having a moral obligation
to ‘do good’.

However, and in a similar vein to that of theoretical perspectives, whilst we
have classifications of what might motivate an organisation to engage in
CSR, we have much less of an understanding as to if, or how, these motives
translate into practice (Campbell, 2007). Due to limited attention being paid
to exploring and understanding why organisations engage in CSR, evidence
in support of these motives is often anecdotal at best and non-existent at
worst. Consequently, we do not know if organisations experience just one
motive, or several. Similarly, whilst it is argued that motives will influence the
manifestation of CSR in practice, we have no insight into the nature or extent
of this relationship.

Mindful of the argument that understanding an organisation’s motives plays a
pivotal role in improving our wider understanding of CSR, it is important we
gain a deeper, more meaningful insight into how motives occur in practice.
With this in mind, this research programme seeks to explore and analyse an
organisation’s motives for engaging in CSR.
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2.3.3 The im plem entation of CSR in practice

As outlined in the introduction to this chapter, research to date has neglected
to explore the implementation of CSR in practice.

Lindgreen et al (2009)

remind us:

“Although CSR is recognised by organisations as central to core
business activities, extant research on CSR implementation remains
scarce” (pg. 252).

Similarly, Maon et al (2009) argue that “CSR design and implementation
remain largely unexplored” in the literature (pg. 71). Although the reasons
for this gap in existing research are not clear cut, there is merit in Meehan et
al’s (2006), argument that the ongoing research emphasis on the definition
and measurement of CSR may have led to other potential areas of research
being neglected.

Nonetheless, it is clear such a gap in understanding leaves both academics
and practitioners unclear as to what CSR looks like in practice, and what
operational and strategic role it plays in an organisation. For example,
research provides limited insight into whether CSR occurs organically in an
organisation, or whether it is driven by an individual or set of individuals. In
addition, there is limited evidence as to whether CSR shifts and changes
over time, or whether it is a constant.

Furthermore, we lack the research

insight to help us fully understand what impact various contextual factors,
such an organisational size and leadership, have on the implementation of
CSR in an organisation (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Meehan et al, 2006). Gaining
an insight to the implementation is imperative if we are to gain a more
informed understanding of CSR in practice.

A small number of studies have explored the implementation of CSR in an
organisation (Blowfield & Murray, 2008). Although it would be premature to
reach full conclusions about the implementation of CSR based on these
limited

studies,

they do

present some

interesting

insights

into

how
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organisations may choose to engage in CSR.

For example, a number of

researchers suggest CSR is best understood as a natural progression,
development or journey for an organisation (Mirvis & Googins, 2006;
Blowfield & Murray, 2008; Pirsch et al, 2007; Quinn & Dalton, 2009; Peloza &
Falkenberg, 2009; Pedersen, 2010; Maon et al, 2010; Scheffer & Kaeb,
2011).

From this perspective, the implementation of CSR in practice is a

continual process which results in CSR potentially taking a variety of forms in
an organisation over a set period of time, with each form varying in terms of
maturity and/or sophistication (Blowfield & Murray, 2008; Mirvis & Googins,
2006; Pedersen, 2010; Rivoli & Waddock, 2011). Furthermore, CSR and its
implementation in an organisation is temporal and dynamic (Matten & Moon,
2008).

Naturally, questions arise if we are to view CSR and its implementation as a
continuum. For example, are there different levels or stages of CSR; if so,
what do they look like and how do they differ?

Is it possible to identify the

stage of an organisation’s CSR? A review of the literature indicates that the
works of both Mirvis and Googins (2006), and Blowfield and Murray (2008)
come closest to providing answers to at least some of these questions.
Blowfield and Murray (2008, adapted from Mirvis & Googins, 2006) present a
comprehensive model detailing CSR as a continuum (see Figure 2.2.).
According to this model, there are five stages of CSR in practice.

Each

stage differs in terms of maturity, which is determined and influenced by
seven different dimensions of implementing CSR in an organisation.

The model suggests the first dimension of implementing CSR ‘citizenship
concept’ is concerned with how the organisation defines CSR (Blowfield and
Murray (2008) opt to use the term citizenship interchangeably with CSR).
This dimension suggests that an organisation’s definition of CSR will give an
indication of the maturity of its approach to CSR.

For instance, if an

organisation understands CSR as a responsibility to provide jobs, pay taxes
and so on, this would be an indication of a basic understanding of CSR, as
the organisation has yet to encompass the potential responsibilities to the
wider community. Organisations with a very mature understanding of CSR
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will approach it as a potential game changer - som ething which offers the
organisation an opportunity to set itself apart from others, potentially even
changing w hat it means to do business in their sector or industry.

The next stage of im plem entation - ‘strategic intent’ - is concerned with the
motives and desired outcom es driving CSR in the organisation. W hilst some
organisations m erely seek to operate within the realms of the law, others will
seek to gain business benefits or, further still, create new m arkets through
their CSR activities (Mirvis & Googins, 2006; Vogel, 2005; Lantos, 2001).
‘Leadership’ focuses on the support given to CSR by the organisation’s
managers and leaders. The ‘structure’ aspect of the model is concerned with
how CSR is managed on daily basis. For instance, is CSR som ething that is
on the periphery or is it integral to the daily operations and com petencies of
the organisation? The organisation’s response to social, environm ental and
other issues is termed as its ‘issues m anagem ent’, and its relationship with
key stakeholders is referred to as ‘stakeholder m anagem ent’.

Finally, the

level of openness and disclosure surrounding the organisation’s CSR is
termed

‘transparency’,

which

can

range

from

no

disclosure

to

full

transparency.

Citizenship
concept

Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

Stage 4

Stage 5

Elementary
Jobs;
profits;
taxes

Engaged
Philanthropy;
environmental
protection
Maintain
licence to
operate

Innovative

Integrated
Sustainability /
triple bottom
line
Integration of
value and
values

Transforming

Stakeholder
management
Make business
case

Change the
game
Create new
markets / socia
change

Strategic
intent

Legal
compliance

Leadership

Minimal

Supportive

On top of the
issues

Ahead of the
curve

Visionary

Structure

Marginal

Functional
ownership

Cross
functional co
ordination

Organisational
alignment

Integrated into
mainstream

Issues
m anagement

Defensive

Reactive

Responsive

Proactive

Defines the
issues

Stakeholder
relationships

Unilateral

Interactive

Mutual
influence

Alliances and
partnerships

Multiorganisational

Enough to
protect
Public relations
Public reporting
Assurance
flanks
(Figure 2.2. Blowfield & Murray, 2008: 105, adapted from Mirvis & Googins, 2006).
Transparency

Full disclosure
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Pedersen (2010) argues CSR in practice can be plotted along a continuum,
ranging from an organisation doing no harm, through to organisations being
a positive force in society through CSR.

Pedersen’s (2010) model is

stakeholder centric, plotting key stakeholders against different aspects of the

CSR continuum, illustrating how an organisation’s interaction with

its

stakeholders can vary in terms of maturity and progressiveness on a
stakeholder by stakeholder basis.

Pedersen’s continuum is presented in

Figure 2.3.
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<iov eminent
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regulations.
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Maximise shan-tenn
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Stakeholders

Meet expectations ot
primary stakeholders.
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Be on accepted member
o f society.

Perspective

’P tK d ttv e fy rx x ’

Be on the forefront o f
sustainable iitnovauiin.

■ *-

______^
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c tliiedl' pixxlueti and scrv iees.
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--------- --♦
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•4-

------- ►

Maximise long-term
shareholder value.
Meet e xu d a tio n s o f primary
and secondary stakeholders

■ *-

Be an respeetcd member
o f society.

Figure 2.3 CSR as a continuum (Pedersen, 2010)

In a similar vein, Grayson (2012) proposes five stages of CSR maturity in
practice, namely 1) Denier, 2) Compiler, 3) Risk Mitigator, 4) Opportunity
Maxmiser and 5) Champion Corporation.

Although varying in terms of scope, focus and detail, each of these
continuums have a commonality in that they all suggest it is possible for CSR
in practice to vary in terms of maturity, sophistication and embeddedness.
Furthermore, they all imply an organisation will naturally progress towards
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becoming more sophisticated in its approach to CSR.

Whilst Pedersen’s

(2010) continuum is based on survey responses from managers across 8
organisations, Blowfield and Murray’s (2008) work is entirely conceptual.
Indeed,

as

outlined

earlier,

very

little

research

has

explored

the

implementation of CSR in detail, yet a recent survey of CEOs indicated that
the implementation of CSR in practice Is a fundamental aspect of their
organisation, with 76% of CEOs reporting they were happy with the speed
and execution of their corporate responsibility and sustainability strategy,
with 93% believing their strategy will be key to their economic success (UN
Global Compact-Accenture CEO Study, 2013).

However, it should be noted that the relationship between CSR and
organisational strategy has received considerable attention from academics,
with suggestions that a close alignment between CSR and strategy is pivotal
to the successful implementation of CSR in practice.

The next section

explores this literature in greater detail.

2.3.4 The relationship between CSR and organisational strategy
Porter and Kramer (2006) argue that in order to be effectively implemented in
practice, CSR must be rooted in an organisation’s strategy:

“To advance CSR, we must root it in a broad understanding of the
interrelationship between a corporation and society while at the same
time anchoring it in the strategies and activities of specific companies”

(pg-5)
Throughout the literature, this approach to CSR is considered to be “the most
advanced, far-reaching and therefore desirable way to practice CSR”,
(Perrini & Minoja, 2008: 48; Porter & Kramer, 2006). However, the limited
research in the area has demonstrated that implementation of CSR in such a
manner is problematic, with the majority of activities being ad-hoc and
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piecemeal, with limited strategic intent or focus (Cramer, 2005; Brooks et al,
2004). There are assertions that CSR rem ains “a primitive area of corporate
practice” in many instances, and it is not clear if, when or how organisations
explicitly link CSR with their w ider organisational strategy (Porter, 2005, cited
in Hemler, 2005: 26). As Perrini & Minoja (2008) highlight:

“ ...Integrating CSR into corporate strategy and the conditions that lead
to it have not yet been explored. The main reason is that, while many
firm s are assigning more and more im portance to CSR issues, few of
them

consciously

integrate

policies

and

program m es

into

their

business stra te g ies...”

Some academ ics suggest that the ‘ideal’ CSR is that which is not just
apparent explicitly, for example, In organisational strategies, reports and
mission

statem ents,

behaviours,

but

also

decision-m aking

implicitly
and

through

organisational

Schoem aker, 2004; de W it et al, 2006).

em ployee
culture

attitudes,
(Jonker

&

In achieving such an approach to

CSR, the organisation doesn’t ‘d o’ CSR - it ‘is’ CSR (Vogel, 2005). Some go
on to suggest that by em bedding CSR In such a way, an organisation can
overcom e criticism s of using CSR in a superficial manner.

However, research tells us very little as to w hether CSR is em bedded in
organisations in practice, as only limited research has been conducted in the
area (W addock, 2009; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Chin et al, 2013). A num ber of
surveys suggest organisations have not developed links between their CSR
activities and their corporate strategy, and have some way to go before
em bedding CSR in their daily operations.

For example, a survey by Mirvis

and Googins (2004) concluded, “only a m inority (10 percent) of com panies
have taken meaningful steps to integrate CSR in the corporate strategy and
mainstream operations”.

Indeed, Peloza and Falkenberg (2009) suggest organisations struggle with
effectively linking CSR and strategy, alongside the wider, more general
implem entation and m anagem ent of CSR:
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“Even companies with a history of generously supporting CSR
initiatives

have

struggled

to

effectively

manage

their

CSR

engagement" (pg. 257).

Whilst these studies do demonstrate organisations are not engaging in
strategic CSR, they offer no insight as to the causes of an approach whereby
CSR

is not linked with

strategy.

Consequently, we are

unclear if

organisations struggle as to how they can link their activity with their strategy
and eventually embed CSR in their organisation, or whether organisations
have made a conscious decision to not link their CSR with organisational
strategy.

Building on this, and remaining mindful of the continuums

presented earlier in this chapter, it is not clear whether organisations do
strive to continually improve their CSR activities, or whether they are content
with CSR being towards the beginning of the continuum as opposed to the
end.

Ultimately, we are faced with a situation whereby numerous academics are
advocating a close alignment between CSR and organisational strategy as
the best, and most effective, way to implement CSR, but we have much less
of an understanding how this is achieved in practice, if at all. The Economist
states, there is “a lot of guff about responsibility being at the core of a firm ’s
strategy...but even the business gurus who promote the idea admit that
examples are scarce” (The Economist, 19th January, 2008). Unsurprisingly,
the lack of practical examples has fuelled suggestions that CSR is little more
than PR puff, a smokescreen to hide other, more irresponsible activities that
are ongoing in the organisation (Dentchev, 2004; Crook, 2005; Chih et al,
2008; Chen et al 2008; Karnani, 2011).

In the absence of evidence of

organisations taking a strategic approach to CSR, cynics will remain
sceptical of an organisation’s motives for engaging in CSR.

As Karnani

argues:

“The popular business literature often exhorts companies to do well by
doing good. This is the usual pablum peddled by the pundits” (2011:
84).
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Until we have a better understanding of how organisations link CSR with
their organisational strategy (or indeed, if they even attempt to do so) and
develop a better appreciation of the “individual or organisational challenges
along the way to implementation of a strategy or development of a culture of
CSR” (Van Velsor, 2009: 3), we will struggle to gain a more better
understanding of the implementation of CSR in practice. Currently, “CSR
literature offers managers virtually no guidance about the mechanics of the
CSR decision-making process” (Chih et al, 2008).

In addition to linking CSR with organisational strategy, research has given
consideration to a number of other contextual factors which may impact on
the implementation of CSR in practice. This section now turns to exploring
these factors in greater detail.

2.3.5 The influence of contextual factors in CSR in practice

The suggestion that contextual factors may influence CSR in practice in an
organisation is not surprising.
business

such

as

Research focusing on other aspects of

organisational

learning,

quality

management

and

operations management has given particular consideration to potential
impact of contextual factors.

Nonetheless, the

relationship between

contextual factors and CSR in practice has received very little attention in the
literature. Notably, “appreciably less attention has been given to within-firm
determinants of CSR” (Chin et al, 2013) and only a number of small pockets
of research attempt to isolate the relationship between CSR in practice and
contextual factors.

In the main, this research centres on a number of

themes, namely the relationship between CSR and: organisational values
and culture (Joyner & Payne, 2002; Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004);
organisational size (Perrini et al, 2007; Fassin, 2008); industry and sector
(Bertels & Peloza, 2008); and leadership (Chin et al, 2013).
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The influence of organisational values and culture on CSR in practice

Joyner and Payne (2002) argue that organisational values play a key role in
shaping and influencing how CSR is implemented in practice. They suggest:

“The concepts of values, ethics/morality and CSR are not mutually
exclusive; rather, they are interrelated and somewhat interdependent.
Values influence the extent of a corporation’s perceived social
responsibility and are influenced by societal activities and norms or
standards” (Joyner & Payne, 2002: 300).

Similarly, Hess et al (2002) suggest:

“The success of a corporate initiative may be critically dependent on
whether the program is based on the corporation’s values, which in
turn reflect the values and beliefs of the firm ’s managers and other
employees” (Hess et al, 2002: 118).

Consequently, they too argue that CSR in practice will be shaped by an
organisation’s values and if/how they align with CSR.

However, other

academics suggest that an individual’s values are more likely to influence
and shape CSR in an organisation, suggesting that CSR can be the
consequence of the values and subsequent actions of one individual
(Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004). This argument is explored in greater detail
towards the end of this section.

In a similar vein, Aguilera et al (2007) suggest an organisation’s culture can
create a ‘climate’ for CSR.

In other words, there may be instances where

CSR is conducive to an organisation’s culture, whereby it forms part of that
organisation’s history, values and beliefs (Idowu & Papsolomou, 2006;
Perrini et al, 2007). Alternatively, and as de Bruijn et al (2004) suggest, an
organisation may find that it has to reorient its culture in order to facilitate
CSR.
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Furthermore,

and

in

line

with

the

integrative

theoretical

perspective

presented in Part Two of this chapter, some argue that establishing a link
between CSR and organisational culture is necessary if CSR is to become
an embedded part of the organisation’s processes and behaviours. W ithout
this link, there is a risk that CSR will once again face criticism s of being, at
best, an ‘add on’ for organisations and, at worst, a w indow-dressing exercise
(Karnani, 2011; Aguilera et al, 2007).

In light of this literature, it can be argued that organisational values and
culture may play a role in influencing the m anifestation and im plem entation
of CSR in practice.

However, owing to the lack of research exploring this

area in practice, we have less of an insight into what this relationship may
look like and what role it plays in influencing CSR in an organisation.

The influence of organisational size on CSR in practice

As outlined in Part One of this chapter, much of the research on CSR to date
has focused on large organisations. W hile there are a num ber of reasons as
to why this may be the case, there is little doubt that the political theoretical
perspective of CSR has driven a body of research centred on larger
organisations, underpinned by the assertion that greater responsibilities are
derived from greater power.

As discussed in Section 2.1.2, although such

research has played an im portant role in furthering our understanding of the
term, it has also resulted in concerns that existing CSR research cannot be
generalised to sm aller firm s (Perrini et al, 2007; Tilley, 2000; Fassin, 2008;
Perrini et al, 2007; Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Jenkins, 2009; Nielsen &
Thomsen, 2009).

Indeed, it has been claimed that SMEs are “the forgotten

stakeholder in the CSR debate” (Fassin, 2008: 365).

The limited am ount of research into CSR in SMEs (Fassin et al, 2011) is not
reflective of the fact that they form some 90% of the worldwide population of
firm s

(United

Nations,

2002),

and

99.9%

of

firm s

in

the

UK

85

(www.stats.berr.gov.uk). In an attempt to fill this gap in our understanding,
there has been a rush of research focused on exploring CSR in SMEs in the
past decade (Tilley, 2000; Spence & Rutherfoord, 2000, 2003; Jenkins,
2006; Murillo & Lozano, 2006; Perrini et al, 2007; Matten & Moon, 2008;
Fassin et al, 2011; Tamm et al, 2010). The main, and unsurprising, upshot
of this research is CSR in SMEs will differ from that in larger organisations.

More specifically, “the drivers, outcomes and rationales underlying the
adoption of socially responsible behaviour in SMEs differ significantly from
what research has revealed about large enterprises” (Perrini & Minoja, 2008:
50).

For instance, research suggests there is a greater potential and

likelihood for the preferences of the owner-manager of an SME to directly
influence what CSR activity the organisation engages in, purposefully
choosing and driving those activities that appeal to their personal values and
preferences (Choi & Wang, 2007; Jenkins, 2009; Perrini et al, 2007; Perrini &
Minoja, 2008).

Furthermore, Perrini et al (2007) highlight SMEs have a greater tendency to
engage in ad-hoc activities.

They term this as “silent CSR”, whereby the

organisation engages in CSR as part of their day-to-day business and
subsequently may not recognise these activities as being CSR, but rather,
part of core business.

As a result, we would expect to find fewer explicit

CSR policies, strategies and reports in SMEs compared to that found in
larger organisations (Fassin, 2008).

This finding is further supported by

Fassin et al (2011).

Interestingly, Nielsen and Thomsen (2009) argue to the contrary. Their study
found core similarities between CSR in a large organisation and in an SME.
For example, both large and small organisations face difficulties in effectively
communicating their CSR activities.

The difference, however, lies in how

SMEs tackle this problem, versus how it is addressed by their larger
counterparts.
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For example, SMEs have a tendency to think and act locally, with a focus on
internal operations and ad-hoc communications, whilst larger organisations
invest more resources into communicating the message of CSR externally in
a structured and strategic manner through a specific targeted campaign
(ibid). Similarly, although a number of studies suggest CSR in an SME will
tend to be ad-hoc (Fassin, 2008, 2011), Jenkins (2009) found that CSR in
SMEs can range from being ad-hoc in nature (which is often exacerbated by
a shortage of resources), through to taking an all-encompassing strategic
approach (which is underpinned by clear linkages between CSR and the
organisation's core values and objectives).

The messages on the relationship between organisational size and CSR are
somewhat mixed. Whilst there is a growing body of research focusing on the
area, the outcomes are not clear, with some studies suggesting SMEs will
differ in how they engage in CSR, and others claiming there is an alignment
between

CSR

in

large

organisations

and

that

occurring

in

smaller

organisations. Nonetheless, it is important to remain mindful of the potential
impact of organisational size when considering CSR in practice.

The influence of industry and sector on CSR in practice

Research suggests an industry may impose its “own set of rules, norms and
beliefs about how firms...should and should not act” (Bertels & Peloza, 2008:
58). In line with the political theoretical perspective of CSR as discussed in
Part

One

of this

chapter,

Campbell

(2007)

suggests

CSR

can

be

encompassed within these rules, norms and beliefs. This can result in
specific CSR activities becoming “institutionalized” within one industry, and
furthermore, across organisations operating in that specific industry (Bertels
& Peloza, 2008; Aguilera et al, 2007).

Just as an industry can influence what CSR activities an organisation
engages in, research suggests that it can also deter an organisation from
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engaging in specific CSR activities (Bertels & Peloza, 2008). For example,
industries associated with what some would deem to be controversial or
‘vice’ products (for example the tobacco and alcohol industries) often refuse
to engage with local schools or young people as part of their CSR
commitments, as such activities could be perceived as a complex (and
potentially unethical) marketing or PR strategy, as opposed to an attempt to
be socially responsible, or engage with society in a positive manner (ibid;
www.jti.com).

However, while research does suggest the industry in which an organisation
operates can impact how it engages in CSR, less is known about difference
of these impacts across industries.

Moreover, research has focused

primarily on ‘controversial’ industries to date, resulting in a lack of research
exploring the relationship between CSR and industry in what could be
deemed less controversial industries.

An examination of the literature demonstrates we know even less about the
relationship between CSR and the sector in which an organisation operates.
To date, research has focused on CSR in the private sector (Aguilera et al,
2007) and research on CSR in the public sector is extremely scarce.
Although there has been some limited discussion about how the government
itself may be a driver for the private sector to engage in CSR (Palazzo &
Scherer, 2008; Albareda et al, 2008; Zadek et al, 2001; Moon, 2004;) there is
even less discussion about if, or how, the public sector engages in CSR
(Bikkina & Devi, 2012).

In the absence of research exploring CSR in the public sector, Peattie (2005)
argues that there is a dominant perception that the public sector are the
‘good guys’ and the private sector are the ‘bad guys’. This, he argues, is an
over-simplified and inaccurate view, and calls for the public sector to do more
in terms of CSR. However, his calls for action have yet to be met. Although
the UK government has called for the public sector to “lead by example” in
CSR (David Cameron, 2013), research has yet to explore CSR in public
sector organisations.

Instead, the UK government’s stance on CSR has
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been one of policy and legislation, as opposed to the governm ent looking
internally to explore its own responsible practices.

In a similar vein, Bikkina and Devi (2012) suggest that much needs to be
done for CSR to become mainstream In the public sector.

Their research

suggests that CSR is not effectively integrated in public sector organisations
and the challenge is for governm ents to ensure it is “aligned with national
strategies and local priorities” . In its current form, CSR in the public sector is
an am algam ation o f “diverse interests, actions, origins and directions” which
is in need of structure and direction. W hilst this com m ent aligns with wider
criticisms of CSR, it does suggest that CSR is in its infancy in the public
sector.

Thus, there is a recognition in the literature that an organisation’s sector or
industry may im pact on the m anifestation of CSR in practice.

However, we

have less of an insight into the nature and extent of that impact, as the
m ajority

of

studies

tend

to

focus

on

so

called

private

sector

and

‘controversial’ industries.

The influence of individuals on CSR in practice

In 2004, Hem ingway and Maclagan suggested CSR is “not so much
indicative of corporate policy, as it is a result of individual values and action”
(pg. 41), arguing CSR in an organisation can be derived from, and shaped
by, the passion and drive of an individual.

It has been suggested that an

individual’s personality will im pact on his/her perceptions of CSR, which will
then influence w hether or not he/she encourages their organisation to
engage in CSR (Mudrack, 2007; Terlaak, 2007; Angelidis & Ibrahim, 2004).
This relationship is important, as it suggests that CSR in practice can
potentially be influenced and shaped by individuals.
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The influence of individuals, and managers and leaders in particular, on CSR
in an organisation has been discussed by a number of researchers (Aguilera
et al, 2007; Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Waldman et al, 2006; Werre,
2003; Campbell, 2007; Choi & Wang, 2007; Chin et al, 2013). In the main, it
is argued that CSR will most likely reflect the personal preferences and
values of the organisation’s leader (Werre, 2003).

Furthermore, emphasis is placed on the need for organisations to have an
internal ‘champion’ or ‘leader’.

Leadership support is regularly cited as a

necessary precursor to the successful implementation of CSR in an
organisation (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Pedersen & Neergaard, 2008;
Werre, 2003; Murillo & Lozano, 2006). In essence, it is argued that strong
leadership, often, but not always, from the top, will help create and
communicate a vision of CSR to the rest of the organisation in a way that will
inspire others throughout to become involved (Werre, 2003; Jonker et al,
2004; Godos-Diez et al, 2011).

However, an analysis of the literature demonstrates that the link between
leadership

and

the

successful

implementation

of

CSR

is

not

as

straightforward as the above arguments would suggest. For instance, whilst
some suggest a leader’s political orientation will impact their influence on
CSR in practice (Chin et al, 2013), others suggest a leader’s attitude to CSR
will fall within four main orientations, dependent on their degree of
accountability towards others (Pless et al, 2012). Others again suggest we
do not yet have a full appreciation of the extent to which a manager's
personal values translate into the workplace (O’Dwyer, 2003), and it is not
clear how a manager balances his / her values against business needs.
Others, however, suggest leaders will put organisational success ahead of
their own personal priorities (Godos-Diez et al, 2011).

Consequently, we have, at best, a very limited understanding of how
managers perceive, understand, balance and manage potential tensions
between CSR and other business objectives, if at all.

Research examining

the relationship between CSR and leadership remains somewhat limited, and
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there have been continued calls fo r further research In the area (W aldman et
al, 2006; W ilson & Pickard, 2007; Chin et al, 2013).

Not only has research neglected to explore the relationship between CSR
and leadership - a review of the literature dem onstrates that there Is also a
lack of research exploring the Influence of em ployees and em ployee buy-ln
on how an organisation engages In CSR (Aguilera et al, 2007), despite
repeated assertions that em ployee buy-ln Is essential for CSR to be
successfully

im plem ented

In an

organisation

Hem ingway & Maclagan, 2004; W erre, 2003).

(de

Bruijn

et al,

2004;

As Blackwell (2002) argues,

“organisations will need committed em ployees to deliver CSR if it is to truly
work in practice” .

Still, research has focused on organisational levels of

analyses, with

little or no acknow ledgem ent of the

em ployees

implem enting

in

CSR,

or

how

an

role of individual

organisation

generates

employee buy-in to CSR (Schneider et al, 2010).

In one of the few studies exploring the relationship between individual
employees and CSR, Cornwell and Coote (2005) argue em ployee buy-in to
CSR will depend on w hether the individual identifies with the organisation, its
aims and objectives, and its motives for engaging in CSR. Maclagan (2005)
makes

a

sim ilar

argument,

contending

that

organisations

should

be

understood as moral com m unities, made up of individuals with a variety of
values, beliefs and preferences, which will not always be conducive with the
organisation's values.

Thus, it is argued that in order to successfully

im plem ent CSR, “clear awareness of and fit with the values of m anagers and
employees is therefore essential” (Werre, 2003: 248; Maclagan, 1999). Yet,
given the lack of research in this area, it is difficult to determ ine the extent to
which this happens in practice, or w hether such a fit is even attainable.
Subsequently, while a relationship between individuals and CSR in practice
may be intuitively appealing, our understanding of this relationship is limited
and inhibited by the lack of research exploring, in-depth, CSR in practice in
organisations.
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Indeed, the lack of research considering the im plem entation of CSR in
practice has resulted in our knowledge o f the relationship between contextual
factors and CSR being som ewhat piecemeal.

Furthermore, whilst a small

num ber of studies have explored the im pact o f one specific factor on CSR,
none have taken a w ider view and considered the various factors in relation
to each other.

Consequently, although we are able to determ ine that, for

example, leadership is a necessary precursor to the effective im plem entation
of CSR in practice, we have less of an insight into how leadership is
impacted by other contextual factors, if at all.

W hilst existing research has yet to consider contextual factors from a more
holistic, organisation-wide perspective, it is interesting to note the em ergence
of a practitioner-led industry which does the opposite. Indeed, this industry is
dedicated to supporting organisations im plem ent CSR, often in a holistic,
organisation-wide manner.

W ith this in mind, the following section will

explore this industry in greater detail.

2.3.6 The role and impact of practitioner tools, frameworks, indices,
coalitions and membership organisations
This thesis has frequently noted the disparity between CSR in academ ia and
that occurring in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009). Perhaps the most powerful
exam ple of this gap is the em ergence of a practitioner-led industry dedicated
to targeting and connecting with organisations that have an interest in
engaging in CSR.

This industry has consistently concerned itself with

positively promoting the message of CSR and encouraging its uptake
am ongst businesses. Furthermore, it has led the developm ent of a num ber
of

awards,

fram eworks,

tools

and

indices

designed

to

support

the

im plem entation of CSR in practice and encourage organisations to aspire to
continually improve their CSR activity.
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Notably, this industry has developed independently from academia, steadily
gaining traction and influence in the past thirty years.

Broadly speaking, it

can be categorised into a number of groups, namely: business-led coalitions;
CSR consultants and accrediting organisations.
crossover

between

groupings,

e.g.

accrediting service, this grouping

some

Whilst there is some

consultants

also

offer

an

provides a useful structure for an

exploration of the industry and the impact it has had on CSR in practice, if
any. This section now turns to discussing each grouping in turn.

Business-led coalitions

Perhaps the most high profile manifestation of the industry dedicated to CSR
is the creation and growth of business-led CSR coalitions. Grayson & Nelson
(2013) define business coalitions as:

“ Independent,

non-profit

membership

organisations

that

are

composed mainly or exclusively of for-profit businesses; that have a
board of directors composed predominantly or only of business
people; that are core-funded primarily or totally from business; and
whose dedicated purpose is to promote responsible business” (pg. 3).

It is estimated over 110 such business coalitions exist worldwide (ibid).
These range from coalitions focusing on CSR in its broadest sense, through
to those which are industry or issue specific.

Interestingly, they are

recognised as playing an important role in shaping the CSR agenda for
organisations. Using a coalition called Business in the Community (BITC) as
an example, Grayson (2007) captures the potential influence business
coalitions can have on CSR in practice:

“BITC’s

success

has

been

in

making

responsible

business

mainstream; getting influential business leaders personally involved
and keeping them involved. In doing so, it has created a range of
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campaigning techniques for engaging business and a practical menu
of things for businesses (and for individual business-people) to do,
whether they are experienced or just starting out. BITC has been the
catalyst to create or take broadscale a whole range of organisations
and corporate responsibility activities”

Indeed, BITC’s approach is replicated by a number of other influential
coalitions, including Business for Social Responsibility (BSR), Philippine
Business for Social Progress (PBSP), CSR Europe and Institute Ethos.

Business coalitions have been subject to criticism, with some suggesting
they act as a fig leaf for businesses keen to make a CSR gesture without
embedding it in their daily operations (Grayson, 2007). Others suggest that
their influence has been helped by a number of other factors, including
political and economic climate (Kinderman, 2012).

However, only limited

academic attention has been paid to the role and influence of such coalitions
on CSR in practice, with research being limited to a small number of
academics (Grayson, 2007; Kinderman, 2012; Grayson & Nelson, 2013).

Whilst on the surface it would appear business coalitions engage with, and
influence, the CSR activities of their members, thereby playing a key role in
influencing what CSR looks like in practice, evidence of this is much more
limited.

Indeed, evidence of the impact of coalitions is mainly produced by

each coalition, rather than by an independent third party (Grayson, 2007).
Once again, the disjoint between practitioners and academia is notable, with
coalitions such as BITC having only limited engagement with academics and
vice versa.

CSR Consultants

In 2003, Young et al observed “the CSR consultancy industry is expanding
and evolving” (pg. 4).

The emergence of this industry aligned with the
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growth in CSR activity in the late 90s and turn of the century (ibid). Now
encompassing a range of organisations, from T h e Big 5’ consultancies, to
smaller independent consultants, there is an

industry of professional

consultants dedicated to supporting organisations seeking to engage in CSR.
They address a broad range of topics pertaining to CSR in practice, ranging
from how to best integrate CSR with organisational communications strategy,
through to offering advice on public reporting on CSR.

In their study. Young et al (2003) noted the lack of research exploring the
CSR consultancy industry. However, they did surmise “the CSR consultancy
industry is (or is potentially) one medium through which society can induce
firms to conduct themselves responsibly” (pg. 31). More recently, research
has supported

their surmises, with

a growing

consensus that CSR

consultants are in a position to influence the CSR activity of organisations
(Windell, 2007; Windell, 2010; Skouloudis & Evangelinos, 2014).

Windell (2007) suggests CSR consultancies can be roughly divided into 2
groups. 1) World-Saviours i.e. where consulting on CSR was not only their
business, but also a manifestation of their personal morals and ideologies; 2)
Money-Makers i.e. where consulting on CSR was purely a business
opportunity. However, despite their motives and a consensus that CSR
consultants are in a position to influence CSR activity in practice, research
indicates that, in practice, consultants face numerous difficulties in effecting
notable change in an organisation (Skouloudis & Evangelinos, 2014).
Rather, consultants report that organisations want guidance on a new CSR
report or accreditation, or wish to win a public award for CSR.

More

specifically, Skouloudis & Evangelinos (2014) discovered:

“ Interviewees indicated that they strictly serve their firm ’s interests in
conjunction with the clients’ narrow expectations towards CSR. Their
potential contribution to act as intermediates for knowledge transfer
and organizational change is hampered by an instrumental, selfinterest, value-driven scope for CSR, and an attempt to retain their
market share and ideally increase their client base” (pg. 269).
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Although focusing on CSR consultancies in Greece, this research noted that
the

majority

of

work

centred

on

gaining

externally

verified

CSR

accreditations. The role and impact of CSR accreditations, frameworks and
indices on CSR in practice is explored in the following section.

Accrediting organisations

There are assertions that CSR needs to be embedded in a management tool
in order to survive, otherwise it will “remain at the level of empty missions
statements and isolated add-on activities” (Pedersen & Neergaard, 2008: 5).
With this in mind, it is perhaps unsurprising to note a proliferation of CSR
related accreditations, tools and frameworks. Whilst some focus on CSR on
a holistic level, for example, ISO 26000, others focus on specific aspects of
CSR,

such

as

environmental

management

(ISO

14001)

or

people

development (Investors in People, MP). Others focus on wider business
excellence, which they suggest encompasses CSR - for example EFQM
Business Excellence Framework, whilst some focus explicitly on a specific
aspect of CSR, like the AccountAbility AA1000 standard which focuses on
reporting.

The emergence of these standards has gained practitioner interest, with
each experiencing increased uptake.
suggest the surge

Pedersen and Neergaard (2008)

in applications to undertake such

standards and

accreditations aligns with an increase in organisations engaging in CSR.
Furthermore, their research discovered that organisations perceive the
various tools, accreditations and frameworks as interventions to help them
continually manage their CSR efforts and benchmark their performance
against other organisations (ibid).

Similarly, the emergence of the UN

Compact’s Global Compact, Global Reporting Index (GRI), FTSE4Good and
Dow Jones Sustainability Index have been lauded as providing organisations
with incentives and frameworks to support the implementation of CSR in
practice.
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However,

Terlaak

(2007)

cautions

against

assuming

organisations

undertaking various standards or accreditations are automatically engaging
in CSR.
socially

Rather, she argues management standards do not necessitate
responsible

activities,

but

rather,

set the

scene for socially

responsible activities, acting as a ‘stepping stone’ towards CSR in an
organisation (Terlaak, 2007). In other words, the various tools, frameworks
and indices are a means to end, rather than the end itself.

2.3.7 Part Three: Conclusions
Part Three of this chapter has explored what we can determine about CSR in
practice. A number of themes have emerged - firstly, there is a dearth of
research exploring CSR in practice.

Little is known about within-firm

determinants of CSR (Chin et al, 2013) and there has been limited research
exploring the implementation of CSR in organisations (Lindgreen et al,
2009).

The research that does exist tends to take a narrow perspective,

exploring the relationship between CSR and a single contextual factor, such
as leadership or organisational size. In line with the rest of this chapter, we
continue to be challenged as to what CSR looks like in practice, how it is
manifested and implemented.

A second theme is that of an emerging industry, dedicated to challenging
and supporting organisations engaging in CSR.

It consists of business-led

coalitions, consultants and accrediting organisations, and is influencing the
CSR agenda for organisations across the UK and beyond. Its very existence,
influence and impact amongst business, independent of academia, is a
powerful example of the growing disparity between CSR in academia and
practice.

For example, academia bemoans the lack of examples of ‘best

practice’ CSR, yet neglect to analyse, in-depth award winning companies.
Similarly, business-led coalitions struggle with measuring and capturing
impact, yet have made few approaches to academia for support or guidance.
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It is clear that academia and practitioners are striving to improve their
understanding of CSR, yet are doing it on different tangents with limited
opportunity for overlap.

Consequently, a number of varying bodies of

knowledge and guidance are being developed, none of which are informed
by the other. There is an opportunity for research to address this problem by
beginning to explore and better understand CSR in practice in an attempt to
understand and address the disparity between CSR in academia and that
occurring in practice.
CSR

means

in

Only by exploring and understanding, in-depth, what

organisations

can

we

begin

to

create

a

common

understanding in the area.

2.4 Chapter conclusions
As is evidenced throughout this chapter, the research and literature on CSR
is cumbersome, confusing, and, at times, inadequate.

Although CSR has

been a topic of research since the early 1900s, academics continue to
debate the theoretical underpinnings of the term, the terminology used in the
area, and how it should be defined. However, whilst appreciating the need
and value of discussion and debate, it is imperative that we are left with
something more than an acronym and a body of fragmented literature once
the debate surrounding CSR dies down (Amaeshi & Adi, 2007). Therein lies
the impetus to generate an understanding of what CSR looks like in practice
in organisations and, ultimately, the justification for this research programme.

This chapter has demonstrated that research has yet to effectively transcend
the debate surrounding CSR and begin to understand what CSR looks like in
practice. The lack of a universal definition has been repeatedly cited as a
hindrance and blockage to the progression of CSR research.

However, as

this chapter has outlined, research by Dahlsrud (2008) suggests there are
actually core commonalities across definitions of CSR, thereby enabling us
to transcend some of the debate surrounding CSR to move towards other
potentially productive avenues of research.
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This chapter acknowledged the debate surrounding the definition and
term inology of CSR and has contextualised it through an exploration of the
various theoretical perspectives of CSR.

The chapter then moved on to

explore the literature relating to the CSR in practice, exploring w hat we can
determ ine about its manifestation, m anagem ent and implem entation.

An overriding them e o f this chapter and the literature in general, is our
understanding of CSR is limited by our lack of insight into w hat it looks like in
an organisation.

As opposed to exploring CSR in organisations in depth,

researchers have (generally) debated over its definition, or researched it
from

a

narrow

perspective,

focusing

on,

for

example,

exploring

the

relationship between CSR and institutional investor preferences (Petersen &
Vredenburg, 2009). Ironically, while research has debated over the definition
of CSR for alm ost 100 years, it has yet to effectively explore what it looks like
in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009).

In other words, there is a lot of research and practice surrounding CSR, and
numerous organisations claiming to engage in it, yet we still have very little
understanding of w hat CSR actually looks like.

This disjoint culm inates in

claims that CSR is convoluted, complex, ‘fu zzy’, and lacking depth, both
practically (Frederick, 1994; Ludescher & Mahsud, 2010) and theoretically
(Amaeshi & Adi, 2007; Lockett et al, 2006; Karnani, 2011). Ultimately, whilst
CSR is popular am ongst practitioners and academics, there is a distinct lack
of clarity surrounding its nature, definition and scope, rendering it to be a
confusing and complex subject. Consequently, we face a situation w hereby
CSR in academ ia is potentially incongruent with w hat is happening in
practice. W hile a limited num ber of studies have begun to address this gap
(Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2009; Pedersen, 2010), they use
research m ethods that are not conducive to gaining an in-depth, organisation
wide picture of CSR in practice.

The calls for research focusing on determ ining what CSR looks like in
practice are increasing (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010).

To

reiterate the words of Lindgreen et al (2009), “ Until studies start to examine
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organisations’ actual CSR practices, CSR will remain perplexing to theorists
and continue to elude practitioners” (pg. 303). Thus, and in line with the calls
for future research made by Lee (2008), Cam pbell (2007), Lindgreen et al
(2009), and Maon et al (2009, 2010) this thesis advocates a shift in the
debate, moving away from defining CSR towards generating a better
understanding of CSR in practice in an attem pt to ultim ately improve theory,
practice and pedagogy in the area.

This involves addressing fundam ental

questions of ‘how’ and ‘w hy’, namely:

how organisations engage in CSR,

and why organisations engage in CSR - questions which, until now, have
received relatively limited attention in the literature (Campbell, 2007; Lee,
2008; Meehan et al, 2006; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010).

With this in mind, this thesis aims to explore and analyse the m anifestation
and im plem entation of CSR in practice, and seeks to achieve the following
research objectives:

Examine

and

analyse,

in-depth,

what

CSR

‘looks

like’ in

an

organisation
Explore and analyse organisations’ motives for engaging in CSR
Critique and evaluate the im plem entation of CSR in practice
The methodology fo r achieving these objectives is detailed in the next
chapter.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
3.0 Introduction

Crotty (1998) reminds us that every researcher should be prepared to
discuss and defend how he/she conducted his/her research:

“we need to be concerned about the process we have engaged in; we
need to lay that process out for the scrutiny of the observer; we need to
defend that process as a form of human inquiry that should be taken
seriously” (pg. 13).

Furthermore, every research project has a number of assumptions, and
these should be laid bare - in doing so, we can learn more about what our
research “has been or what it is now saying” (ibid: 17). As such, this chapter
details how this research programme was conducted, and explores how the
researcher sought to achieve the objectives of this research programme.

The

chapter begins

by detailing

the ontological

and

epistemological

assumptions held by the researcher, before moving on to consider the
research design. The steps involved in the research process are explored,
beginning with a discussion of the in-depth literature review process,
followed

by an

explanation

of how the

preliminary

interviews

were

conducted. The rationale for the use of a multiple case study strategy is then
presented, accompanied by an explanation of how data was collected. This
is followed by a discussion of the data analysis techniques used in this study.
The chapter concludes by giving consideration to a number of issues,
including the credibility, transferability, dependability and general quality of
the research (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Krefting, 1991; Seale, 1999; Letts et al,
2007), as well detailing the ethical considerations that featured throughout
the research programme.
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3.1. Philosophy of research
Easterby-Smith et al (2012) highlight that an individual’s past experience is
likely to influence what they are “interested in, and also his or her ability to
identify phenomena and questions as being significant. In particular, the
world view held by the researcher may exert a strong influence on what is
seen to be important” (pg. 50).

In essence, a researcher’s ontological and

epistemological stance will impact on the nature of his/her research, as the
methodology, methods and data analysis techniques used are influenced by
(and will reflect) his/her philosophical beliefs about reality and knowledge
(Symon & Cassell, 1998; Easterby-Smith et al, 2012; Crotty, 1998).

By

acknowledging and explicating his/her philosophical beliefs, the researcher
sets the context for his/her subsequent choice of research strategy (Morgan
& Smirchich, 1980).

Mindful of this, it is important to outline, upfront, the

philosophical assumptions underpinning this piece of research.

Ontology and Epistemology

Although ontology has been argued as sitting “alongside epistemology”, it is
important to consider it in its own right (Crotty, 1998: 10). Ontology reflects
“our stance on the nature of reality”, and is concerned with ‘what is’ and what
we deem as reality (Symon & Cassell, 1998: 3). As a result, it can be best
understood as ‘what we know’.

More formally, Benton and Craib (2001)

define ontology as “a general theory about what kinds of things or
substances there are in the world” (pg.183). Ontological assumptions range
from objectivist (which assumes that reality is a concrete existence, whether
or not we choose to acknowledge it) to subjectivist (which assumes that
reality is created, and is a projection of a person’s imagination) (Holden &
Lynch, 2004).

While ontology is concerned with 'what we know’, epistemology considers
how we know ‘what is’. Epistemology is concerned with “the nature of
knowledge, its possibility, scope and general basis” (Hamlyn, 1995: 242,
cited in Crotty, 1998: 8).

Thus, it follows that an individual’s ontological
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assumptions will inevitably influence his/her epistemological assumptions, as
the world view held by the researcher (i.e. their ontological perspective) will
subsequently shape their understanding of how knowledge is created in that
world (i.e. their epistemological perspective) (Morgan & Smirich, 1980).

Epistemology canbe understood as the theory of knowledge

and

is

concerned with distinguishing knowledge from general beliefs, assumptions,
prejudices and other issues (Benton & Craib, 2001; Johnson & Duberley,
2000; Hussey & Hussey, 2009; Crotty, 1998; Easterby-Smith et al, 2012). As
a result, epistemology involves investigating the nature of the relationship
between the researcher and what is being researched (Hussey & Hussey,
2009). Epistemological assumptions are related to an individual’s ontological
assumptions,

and

can

determine

a

researcher’s

stance

on whether

knowledge is something that can be accumulated (positivism) or something
that

is experienced

Schwandt, 2003).

(interpretivism)

(Symon

&

Cassell,

1998,

2012;

Thus, positivism tends to be underpinned

byan

ontological assumption that reality is a concrete structure that exists, whether
or not we choose to acknowledge it (objectivism) (Crotty, 1998).

On the

other hand, interpretivism (which is closely linked to subjectivism) assumes
that reality is created and is a projection of a person’s imagination (Alvesson
& Deetz, 2000; Bryman & Bell, 2011; Morgan & Smircich, 1980).

The

combination of an individual’s ontological and epistemological perspectives
will then dictate how they understand and conduct his/her research.

This

relationship is illustrated in Figure 3.1.

For instance, and

as observed from Figure 3.1., individuals who tend to

understand reality

as being concrete believe that reality can be separated

from the individual.

The resulting research method (such as quantitative

surveys) is reflective of this belief.
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science

Assumptions
about Human
Nature

Research
Methods

Figure 3.1. Ontology, Epistemology, and Research Methods (adapted from Morgan,
G. and Smircich, L. (1980)).

Epistem ology: Positivism and Interpretivism

Positivism is often perceived as the traditional, scientific school of thought
(Crotty, 1998).

Arguing that it is possible to separate the subject from the

object i.e. the researcher from what is being researched (Gum m esson, 2000;
Symon & Cassell, 1998), positivism follows a num ber of principles, including
“ ...to generate hypotheses that can be tested and that will thereby allow
explanations of laws to be assessed ... knowledge is arrived at through the
gathering of facts that provide the basis for laws ... science m ust (and
presum ably can) be conducted in a way that is value free” (Bryman & Bell,
2011: 14).

Accordingly, positivism often relies on quantitative data gathering techniques
in an attem pt to support or reject hypotheses, and usually underpins
research that is explanatory in nature: i.e. it seeks to explain and predict
human behaviour and reality through examining ‘how m any’, ‘w hat’ and
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‘w hen’ questions (Bryman & Bell, 2011).

Although positivism can embrace

both deductivism (where “the purpose of theory is to generate hypotheses
that can be tested and that will thereby allow explanations of laws to be
assessed") and inductivism (where “knowledge is arrived at through the
gathering of facts that provide the basis for law s”), the em phasis leans
towards deductivism (Bryman & Bell, 2011: 14). This is because positivism
tends to focus on testing theory, as to opposed to building theory (Hussey &
Hussey, 2009).

On the other hand, interpretivism contends that reality is socially constructed,
and can be influenced by a range of factors, including culture and personal
values (Johnson & Duberly, 2000). Consequently, reality may be different for
each individual, due to the influence of these factors (Bryman & Bell, 2011;
Johnson

&

Duberley,

2000).

interpretivist assum ptions

seeks

Therefore,
to

research

understand

reality

underpinned

by

by determ ining,

exploring and understanding the variety of factors that may im pact on reality.
Essentially, by placing people in their social contexts, there is a greater
opportunity to fully com prehend the factors im pacting individuals and their
perceptions

of

reality

(Hussey

&

Hussey,

2009).

This

focus

on

understanding results in interpretivism often being associated with inductive
research, focusing on the ‘how’ and ‘w hy’ questions, thus giving rise to the
exploration and generation of theories (ibid; Bryman & Bell, 2011).

Both positivism and interpretivism have strengths and weaknesses.

For

example, positivism attem pts to determ ine the validity of hypotheses through
the collection and statistical analysis of large quantities of data (Alvesson &
Deetz, 2000; Crotty, 1998; Easterby-Sm ith et al, 2002), which often results in
statistically reliable and generalisable results.

However, the validity o f the

results may be questioned, as they may not always represent reality
accurately (Stake, 1995). This is often a problem associated with research
with a positivist orientation, as it “focuses on the precision of m easurem ent
and the ability to be able to repeat the experim ent reliably” , which can lead
the researcher to ignore potentially more interesting findings (Hussey &
Hussey, 2009: 58).

On the other hand, research conducted from an
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interpretivist perspective will often result in large quantities of thick, rich data,
which can have several layers of meaning. As such, interpretivism allows for
“alternative language games and the possibility of alternative meanings and
understandings”, to emerge from research (Alvesson & Deetz, 2000: 66).
However, as Miles and Huberman (1994) remind us, such characteristics can
present problems during the analysis stage of the research, whereby the
researcher can become overwhelmed with data, and find it difficult to
“determine

“external”

information

from

what

they

themselves

have

contributed” (pg. 8). Thus, when conducting research from an interpretivist
perspective,

the

researcher

must

be

sure

to

establish

appropriate

instruments for data collection and analysis (ibid).

Interestingly, and as highlighted in Chapters One and Two, much of the
empirical CSR research to date has been positivist in nature, with a focus on
the analysis of quantitative data in an attempt to support or reject hypotheses
(Lockett et al, 2006; Schreck et al, 2013).

More specifically, research has

focused on quantifying the relationship between CSR and business benefits
with an emphasis on the impact of CSR on financial performance, albeit to
varying degrees of success (Campbell, 2007; Lockett et al, 2006; McGuire et
al, 1988; Waddock & Graves, 1997; McWilliams & Siegel, 2000, 2001;
Margolis & Walsh, 2001; Orlitzky et al, 2003; Husted & De Jesus Salazar,
2006; Mackey et al, 2007). Alongside this empirical, quantitative focus, an
abundance of conceptual papers explore the definition and meaning of CSR
in an attempt to determine a universally accepted definition of the term
(Meehan et al, 2006).

Consequently, there is a considerable body of research exploring CSR
(Amaeshi & Adi, 2007), a review of the literature highlights an overemphasis
on examining the ‘what’ and ‘when’ of CSR (Meehan et al, 2006).
Furthermore, and perhaps owing to the overemphasis on the ‘what’ and
‘when’, there is a paucity of research exploring the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of CSR
(Meehan et al, 2006; Lee, 2008; Sharp & Zaidman, 2010; Okoye, 2009). As
a result, our insights into CSR lack depth, an issue which is exacerbated by
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the absence of a body of qualitative research generating rich, in depth,
detailed data on CSR.

Ultimately, as highlighted in Chapter One, such a paucity of ‘how’ and ‘why’
research has culminated in a disjoint between CSR in academia and in
practice.

For example, positivist, quantitative research to date has fallen

short of capturing what CSR looks like in practice, tending to focus on
measuring one aspect of CSR, such as financial performance.

Similarly,

conceptual studies offering only normative solutions as to what CSR should
look like in an organisation rather than providing advice grounded in
empirical research into the ‘how’ of CSR. Consequently, practitioners remain
unsure “of what CSR should comprise”, with academia subject to criticism
that it is having little or no impact on CSR in practice (Lindgreen & Swaen,
2010: 1; Wry, 2009).

Stemming from this, it is argued that we can only begin to form an accurate
picture of CSR in organisations if we turn to exploring, in depth, CSR in
practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009).

Consequently, this research programme

aims to enhance our understanding of CSR by generating a greater
understanding of what it looks like in practice and exploring, in-depth,
questions of why and how an organisation engages in CSR. In other words,
this research explores, in depth, CSR in practice in organisations. In order to
effectively meet this research aim, the researcher felt it necessary to conduct
research in a manner that facilitated the generation of rich, in-depth data.
Such in-depth data is often associated with research conducted from an
interpretivist perspective (Hussey & Hussey, 2009).

Furthermore, this research programme is not concerned with testing theory,
as is the focus of explanatory research. Accordingly, the researcher felt that
an explanatory study would not be appropriate for meeting the aim and
objectives of this research programme. Thus, as opposed to testing theory,
this research sought to explore and develop an in-depth understanding of
CSR in practice.

It is focused on exploring and gaining an appreciation of

CSR in practice and subsequently, seeks to build, as opposed to test theory
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(further detail on building theory and what this theory could, or should, look
like is provided in Section 3.10 of this chapter).

W ith this in mind, the

researcher deemed it appropriate for the research program m e to be both
inductive and exploratory, ultim ately falling within the interpretivist paradigm,
underpinned

by

the

ontological

assum ption

that

reality

is

socially

constructed.

3.2. Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Research
A researcher’s epistem ological assum ptions will inevitably influence the
choice of research method: i.e. “a technique for collecting data” (Bryman &
Bell, 2011: 32; Gum m esson, 2000; Hartley, 2004).

For example, whilst

positivism naturally supports the collection of quantitative data, interpretivism
advocates the collection of qualitative data (Bryman & Bell, 2011).

Quantitative methods have grown out of the “scientific search for cause and
effect” (Stake, 1995: 39).

They aim to objectively report reality, with an

em phasis on the testing of theories (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Silverman, 2000).
Consequently, one of the

most com m only used

quantitative

research

methods is the questionnaire which can generate snapshot results that are
often easy to record and analyse (Silverman, 2000; Easterby-Sm ith et al,
1997).

W hile snapshot results can be helpful in generating insight into a

subject in a short period of time, Silverm an (2000) argues that quantitative
research methods do not provide the researcher with any flexibility and fall
short of offering rich, in-depth data that can provide interesting insights into
the subject under scrutiny.

Qualitative methods, such as sem i-structured interviews, are more consistent
with the interpretivist nature of this research, in that they “seek to describe,
decode, translate and otherwise come to term s with the meaning, not the
frequency, o f certain more or less naturally occurring phenom ena in the
social w orld” (Van Maanen, 1983: 9, cited in Easterby-Sm ith et al, 1997).
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Therefore, as Van Maanen (1983) argues, qualitative methods place
emphasis on the understanding of the complexity of social science, with the
focus being on the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of social phenomena (Yin, 2014; Stake,
1995).

Qualitative research methods stress the importance of words and

actions, and recognise the perspectives and opinions of those being
researched (Bryman, 1989), thereby allowing for the emergence of rich, indepth data.

Despite appearing to be at opposite ends of the spectrum, quantitative and
qualitative research methods should not be perceived as being mutually
exclusive (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Both methods have their advantages and
disadvantages, and, as Eisenhardt (1989) argues, a combination of the data
types “can be highly synergistic” (pg. 538).

Yin (2014), for example,

illustrates how Hanna (2000) encompassed a quantitative survey within an
embedded qualitative single case study design.

Ultimately, quantitative

methods can “indicate relationships which may not be salient to the
researcher” whilst qualitative data can help the researcher understand the
rationale or underlying relationships revealed

in the quantitative data

(Eisenhardt, 1989: 538).

Whilst the researcher does not doubt the credibility and applicability of
quantitative

methods

in some

instances,

inappropriate for this research programme.

it was felt that they were
As detailed in Chapter Two, a

review of the literature demonstrates that while providing an interesting
insight into CSR, quantitative methods have, thus far, fallen short of
generating an in-depth picture of CSR in practice in organisations (Meehan
et al, 2006; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010). Quantitative methods
fall short of capturing the rich, in-depth data that would lend deeper insight
into CSR, its manifestation and how it is implemented in practice (as
discussed throughout Chapter Two).

On the other hand, qualitative research methods offered the researcher the
opportunity to generate “insights that are difficult to produce with quantitative
research” (Gephart,

2004),

giving

the

researcher the

opportunity to
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“advance(s) the field by providing unique, memorable, socially important and
theoretically

meaningful

contributions

organisational life (ibid: pp. 455-461).

to

scholarly

discourse

and

The researcher recognised that

qualitative methods offered the opportunity to gain a detailed insight into how
organisations approached and engaged in CSR, thus lending a greater
insight into what CSR looks like in practice in organisations, and ultimately
improving our knowledge in the area (Maon et al, 2009; Pedersen, 2010). In
other words, qualitative methods offered the researcher the opportunity to
reach conclusions about what CSR looks like in practice in organisations,
thereby offering the opportunity to make a meaningful and timely contribution
to both theory and practice.

Finally, and importantly, qualitative methods

were in keeping with the inductive and exploratory nature of this research, as
they enabled the researcher to tease out rich, in-depth information that would
give a unique insight into CSR in practice by enabling us to explore and
understand the ‘how’ and ‘why’ and the deeper complexities and intricacies
of its manifestation and implementation of organisations (Eisenhardt, 1989;
Bryman,

1989; Bryman & Bell, 2011; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).

Consequently, the use of qualitative methods (i.e. semi-structured interviews
and focus groups) for data collection was considered most appropriate for
this research.

Justification for using these specific methods is provided in

Section 3.8 of this chapter.

3.3. Research Design
The research design is defined as “the logical sequence that connects the
empirical data to a study’s initial research questions and, ultimately, to its
conclusions” (Yin, 2014: 20).

There are two main aspects of research

design: “First, you must specify precisely what you want to find out. Second,
you must determine the best way to do that” (Babbie, 1995: 83). In another
sense, the research design could be viewed as a blueprint for the research
that ultimately addresses four main areas:
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1. What questions to study
2. What data are relevant
3. What data to collect
4. How to analyse the results
(Philliber et al, 1980, cited in Yin, 2014: 26).

Essentially, the research design serves as a plan of action for the
researcher, outlining how they will get from the initial research aim and
objectives to the research findings and conclusions.

A research design is valuable for a number of reasons.

Firstly, it can help

the researcher avoid a situation whereby the evidence gathered does not
sufficiently address the initial research questions (Yin, 2014). Furthermore,
the research design explicates the research aim and objectives, which is
deemed crucial for the development of theory (Eisenhardt, 1989; Hartley,
2004).

However, it is important to note that research designs can also be

initially tentative in nature, allowing for the emergence of new sources or
types of information (Gummesson, 2000).
researcher

has

an

action

plan

for

While it is important that the

reaching

accurate

findings

and

conclusions, it is also important that this action plan suits the characteristics
of the research topic. In this case, the researcher felt it was necessary that
the research design was initially treated as a draft, in recognition of
arguments that CSR in practice may well differ considerably from CSR in
theory (as suggested by Lindgreen et al, 2009).

Thus, the researcher

constantly sought to achieve a balance between having a solid plan of
action, ensuring that plan of action remained relevant and appropriate, whilst
also maintaining the credibility and integrity of the research. This involved
the researcher constantly revisiting and reviewing the research design
throughout the research programme, using the design to guide the research,
whilst also ensuring the design was applicable, given the findings emerging
from the research process.

A key element of the research design is the research protocol (Yin, 2014),
whereby the researcher details the literature and theory that will be
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considered prior to data collection, the research questions, field procedures,
and how the data will be analysed and presented (Tellis, 1997; Yin, 2014).
The following section provides more detail on this area.

3.4. The Research Protocol
A research protocol plays a significant role in ensuring the reliability of the
research findings by encouraging the researcher to anticipate potential
difficulties in the research process (Yin, 2014).

Although a researcher

cannot ‘freeze’ a social setting to ensure that the study can happen in the
exactly the same way, (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, cited in Bryman & Bell,
2011), a research protocol can help detail the specific steps taken by a
researcher throughout a research programme.

In this case, the protocol

considered the ‘who, what, where, when, why, and how’ of the research,
allowing for the creation of a chain of evidence. This focus on generating a
chain of evidence increases the dependability, of the research, as it
encourages the researcher to give due consideration to every step of the
research process (Yin, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and helps ensure that
another researcher could conduct the research in the same manner again
(Stake, 1995; Yin, 2014).

A copy of the research protocol is provided in

Appendix One.

As the research protocol details, one of the first steps in the research
programme was to undertake a detailed review of the literature. This was
deemed

essential

if the

researcher was to fully appreciate

arguments, findings and theory relating to CSR.

existing

Furthermore, an in-depth

appreciation of existing literature would also enable the researcher to better
identify and understand emerging and existing themes in research to date,
thereby enabling them to reaffirm the relevance of the aim and objectives of
the research programme and ascertain that the research would effectively
contribute to, and potentially progress, theory and pedagogy in the area.
The process of the literature review is detailed in the next section.
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3.5. Review of the Literature

When conducting a review of the literature, the researcher remained mindful
of the need to establish a complete understanding of writings and theory
relating to CSR. Consequently, the literature review covered a wide range of
areas including: the relationship between business, government and society;
theories associated with the role and responsibilities of organisations; factors
underlying and prompting increasing academic and practitioner interest in
CSR; definitions of CSR and ongoing theoretical issues relating to defining
CSR; CSR in practice in organisations; approaches to measuring and
benchmarking CSR; potential motives underpinning CSR in organisations;
research exploring the management and implementation of CSR in practice.
A sound and in-depth understanding of these areas provided an insight into
various arguments relating to CSR and therefore provided the foundations
from

which

to

appreciate

the

complexities

of

CSR

(Okoye,

2009).

Furthermore, generating an understanding in these areas proved helpful in
developing and refining the research objectives, as the researcher was able
to determine which aspects of CSR had already been explored in detail in
research to date, and those which offered the greatest potential for gaining a
more meaningful insight into CSR in practice, ultimately presenting the most
potential for culminating in a contribution to both theory and practice in the
area.

Given that this research

programme centres on CSR in practice in

organisations, it was also pertinent to examine practitioner literature, ranging
from

publications by Business

in the Community and the European

Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM), through to keynote addresses
from Members of Parliament, as it enabled the researcher to gain an insight
into practitioners’ perceptions of CSR, as well as keeping up to date with
developments in the field from a practitioner perspective.

The review of

academic and practitioner literature was supplemented by the researcher’s
attendance at both academic and practitioner conferences at a local, regional
and international level including, for example. The National Business in the
Community Annual Conference and the International Centre for Corporate
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Social Responsibility (ICCSR) Conference. These conferences ranged from
focusing solely on CSR, through to those exploring a variety of business
issues, thus further assisting the researcher in expanding her understanding
and knowledge in the area. The knowledge and insight gleaned from both
the literature and practice enabled the researcher to establish that the aim
and objectives of this research programme had yet to be adequately
addressed in theory or practice, thereby indicating a gap in our knowledge
and understanding in that area. Consequently, the researcher was satisfied
the research programme would not duplicate existing work and ultimately
represented an opportunity to make a theoretical and practical contribution to
the field.

The literature review was an iterative process that continued throughout the
duration of the research programme.

This enabled the researcher to give

consideration to new, emerging literature and arguments relating to CSR,
such as work by Llndgreen et al (2009) exploring the implementation of CSR.
In remaining informed of new literature, the researcher was able to keep
abreast of changes and developments in CSR research and practice.

Whilst appreciating that the literature review forms an important element of
this research project, the researcher remained vigilant in the knowledge that
literature reviews are not without their problems.

For example, Yin (2014)

cautions against researchers treating literature reviews as ‘an end’, as
opposed to a ‘means to an end’, encouraging researchers to understand the
literature as providing the context to the research programme, as opposed to
constituting the research programme itself.

Furthermore, the researcher

remained mindful of the fact that many documents, particularly those with a
practitioner focus, can be biased, as they are often produced with a specific
purpose and audience in mind. Although appreciating the potential for bias,
the researcher felt that ignoring current CSR literature would be unwise,
particularly given the rate at which new perspectives and arguments on CSR
are being generated (Aguinas & Glavas, 2012). Therefore, as opposed to
ignoring potentially biased documents, the researcher assumed the position
of a “vicarious observer", mindful of the fact that “the documentary evidence
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reflects a com m unication among other parties attem pting to achieve other
objectives” (Yin, 2014: 105).

As observed in C hapter Two, a num ber of key them es emerged from the
literature review including, inter alia, the paucity of a universally accepted
definition of CSR; the variety of normative accounts of CSR, which is
exacerbated

by

the

lack

of

research

exploring

CSR

in

practice

in

organisations; the potential links between CSR and strategy; the tendency
for research to focus on quantifying the business benefits of CSR; the
propensity fo r research to concentrate on larger organisations as opposed to
SMEs. W hilst the them es identified in the literature review did signal that the
aim and objectives o f the research program m e could result in a valuable
contribution to theory and practice, the researcher decided to further confirm
the appropriateness of the research aim and objectives through prelim inary
research, which is detailed in the next section.

3.6. Prelim inary Research
Tellis (1997), highlights that exploratory research may involve fieldw ork and
data collection before protocols are finalised, and this research program m e
was no different. The initial review of existing literature highlighted a paucity
of research exploring CSR in practice in organisations, w hat it m eans in
practice, why organisations engage in CSR in the first instance, and how
CSR is managed and implemented. With this in mind, the researcher felt it
necessary to

gain

a more

detailed

insight into

potential

issues

and

complexities surrounding CSR in practice in organisations, before moving on
to commencing the collection of in-depth data. Therefore, preliminary, sem i
structured interviews were conducted with senior managers, governm ent,
decision makers and industry experts in organisations across the UK (in a
sim ilar vein to that recommended by Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). A total
of 14 interviews were conducted, each lasting between 1 and 2 hours. The
interviews spanned across a variety of industries, from telecom m unications,
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to construction, to media.

Initial areas for discussion included: what CSR

looks like in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009); advantages and disadvantages
of CSR (as suggested by Davis, 1973; Porter & Kramer, 2006); government
attitudes to CSR (Moon, 2004; Aguilera et al, 2007); motivations for engaging
in CSR (ibid; Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Vogel, 2005); management
Issues surrounding CSR and the future of CSR (Meehan et al, 2006; Lee.
2008).

The researcher reached saturation point (Eisenhardt, 1989) at the fourteenth
interview, content that a satisfactory amount of initial background data had
been gathered which would, in turn, prove helpful in refining the aim and
objectives of the research programme.
determined that the

Moreover, the researcher had

research aim and objectives were relevant and

applicable, and could effectively result In a contribution to both theory and
practice.

A detailed account of the results of the preliminary interviews Is not provided
In this thesis, as the focus of the research programme Is on the findings
emerging from the in-depth data collected from organisations.

Rather, a

summary of the main themes emerging from the preliminary Interviews and
an analysis of these can be found in a number of conference proceedings
(Murray & Hazlett, 2006a, 2006b).

Upon

completing

the

literature

review

and

preliminary

research,

the

researcher had to determine what research strategy would best address the
aim and objectives of the research programme.

Benbasat et al (1987)

remind us that there is no ‘one best way’ to conduct research. Instead, the
nature of the research topic and the research questions can often dictate the
chosen research design and methods.

In a similar vein, Leavy (1994)

argues that “the research question, and the current state of the field, should
determine the method rather than the method determine the question” (pg.
106). With these arguments in mind, the researcher set upon determining an
appropriate research strategy, as detailed In the next section.
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3.7. Research Strategy: Rationale for case study research

In light of the themes and gaps emerging from the literature review and
preliminary interviews, the researcher recognised the paucity of research
exploring, in-depth, what CSR is in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009). Rather,
the limited amount of research exploring CSR in practice tends to focus on
one

specific aspect of CSR

(for example,

the

relationship between

organisational size and CSR (Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Preuss & Perschke,
2010), or the relationship between CSR and an individual’s managerial level
(Mine & Preuss, 2009).

Similarly, studies tend to focus on one or two key

decision makers and the understanding or opinions of lower level employees
are not sought. This, alongside a tendency to explore one aspect of CSR in
isolation, has resulted in a lack of understanding of what CSR, in its entirety,
means in practice in an organisation (Maon et al, 2009; Lindgreen et al,
2009a, 2009b).

Indeed, and as detailed throughout Chapter One, current

research has somewhat fallen short of generating the in-depth detail needed
to fully understand CSR in practice, leaving us with only a part picture of
CSR in organisations.

In order to address this gap, a case study strategy

was deemed most appropriate for this research programme.

A case study consists of “a detailed investigation, often with the data
collected over a period of time, of phenomena, within their context” (Hartley,
2004: 323). Case study research provides an insight into both the “how” and
“why” of organisational phenomena (Yin, 2014: 2). Such ability to explicate
the ‘how’ and ‘why’ made case studies of particular interest to the
researcher.

Driven by the aim and objectives of this research programme,

the researcher recognised the need for the research strategy to enable the
researcher to retrieve large quantities of in-depth data, which gave an insight
into CSR in practice in an organisation as a whole. A case study strategy
meets these requirements, as it enables us to gain a detailed, meaningful
insight into a real life phenomenon (Eisenhardt, 1989; Symon & Cassell,
2 012 ).
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The suitability of a case study strategy was heightened by the fact that case
study research is most appropriate during the early stages of a research
topic, and that “ ...research phenomena not supported by a strong theoretical
base may be fruitfully pursued through case research” (Benbasat et al, 1987:
372; Eisenhardt, 1989; Hartley, 2004). When this argument is considered in
light of assertions that CSR is theoretically and conceptually light (Lockett et
al, 2006; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Matten & Moon, 2008), the rationale for
using case studies in this research programme becomes further apparent.
This is particularly notable when we consider the lack of existing research or
insight into the manifestation and implementation of CSR in practice, as
explored in Chapters One and Two.

The rationale for using case studies as part of the research design is
bolstered further by Benbasat et al’s (1987) assertion that a case study
strategy is appropriate when “the case study researcher may have less a
priori knowledge of what the variables of interest will be and how they will be
measured” (pg. 370). In a similar vein, Myers (2011) suggests case studies
can be used in the “early stages” of research in an area (pg. 72).

Once

again, this is indicative of CSR. To expand, McWilliams et al (2006), remind
us that “analysis of CSR

is still embryonic”, and

existing

literature

demonstrates that we have yet to reach a complete appreciation of the
interrelationship between CSR and a plethora of other factors or variables.
In light of these arguments, CSR is well suited to case study research.

Benbasat et al (1987) also argue that a case study research strategy is
useful for capturing practitioners’ knowledge and for obtaining an insight into
how theories and concepts are applied in practice.

In light of the concerns

explored in Chapters One and Two that there is a need to better reconcile
CSR in academia and practice, and that, thus far, research has been of
limited use to practitioners, the researcher felt a case study strategy would
be appropriate.

To expand, the researcher recognised that, by using case

studies, she could “study the experience of real cases operating in relation
situations” (Stake, 2006: 3), thereby potentially clarifying what CSR means in
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practice, and furtherm ore, establishing how this fits (or otherwise) with
existing research.

Finally, a case study strategy “focuses on understanding the dynamics
present within single settings” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 534), thereby enabling the
researcher to fully understand CSR in practice.

Indeed, Yin (2014) argues

that case studies are often used in research where the boundaries between
the phenom ena and its context are not clear-cut.

Chapters One and Two

highlighted the considerable confusion surrounding CSR and its context,
including the lack of clarity on where the responsibilities of an organisation
end and the responsibilities of governm ent begin; the relationship between
CSR and contextual factors; and the motives driving and shaping CSR in
practice.

Given their ability to help explicate som e of the com plexities of

CSR and enable us to explore its relationship, or otherwise, with context, it
was deem ed that case studies were a suitable strategy fo r this research
programme.

3.7.1 Determining the unit of analysis
Another im portant aspect of the research design, aside from the choice of
research strategy, is the unit of analysis to be used throughout the research
programme (Yin, 2014; Buchanan, 2012).

Indeed, Tellis (1997) rem inds us

of the importance of determ ining the unit of analysis, and highlights that it
can be a “critical factor in the case study.

It is typically a system of action

rather than an individual or group of individuals” (pg. 5). With this argum ent
in mind, and mindful of the research program m e’s am bitions to explore what
CSR looks like in practice in organisations (as opposed to explore an
elem ent of CSR, or an individual’s perceptions of CSR), the researcher
decided that the organisation is the most appropriate unit of analysis for this
research program m e.

Stemming from this, and as advocated by Tellis

(1997), the data collection methods used in this research programme
reflected the unit of analysis. This meant data collection seeking to capture
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CSR from a number of perspectives (through the use of interviews, focus
groups and organisational documentation, as discussed later in this chapter),
in order to come to wider conclusions about CSR from an organisational
perspective (i.e. CSR in practice in an organisation).

3.7.2 Single vs. Multiple-Case Research: Rationale for Multiple-Case
Research
Having opted to conduct case-study research, with the organisation as the
unit of analysis, the researcher then considered whether to choose a single
case study design or undertake multiple case studies. Although Yin (2014)
does provide a rationale for the use of a single case study (such as: when
the case is unique or revelatory), he recommends the use of multiple-case
studies where possible, as they present greater opportunities for the
replication of research findings, and, importantly, greater opportunities for
building theory (ibid).
either

a

literal

Results can be compared across cases in search of

replication

(similar

results)

or

theoretical

(contrasting results for predictable reasons) (Yin, 2014).

replication

As patterns are

replicated from one case to the next, the potential of generalizing to theory is
increased, despite the potentially different contexts of each case (ibid; Stale,
2006; Buchanan, 2012).

Yin’s preference for multiple case studies is echoed elsewhere (Tellis, 1997;
Benbasat et al, 1987; Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). For
example, Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007) reiterate Yin’s arguments that the
use of multiple case studies increases the strength and robustness of the
research findings.

Essentially, given the potential for both theoretical and

literal replication, multiple case studies provide a more robust basis for
theory generation and building (Yin, 1994, cited in Eisenhardt & Graebner,
2007).

Stake (2006) reminds us, “an important reason for doing the multicase study
is to examine how the program or phenomenon operates in different
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environments” (pg. 23). Similarly, Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007) recognise
the ability for multiple case studies to “clarify whether an emergent finding is
simply idiosyncratic to a single case or consistently replicated by several
cases” (pg. 27). Upon careful consideration of these arguments, it was felt
that multiple case studies would offer the researcher an opportunity to
explore CSR in a number of different organisations (and thus, environments),
and make reliable conclusions about CSR in practice in light of observations
made across a number of organisations, as opposed to just one.

In other

words, multiple case studies offered the researcher the opportunity to come
to conclusions

that were

both

dependable

and

generalisable,

while

simultaneously offering the researcher the opportunity to gain an in-depth
insight into CSR in practice. Upon making this decision, the researcher set
upon determining the number of cases that would be most appropriate for
this research programme.

3.7.3 Number of cases
When deciding the appropriate number of case studies, the researcher was
mindful of both the aim and objectives of the research, alongside practical
time and financial constraints.

A review of literature demonstrates that

opinions on the most appropriate number of case studies vary greatly. While
Eisenhardt (1989: 545) argues that between 4 and 10 cases “usually works
well”, Yin states that “the analytic benefits from having two (or more) cases
may be substantial” (2014: 61).

Perry and Coote (1994) suggest the

recommended number of cases can range between two and fifteen. On the
other hand, Thomas (1990) argues, “the concern is not whether two cases
are better than one or four better than three. Rather, the appropriate number
of cases depends upon how much is known and how much new information
is likely to learned from incremental cases” (cited in Eisenhardt, 1991: 622),
while Patton (1987) argues that there are no rules for determining an
appropriate number of cases.
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In this instance, the researcher selected 3 case study organisations.

This

number, which falls to the lower end of Perry and Coote’s (1994)
recommended range, was chosen for a number of reasons.

Firstly, the

researcher was aware of the in-depth nature of the research programme,
and was conscious that large amounts of data would have to be collected
from each case. Not only would this generate considerable amounts of data
for the researcher to analyse and evaluate, but also, data collection would
take a considerable length of time (thereby having inevitable cost and time
implications) (Stake, 1995, 2006).

Furthermore, the researcher recognized

that the process of seeking and gaining permission to access organisations
to gather such large amounts of data may also be time consuming (ibid).
While the researcher recognizes potential arguments that more cases could
have

been conducted,

the use of three case studies was deemed

appropriate in this instance in light of the combination of the in-depth nature
of each case study and the exploratory nature of this research. Further detail
on how the case study organisations were chosen is provided in the following
section.

3.7.4 Choosing the case study organisations
Although Eisenhardt (1989) reminds us that, when choosing case studies,
“random selection is neither necessary, nor even preferable”, advice on the
criteria for selecting case studies does vary from one individual to the next
(pg. 537). As stated earlier, Yin (2014) argues that replication logic should
be used when selecting case studies. On the other hand, Eisenhardt (1989)
considers a number of strategies for choosing cases.

For example, cases

can be chosen on their ability to replicate or extend theory, as opposed to the
more traditional, experimental

method

of selecting a sample that is

representative of the population (a technique that is not conducive to the
interpretive nature of this research) (Eisenhardt, 1989). Using this strategy,
cases would be chosen on their ability to emphasize different aspects of the
phenomenon under study.

The findings from each case are then brought
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together, resulting in an evidence-based insight into the phenom enon under
study.

On the other hand, cases can be chosen “to fill theoretical

categories” (ibid: 537). Another strategy involves selecting polar types (ibid),
or extrem e situations (ibid; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007), whereas Clark
and Appleby (1997) argue that m ultiple-case study research in a subject area
in its early stages o f developm ent should focus on “trailblazers” who
demonstrate

best practice

(pg. 74), thereby providing

strong,

positive

exam ples of the phenom enon in practice.

In reference to choosing appropriate case studies, Stake (1995) offers the
following advice: “ ...selection by sampling of attributes should not be the
highest priority. Balance and variety are important; opportunity to learn is of
primary im portance” (pg. 6; ibid, 2006).

Furthermore, he em phasizes that

the first priority should be to maximize what we can learn from the case
(ibid). In a sim ilar vein, Tellis (1997) asserts “selecting cases m ust be done
so as to maxim ise w hat can be learned, in the period of time available for the
study” (pg. 5). Moreover, Patton (1987) argues “the validity, m eaningfulness
and insights generated from qualitative inquiry have more to do with the
inform ation-richness of the cases selected and the observational / analytic
capabilities of the researcher than with the sample size” (pg. 181).

Finally,

Firestone (1993) stresses the importance of maxim ising diversity, thereby
enhancing the potential to learn about the phenom enon

under study.

Indeed, a recurring feature throughout these argum ents is the importance of
the researcher selecting case studies on the ability to learn, as opposed to
selecting a ‘m agic num ber’ of case studies.

The researcher made a particular effort to select cases that provided the
greatest

insight

and

learning

about

recommended by Stake, 1995; 2006).

CSR

in

practice

(a

strategy

More specifically, and in light of the

arguments of Clark and Appleby (1997), Eisenhardt (1989) and Eisenhardt &
Graebner (2007), the researcher concluded that recognised exem plars or
‘trailblazers’ in the field of CSR would provide the greatest insight and
potential to learn about CSR, as it would be anticipated that they would be
strong, positive exam ples of CSR in practice (Ginsberg,

1989).

The
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researcher identified organisations as being recognised trailblazers in CSR if
they had been publicly recognised and awarded specifically for their efforts in
CSR (Pedersen, 2010; Maon et al, 2009; Lamberti & Lettieri, 2009; Petersen
& Vrendenburg, 2009).

All of the chosen case study organisations have

been publicly lauded as exemplars in CSR. Each has been publicly awarded
for excellence in their CSR activity.

Each organisation has publicly

committed to CSR and claims that CSR is important to them and integral to
their business (details of each of the case study organisation’s CSR
credentials are provided in Chapters Four, Five and Six).

When selecting appropriate case organisations, the researcher was mindful
of Eisenhardt’s (1991) suggestion that “different cases often emphasize
complementary aspects of a phenomenon. By piecing together the individual
patterns, the researcher can draw a more complete theoretical picture” (pg.
620).

This suggestion echoes the recommendations of Stake (1995) and

Patton (1987), who also recommend selecting different cases that offer
different insights into the same phenomenon.

Thus, when choosing

organisations that were recognised trailblazers in CSR, the researcher also
sought to select organisations that enabled the researcher to gain different
insights into CSR in practice through, for example, providing the opportunity
to analyse CSR across different sectors and industries. Consequently, while
it was anticipated that each case would provide strong, positive examples
(Ginsberg, 1989), they would each also provide a different and unique insight
into CSR in practice, thereby maximising the potential for the researcher to
learn about CSR (as recommended by Stake, 1995, and Patton, 1987).

Accordingly, the researcher sought to use cases from differing, contrasting
sectors and industries. The first and second case organisations are private
sector and operate in the construction and food industries respectively. The
third organisation is a public sector education body.

While the first

organisation is located In London, United Kingdom, the second and third
organisations are primarily based in Northern Ireland. Further details of the
characteristics of each of the case organisations are provided below.
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Industry

Sector

Ownership

Size

Construction,
Maintenance,
Decorating,
Printing,
Retail
Display

Private

Privately
Owned
(CEO/ sole
owner)

300
employees

C.E.O.

Foyle Food
Group

Food

Private

Privately
owned

750
employees

HR
manager

CCEA

Examinations
&
Assessment

Public

Publicly
funded

300
employees

Quality
and Risk
Executive

Case study
organisation

Axis Europe

Contact

Table 3.1 Overview of case study organisations

3.7.5 Gaining access
Tellis (1997) argues that if cases are chosen on the ability to maximise what
we learn within a limited time frame (as also advocated by Stake, 1995), the
“cases that are selected should be easy and willing subjects" (pg. 4).
Indeed, the researcher did not experience difficulty in gaining access to the
three case organisations used in this research programme.

In seeking

access, the researcher approached a senior member of staff in each
organisation to request permission to use the organisation as a case study.
Initial contact was followed up by a formal request letter, accompanied by a
document indicating areas of interest to the researcher, as well as a list of
organisational

documentation

required

to

assist

the

researcher

with

secondary data analysis (an example of this letter and accompanying
document is provided in Appendix Two.
ethical

consent form,

in

line

with

The researcher also enclosed an
University

Regulations

(additional

exploration of ethical considerations is provided in Section 3.12).

Following preliminary meetings focusing on the aim and objectives of the
research programme, the levels of access required, and the potential
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benefits of involvement, each organisation agreed to participate in the
research. Additional issues of confidentiality and research ethics were also
agreed upon. In each instance, the researcher ensured there was a point of
contact in each organisation that could be reached at any time if there were
any arising issues, such as those linked to the practicalities of data collection
- for exam ple, room availability.

3.8 Data Collection: Interviews and Focus Groups
Case studies can encom pass a variety of data collection methods, including
observations, interviews, questionnaires, physical artefacts and archival
records (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014).

However, as Teliis (1997) reminds

us, not all data collection methods are appropriate or relevant for all case
studies. In this case, the researcher decided that sem i-structured interviews,
focus groups and organisational docum entation were best suited to the
nature and focus of this research program m e, and, more specifically, would
enable the researcher to gather the rich, in-depth data necessary to fulfil the
research aim and objectives. Justification fo r these decisions are provided in
the next section.

3.8.1 Interviews: Justification for the use of Semi-structured interviews
Interviews are argued as being “essential sources of case study evidence”
(Yin, 2014: 106).
qualitative

Although the use of interviews is often expected in

research,

Mason

(1996)

advises

that

researchers

give

consideration to why they have chosen to use interviews as a research
method, and, more specifically, w hat interview structure is most likely to
achieve the aim and objectives of the research.

Interviews can be qualitative or quantitative, and structured, sem i-structured
or unstructured (Arksey & Knight, 1999).

Quantitative interviews are highly
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structured,

with

minimal

interpersonal

processes,

as

the

researcher

perceives the interviewee as a ‘subject’ - akin to a verbal survey (King,
1997). Every effort is made to keep the questions closed, with the em phasis
being on collecting information that is quantifiable (Gum m esson, 2000).
Qualitative interviews, however, aim to “see the research topic from the
perspective o f the interviewee, and to understand how and why he or she
comes to have this particular perspective” (King, 1997: 14). Therefore, the
selection and focus of the questions is governed by the situation the
interviewer finds his/herself in.

The characteristics of qualitative interviews are in keeping with this research
programme for a num ber of reasons. Firstly, the researcher recognised that
qualitative interviews would allow for the retrieval of rich, in-depth information
relating to the m anifestation and im plem entation of CSR in practice that is in
keeping with this research programme.

Secondly, the use of qualitative

interviews is conducive to the epistem ology underpinning this research and
is in line with the assum ption that reality is socially constructed.

Upon concluding that qualitative interviews were most suited to this research
programme, the researcher had to decide how to structure those interviews.
Arksey and Knight (1999) remind us that the structure of an Interview will
determine the type and quality of information it gathers.

For exam ple, in a

structured interview, the interviewer “m ust stick rigidly to a script” (pg. 7),
which

makes

interviewees.

it

conducive

W hile

this

to

retrieving

structure

can

be

standard
effective

information

from

in generating

a

considerable am ount of information in a short space of time, it can also be
limited in the am ount of in-depth, rich information gathered, as it offers the
interviewer and interviewee no opportunity to expand and explore other
potentially interesting areas of discussion.

On the other hand, in unstructured interviews, the researcher “adopts a more
passive, less directive role” (ibid).

An unstructured interview often lacks

direction, as the researcher rarely has a list of predeterm ined questions
(Drew et al, 2006). Instead, he/she often has a list of broad them es that they
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wish to cover during the course of the interview.

The direction of an

unstructured interview is largely dictated by the interviewee (Arskey & Knight,
1999; Alvesson & Ashcraft, 2012). W hilst unstructured interviews can result
in the em ergence of large quantities o f in-depth data, they have been
criticised for gathering information that often seems tangential and difficult to
analyse.

Sem i-structured interviews can be defined as “a context in which the
interviewer has a series of questions that are in the general form of an
interview schedule but is able to vary the sequence of questions” (Bryman &
Bell, 2011: 119). Although the main questions and areas for discussion are
fixed, interviewers “are able to improvise follow -up questions and to explore
meanings and areas of interest that em erge” (Arskey & Knight, 1999: 7).
Sem i-structured interviews offer interviewees a sim ilar degree of flexibility,
which enable them to go into detail as they deem necessary (ibid).
these

characteristics

into

consideration,

sem i-structured,

Taking

qualitative

interviews were considered most appropriate for this research programme.
Described as “guided conversations” that dem onstrate fluidity (as opposed to
the usual “rigidity” of quantitative interviews), the researcher felt that sem i
structured interviews were suited to the inductive and exploratory nature of
this research, enabling the researcher to extract large quantities of in-depth
data, whilst also giving them the freedom to explore unexpected them es
arising during the interview process (Yin, 2014: 89; Gum m esson, 2000; Yin,
2014).

W hilst recognizing the numerous advantages of sem i-structured interviews,
the researcher remained

mindful that they also present a num ber of

challenges, particularly with regard to the dependability of data.

For

example, the interviewee may recall information or events inaccurately, or
present it in a biased fashion (Gum m esson, 2000). To counteract this, the
researcher took steps to corroborate the interview data with information from
other sources, including focus groups and organisational docum entation, in
an attem pt to determ ine the reliability of the interview findings (Yin, 2014).
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Prior to the commencement of the case studies, an interview schedule was
created (detailed in Appendix One). The content of the interview schedule
was influenced by the aim and objectives of the research, themes emerging
from the literature review (such as the potential motives underpinning CSR in
an organisation) and themes emerging from the preliminary interviews
(including the relationship between CSR and organisational strategy).

The

length of each interview ranged from 45 minutes to 1.5 hours. In each of the
cases, the researcher selected all the interviewees.
order to

remove

potential

bias

introduced

This was important in

by a

manager selecting

interviewees.

Past CSR research has tended to focus solely on senior management as it is
argued that these individuals play a key role in managing and driving CSR in
an organisation (as argued by Aguilera et al, 2007 and Hemingway &
Maclagan,

2004).

In this

instance,

the

researcher appreciated

the

importance of senior managers, and ensured they were interviewed.
However, the researcher also ensured that interviews were conducted with
employees from different levels throughout the organisation, ranging from
CEO to administrative level, including both customer facing and clerical staff.
Conducting interviews at levels throughout the organisation gave the
researcher an insight into CSR that may have been overlooked by past
research that focused solely on collecting data from senior managers.

In a number of instances, the availability of employees at lower levels in the
organisation was somewhat limited, given the nature of their tasks.

For

example, in the third case organisation, production employees worked in a
team. To remove a team member would disrupt production, which was by no
means desirable.

Thus, the researcher strived to maximise the amount of

appropriate information gathered, while minimizing disruption. This involved
a number of techniques, including interviewing employees while they were
on their lunch break, or changing shifts.

The researcher continued

interviewing until she had decided that data collection had reached saturation
point, i.e. where incremental improvements were minimal (Eisenhardt, 1989),
and that a satisfactory number of employees had been interviewed.
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A total of 60 in-depth, sem i-structured interviews were conducted as part of
this research programme, ranging from CEO to adm inistrative level.

A

detailed breakdown o f the interviews conducted in each case organisation is
provided in Appendix Three.

As outlined earlier in this chapter, the researcher opted to also use focus
groups as a data collection method in this research program m e. Justification
for this decision, accom panied by an outline of how the researcher selected
and conducted the focus groups is provided in the following section.

3.8.2 Focus Groups
Barbour (2007) highlights that researchers are not limited to using one
method of data collection in a research programme, but rather, can use
several methods. In this case, the researcher chose to use focus groups in
addition to sem i-structured interviews as a means of data collection, as they
offered the researcher a further method for generating m eaningful data in an
efficient and effective m anner (Kittzinger, 1995).

Furthermore, Kandola

(2012) rem inds us that they can provide a helpful insight into w hat ‘m ood’ an
activity is being greeted with in an organisation. Focus groups involve
“engaging a small num ber of people (usually 4-8) in an informal group
discussion ‘focused’ around a particular topic or set of issues” (Drew et al,
2006: 50).

The researcher acts as a moderator, “posing the questions,

facilitating the discussion and keeping it broadly on track” (ibid).

There are a num ber of justifications for the use of focus groups in this
research programme.
and W ilkinson

The first draws on the argum ents of Barbour (2007)

(2006), who contend that the use of focus groups

is

appropriate in exploratory research (which is the nature of this research
programme).
interaction
perspectives

This suitability is because focus groups facilitate dynam ic

and
on

discussion
the

topic

between
of

employees,

discussion.

often

Secondly,

revealing
the

new

researcher
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recognised that focus groups can prove useful in answering ‘why’ questions,
and can generate interesting insights into the topic under study (Kitzinger,
1995).

Once again, this characteristic is in keeping with the inductive,

exploratory nature of this research programme. The appeal of focus groups
is heightened further by the fact that they can provide security in numbers,
where participants feel more at ease in a group instead of a one-to-one
interview, thereby increasing the potential for the researcher to uncover
useful information from the participants (Barbour, 2007).

Finally, Yin (2014) advocates the use of multiple methods of data collection
as a means of triangulation. Triangulation can be defined as “the use of two
or more independent sources of data or data-collection methods within one
study to help ensure that the data are telling you what you think they are
telling you” (Saunders et al, 2009: 602). By using focus groups as a further
means of data collection, the researcher could triangulate data from
interviews

and

organisational

documentation,

thereby

increasing

the

reliability of this research programme, as data is being converged from a
number of sources.

However, focus groups are not without their disadvantages.

For example,

focus groups can become unwieldy and uncontrollable. By bringing a group
of people together, the researcher is also bringing together different
attitudes, backgrounds, values and personalities (Krueger, 1998). This can
result in clashes of personalities during discussions, or strong characters
dominating discussion, while the shyer, retiring types are reluctant to
contribute (ibid).

Mindful of this possibility, the researcher was prepared to

deal with this potential situation

using tactful interpersonal skills,

as

recommended by Krueger (1998) and Stewart and Shamdasani (2006).

There are mixed views on how much influence a researcher should have on
a focus group discussion.

Stewart and Shamdasani (2006) argue that the

amount of direction depends on the aims of the researcher. If the researcher
has specific questions to be addressed, it is likely that they will provide
greater direction to the group. In this instance, although open to areas and
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topics raised by the group members, the researcher remained mindful of the
argument that “a focus group is not a freewheeling conversation among
group members; it has a focus and a clearly identifiable agenda” (Stewart &
Shamdasani, 2006: 18), and therefore sought, through the use of diplomatic
intervention techniques (Krueger, 1998), to subtly redirect the discussion
towards topics.

In each of the case organisations, each focus group lasted approximately 1
hour. As with the interviews, the researcher chose the members of the focus
groups.

Care was taken to ensure a diverse range of participants, whilst

trying to avoid potential hierarchies within a focus group (as advocated by
Kitzinger, 1995). A total of nine focus groups were conducted as part of this
research programme, incorporating a range of employees from senior
management level to administrative level. A breakdown of the focus groups
conducted in each organisation is provided in Appendix Four.

3.8.3 Recording data
Yin (2014) advises that the use of recording equipment is dependent on the
personal preferences of the researcher.

In this instance, the researcher

opted to record all interviews and focus groups using a digital dictaphone.
Permission from each interviewee / focus group member was sought before
the dictaphone was used, and each individual was assured that only their job
title would be shared as part of the research.

The researcher transcribed

each of the interviews and focus group discussions personally, thereby
increasing the accuracy of the transcriptions and researcher’s familiarity with
the data (Arskey & Knight, 1999).

Although full transcriptions of each

interview and focus group were time-consuming, the researcher felt it was
necessary, and treated transcriptions as being the first step in data analysis,
as advocated by Arskey & Knight, (1999). Furthermore, recording interviews
helps to “correct the natural limitations of our memories and of the intuitive
glosses that we might place on what people say in interviews”.

From a
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practical perspective, recording interviews and focus groups permit “repeated
examination of what people say” (Bryman & Bell, 2011: 353).

3.8.4 Secondary data
In addition to the data collected from the semi-structured interviews and
focus groups, the researcher also drew on sources of secondary data prior
to, during, and following the interviews and focus groups conducted in each
case organisation. Secondary data is advantageous in that it can save the
researcher valuable resources, such as time and money, by helping them
gain an insight into an area without having to collect primary data (Stewart &
Kamins, 1993).

Secondly, and importantly, it offers the researcher the

potential to bolster the research findings from their primary research (Teliis,
1997; Yin, 2014).

For example, Leavy (1994) highlights the benefits of

combining secondary data (in the form of organisational documentation and
archives) with interview data:

“ ...archival
recollections

data

helped

were

to

doubtful.

establish

proper

Interview

data

chronologies
provided

where

valuable

interpretive insight into key events and episodes, and what they meant
to the participants involved, that could not have been gleaned from any
other source” (pg. 110).

With these advantages in mind, it is not surprising that documentary
information is argued as being “relevant to every case study” (Yin, 2014:
101 ).

This research programme drew on secondary data from a number of sources
prior to, and during, primary data collection in an effort to complement,
enhance or, at times, contradict themes emerging from the interviews and
focus groups. Sources included (where possible / applicable) organisational
charts; organisational mission and values documentation; codes of conduct;
codes of ethics; organisational strategy documents; award submissions
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(such as Mark of Excellence submissions); award feedback documents;
minutes of meetings; internal and external satisfaction surveys (and survey
results);

and,

press

releases.

The

researcher

also

sourced

other

documentation relevant to each case, such as media articles. This wealth of
additional information offered the researcher the opportunity to “corroborate
and augment evidence from other sources (Yin, 2014: 101; Patton, 1987;
Eisenhardt,

1989;

Yin,

2014;

A

breakdown

of

the

organisational

documentation from each case is provided Appendix Five).

3.9. Data analysis and interpretation

Data analysis is at the heart of building theory from case-study research. As
recommended by Hartley (2004), analysis of data was an ongoing process,
which

frequently

overlapped

with

the

process

of

data

collection.

Transcription acted as the first step of data analysis, as it enabled the
researcher to become immersed in the data, and begin to engross herself in
the rich information emerging from each case. Although not always easy to
achieve, overlapping data analysis and data collection can be advantageous,
as it “not only gives the researcher a head start in analysis, but, more
importantly, allows researchers to take advantage of flexible data collection”
(Eisenhardt, 1989: 539; Hartley, 2004).

For example, the researcher can

alter his/her data collection methods during the research if they feel that the
data

currently being collected

is not sufficient for in-depth analysis.

According to Eisenhardt (1989: 539), this is a legitimate activity if the
“alteration is likely to better ground the theory or to provide new theoretical
insight”. However, this was not necessary during this research programme.

Although critical to building theory from case studies, advice on the analysis
of case study data is surprisingly limited (Tellis, 1997; Yin, 2014; Stake,
2006). Indeed, a review of the literature reveals a lack advice on how to best
analyse qualitative data per-se (Attride-Stirling, 2001; Braun & Clarke, 2006;
Symon & Cassell, 2012).

However, that is not to say that advice does not
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exist (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Tellis, 1997; Stake, 1995, 2006; Yin,
2014; Attride-Stirling, 2001; Braun & Clarke, 2006).

The following section

details existing argum ents on how to best analyse data from both a w ithincase and cross-case perspective.

3.9.1 W ithin-in case analysis
It is generally recomm ended that data analysis begins with a detailed w rite
up of each case (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014; Stake, 2006). This allows the
researcher to fully understand each case in its entirety as a stand-alone
entity

(Eisenhardt,

1989).

W hilst within-case analysis

can

be

purely

descriptive, its contribution to the overall data analysis and subsequent
theory developm ent is crucial, as it enables the researcher to immerse him /
herself in the data, becoming extrem ely fam iliar with the intricacies of each
case respectively.

Although Yin (2014) admits that the analysis of data is influenced by the
preferences of the researcher, he argues that the preferred strategy for data
analysis should involve “relying on theoretical propositions” , w hereby the
data from the case is considered in light of the original research aim and
them es emerging from existing research (Yin, 2014: 130).

Miles and

Huberman (1994) advise the researcher to note emerging themes, and
create a matrix of different categories, placing em erging them es into different
sections.

Through such techniques, the researcher becomes immersed in

data, fam iliarizes his / herself with the patterns emerging from each case
(Eisenhardt, 1989).

Braun and Clarke (2006) offer more detailed guidance on the identification of
them es from qualitative data. They argue that the while the techniques used
during them atic analysis will be driven by a researcher’s epistem ological
stance, them atic analysis can ultim ately be divided into 6 clear steps,
namely: Fam iliarizing yourself with your data; Generating Initial codes;
Searching for them es; Reviewing themes; Defining them es and finally;
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Producing the report - steps which the researcher used to build a “rich
familiarity” with each case (Eisenhardt, 1989: 540) before beginning cross
case analysis.

Taking such guidance into account, the first step of withln-case analysis for
this research programme was the process of transcribing the data.

The

second step began when the researcher began to organise the data into
meaningful groups.

The researcher did this by working systematically

through all of the data, identifying interesting elements In the data that may
form the basis of themes. Once these themes were Identified and grouped
using thematic maps and mind maps. The researcher then moved onto the
fourth step, which concentrated on refining the themes.

This involved the

researcher re-reading the entire data set to ensure the themes were
reflective of the data as a whole.

Once this process was complete, the

researcher defined the themes which Included GSR consisting of disparate
parts, the Impact of motives on the manifestation of GSR and the paucity of a
relationship between GSR and organisational strategy. Once the researcher
was confident she had thoroughly analysed each case, she progressed
towards a process of cross-case analysis which Is detailed in the following
section (Braun & Glarke, 2006).

3.9.2 Cross-case analysis

Gross-case analysis involves the “systematic search for cross-case patterns”
In the case study data (Voss et al, 2002: 214). Gross-case analysis plays an
essential role In determining the generalisability of the research findings as It
encourages the researcher to find and examine and analyse consistent
themes and patterns across the cases. The assertions derived from cross
case analysis are the researcher’s findings about the phenomenon (Stake,
2006).

These assertions should be based on evidence, which is derived

from each case (ibid). Whilst appreciating the uniqueness of each case, the
researcher sought to understand how the themes emerging from each
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individual case related to the themes identified in the literature and those
materializing from the other cases. This helped prevent the researcher from
leaping to conclusions (Eisenhardt, 1989).

Indeed, both Eisenhardt (1989) and Yin (2014) warn of the dangers
associated

with

cross-case analysis,

such

as:

dropping

disconfirming

evidence or being overly influenced by “elite respondents” (Eisenhardt, 1989:
540). As a result, it is recommended that the researcher consider the data in
a number of ways. One approach is to consider the data by data source for example, separate interviews and focus groups, or more detailed still,
compare and contrast interviews from the CEO of each case organisation
(Eisenhardt, 1989). Another approach is to “select pairs of cases and then to
list the similarities and differences between each pair” (Eisenhardt, 1989:
540).

This encourages the researcher to consider any resemblances or

differences between each of the cases.

Another approach is to look for

patterns across the cases (Yin, 2014), matching similar patterns, which in
turn, increases the internal validity of the research (ibid).

The researcher employed each of these tactics in turn, considering the data
from a variety of perspectives.

As the researcher analysed the data

repeatedly from a number of perspectives, stronger patterns and themes
began to emerge (as detailed by Eisenhardt, 1989), such as the contextual
factors that impact on GSR in practice, and how the interplay between these
contextual factors

shapes what

CSR

looks

like

in an

organisation.

Consistent with triangulation (Yin, 2014), these patterns and themes were
considered in relation to the literature, as the researcher considered how her
findings related to existing research findings, if at all, in an attempt to find an
explanation for them.

3.10. Building theory from case studies

When discussing research at the early stage of a field’s development. Porter
(1991) contends: “ ...based on in-depth empirical research, it has the
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potential to not only inform practice but to push the developm ent o f more
rigorous theory” (Porter, 1991: 98, cited in Leavy, 1994: 111).

With the

themes and patterns drawn from the within-case and, more importantly, the
cross-case analysis, the researcher can begin to build theory from the data.
This process is often iterative (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014). The researcher
moves from the data to existing theory, backwards and forwards, in light of
the aim and objectives of the research. This iterative process continues until
the researcher has effectively considered their data in relation to existing
theory (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; Leavy, 1994).

As stated previously, building theory is at the heart of case study research
(Eisenhardt,

1989).

Case

study research

encourages

researchers to

consider patterns in depth, and encourages the researcher to ‘think outside
the box’ (ibid), potentially resulting in the em ergence of novel theories.
Furthermore,
reconciling

the

iterative

process

case study data with

of theory

building,

which

involves

existing theory (albeit confirming

or

disconfirm ing) increases the likelihood of the resultant theory being valid. As
Eisenhardt (1989) explains,

“The likelihood of valid theory is high because

the theory-building process is so intimately tied with evidence that it is very
likely that the resultant theory will be consistent with em pirical observation”

(pg. 547).

However, Eisenhardt also warns that researchers working with case study
data “can lose their sense of proportion as they confront vivid, volum inous
data” (1989: 547).

The researcher can become so overcom e by the data

that they are unable to judge what relationships and patterns em erging from
the data are most important.

To overcom e this problem, the researcher

considered the data from a num ber of perspectives and using a num ber of
techniques, as outlined earlier in this chapter.
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3.11. Research considerations: Ensuring quality
Researchers constantly face the challenge of ensuring their research is of
the maximum quality possible (Seale, 1999) and this research program m e is
no different.

The steps required to ensure quality in a piece of qualitative

research should be considerably different from the steps taken to ensure
quality within quantitative research (ibid, 1999).

W hilst quantitative studies

discuss issues of internal and external validity, it has been posited that
qualitative research should adopt a different approach and language, which
offers greater flexibility and is better suited to the nature of qualitative
methodologies and data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). W ith this in mind, the
researcher remained

mindful of ensuring

the credibility, transferability,

dependability and confirm ability of the research throughout (Lincoln & Guba,
1985; Seale, 1999; Letts et al, 2007).

3.11.1 Ensuring Quality: Credibility, Dependability, Confirm ability and
Transferability
The credibility of this research was built throughout the duration of this
research programme.

The researcher was keen to ensure the them es and

findings arising from the research were a clear and accurate reflection of the
research, and were not likely to mislead the reader. In order to achieve this,
the researcher sought to triangulate research findings with existing literature
(both confirming and disconfirm ing) and using multiple sources of evidence
and research methods, with the aim of corroborating the findings, allowing
valid and reliable them es and patterns to em erge (Yin, 2014; Eisenhardt,
1989; Letts et al, 2007). Such a process helps to “assure that we have the
picture as clear and suitably m eaningful as we can get it, relatively free o f our
own biases” , as well as helping to raise the theoretical level o f the research
(Stake, 2006: 77; Eisenhardt, 1989).

Furthermore, the case study protocol helped ensure the “dependability” or
reliability of the research findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985: 300; Golafashani,
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2003; Yin, 2014). The case study protocol documented the ‘who, what,
where, when, why and how’ of the operations of this research, ensuring the
researcher remained

focused

on their specific

area

of interest and

encouraging forward thinking, thus allowing for the identification of potential
problem areas (Yin, 2014; Hartley, 2004). A copy of the research protocol is
provided in Appendix One.

The researcher also adopted a number of strategies to ensure the
confirmability of the research.

Confirmability involves the researcher using

strategies to limit bias in the research.

In this research programme, this

involved the researcher being reflective, keeping handwritten notes on
reflections throughout the research process.

On occasion, the researcher

also shared analysis and themes with colleagues to ensure bias was not
being introduced.

Turning to transferability, it is widely agreed that case studies do not
represent entire populations, and nor should they (Clark & Appleby, 1997;
Tellis, 1997; Yin, 2014; Hartley, 2004).

This characteristic has led to

arguments that findings from case study research cannot be transferred to
populations. Yin (2014) argues, however, that this assertion inappropriately
presumes that generalizing

from

case

generalization, when this is not the case.

studies

is clear-cut statistical

As argued by Maxwell (1992),

within qualitative research, transferability or generalizability is “normally
based on the assumption that this theory may be useful in making sense of
similar persons or situations, rather than on an explicit sampling process and
the drawing of conclusions about a specified population through statistical
inference” (pg. 293). Thus, case studies should be generalized to theoretical
propositions i.e. analytic generalization (Yin, 2014).

In addition, multiple

case studies (as employed in this research programme) should be used to
increase the transferability of research findings (Eisenhardt, 1989).

Stake, however, argues that the researcher should also enable the reader to
make his or her own generalizations:
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“ It would be a mistake if a multicase researcher fails to disclose
whatever generalizations appear evident from the data, in a tentative
way...enrich the reader’s experiential knowing with as much of the
action

and

context

as

possible...the

responsibility

of

making

generalizations should be more the reader’s than the writer’s” (2006:
90).

Throughout the research programme, the researcher has strived to increase
the transferability of the research findings by taking steps to: ensure that the
data is credible (through the use of multiple sources and research methods);
findings are explored from a number of perspectives, and; findings are
accurately matched to existing theory. By taking such steps, the researcher
has helped ensure that the findings are accurate representations of CSR in
practice, thereby increasing their transferability (Letts et al, 2007).

3.12. Ethical considerations

Throughout the research programme, the researcher remained mindful of a
series of ethical considerations.

Whilst a myriad of ethical considerations

and guidelines exist throughout the literature, Hallowell et al (2005) suggest
these can be distilled into three key principles: “a) You should not subject
research participants to any unnecessary (psychological, physical, economic
and so on) risks; b) You should seek research participants’ informed consent
for participation; c) You should maintain research participants’ confidentiality”
(pg. 146). In some instances, these principles are more applicable to other
disciplines falling under the social science umbrella, such as social care or
psychology studies.

Nonetheless, the researcher took several steps to

ensure the highest ethical standards were maintained throughout the
research programme.
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3.12.1 Ethical considerations: Avoiding putting respondents at risk

Although a key focal point for many discussions around research ethics
(Mauthner et al, 2005; Le Piccolo & Thomas, 2009), this research presented
few risks to participants. The lack of risk was due to the subject matter of the
research, combined with the methodology employed.

3.12.2 Ethical considerations: Inform ed consent

In line with the recommendations made by Diener & Crandall (1978) and
Mauthner et al (2008), the researcher sought informed consent from each of
the participants involved in the research programme. Informed consent can
be defined as “the procedure in which individuals choose whether to
participate in an investigation after being informed of facts that would be
likely to influence their decision” (Diener & Crandall, 1978: 34). While some
have questioned the need for informed consent in research whereby the
participants are not at risk, the researcher felt it was appropriate to seek
consent from each of the participants before commencing with data
collection.

This involved the researcher outlining the research aim and

objectives, providing details on what would be expected of the interviewee /
focus group participant, and detailing how the data collected during the
research would be analysed and presented in the final thesis before finally
offering to answer any questions or concerns. Participants were reminded
the participation was entirely voluntary and were assured of anonymity
throughout, with

only job titles

being shared.

The

researcher only

commenced the interview / focus group session when verbal consent was
received from each participant. None of the proposed participants declined
to be involved in the research programme.
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3.12.3 Ethical considerations: Confidentiality

In the process of seeking access, the researcher agreed which details about
each organisation could be disclosed, including the name of the organisation,
sector, size and location of sites.

Similarly, and as outlined above, individual

participants were assured of anonymity.

During the transcription process,

the researcher developed a key, which enabled interviewees and focus
group members to be anonymous throughout. Only the researcher is aware
of which quotes can be attributed to each individual.

Audio files are

password protected and secondary data is filed in a secure location.

3.13. Conclusions
This chapter has detailed how this research programme was conducted.
This research falls within the interpretivist paradigm, underpinned by the
ontological assumption that reality is socially constructed. With the aim and
objectives of this research in mind, it was decided that qualitative research
methods were most appropriate. More specifically, it was felt that the use of
case studies would allow for the rich, in-depth data needed to address the
research aim and objectives. Similarly, semi-structured interviews and focus
groups, supplemented by secondary data, were also deemed appropriate as
methods for data collection.

Again, these methods allowed for the

emergence of rich, in-depth data, which would give the researcher an insight
into CSR in practice.

Through detailed within-case analysis, and subsequent cross-case analysis,
the researcher sought to consider data emerging from the case study
organisations from a number of different perspectives and in light of existing
research (as identified in the literature review).

This allowed for the

emergence of different patterns and themes including: the tendency for CSR
to be activity focused and comprised of a series of parts; the heterogeneity of
CSR in practice; the antecedents to the heterogeneity of CSR; the conflicting
motives underpinning CSR in practice; the lack of strategic CSR in practice.

143

By going back and forward repeatedly, within cases and between the cases
and existing theory, the researcher sought to explore and fully understand
these themes and their implications for both theory and practice.

These

techniques enabled the researcher to begin to induct and develop theory.

Therefore, this research sought to induct theory through examining CSR indepth in three case study organisations.

What CSR ‘looks like’ in UK

organisations was explored, as was why they engage in CSR and how they
implement and manage CSR.

By seeking to answer these questions, this

research represents a step towards filling the gaps on the ‘fundamentals’ of
CSR (as highlighted by Lee, 2008). Insights into what CSR ‘looks like’ in UK
organisations, alongside considerations as to how they implement and
manage CSR are provided in the subsequent chapters, which give a detailed
insight CSR in each of the case organisations.
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Chapters Four, Five and Six
Within-case analysis
Overview
The following three chapters present the findings and analyses of the data
from

the

three

case

study

organisations

involved

in

this

research

programme.

As detailed in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, the researcher collected, examined
and analysed data from each organisation in depth in order to establish an
understanding of each case in its entirety, before moving on to the process of
cross-case analysis (Chapter Three, Section 3.9 details the process of within
case analysis; Chapter Seven presents the findings from cross case
analysis).

Each

of the

organisation.

subsequent

three

chapters

focuses

on

a

case

study

Chapter Four discusses the case of Axis Europe Pic, a

London-based construction firm; Chapter Five explores the case of Foyle
Food Group, a meat processing organisation operating across the North of
Ireland; and Chapter Six presents the case of the Council for Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment, a non-governmental public sector body in
Northern Ireland.

Each chapter begins with an overview of the case

organisation before presenting an outline of how that organisation engages
in CSR.

It them moves on to present a detailed exploration of CSR in

practice in that organisation, drawing on a number of themes. These themes
are then revisited in greater depth in Chapter Seven, which analyses, in
detail, the themes arising from each case study and presents the findings
arising from the process of cross case analysis.

It should be noted that the researcher gathered large amounts of rich
qualitative data which help generate a detailed picture of CSR in practice.
Accordingly, much of the information presented in Chapters Four, Five and
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Six is descriptive; such a level of description is necessary for the reader to
appreciate CSR in the detail required to gain an appreciation of the
characteristics, com plexities and nuances of CSR in practice in each of the
case study organisations. These details and their im plications for our
knowledge of CSR and the objectives of this research program m e are then
presented and analysed in greater detail in C hapter Seven.
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Chapter Four: Case Study One: Axis Europe
Pic
4.0. Overview of Axis Europe Pic
Axis Europe Pic (herein Axis) is an unlisted, private limited company based
in London. Although the organisation’s core business involves repairs and
maintenance, painting and decorating, retail display and print, its main
source of business is social housing maintenance, which achieves the
majority of the organisation’s £75 million turnover per annum (approx.). The
CEO was one of the original founders of the organisation. He is now ownermanager and is supported by five directors, each responsible for a specific
function of the organisation.

Axis has been the recipient of a number of GSR awards and accreditations,
namely a BITC Big Tick award in 2005 (the highest GSR accreditation in the
UK), Business in the Gommunity’s Small Gompany of the Year in 2005, and
'the Gommunity Mark (a UK National Standard recognising excellence in
Community Investment) in 2009, having been reaccredited to the standard
every subsequent year. The organisation is a member of the Percent Glub,
has received highly commended in the London Excellence Awards for its
GSR and has hosted several high profile organisations who are keen to learn
how best to implement and manage GSR.

Axis’s GEO also leads a GSR

steering group focused on using business expertise to generate economic
renewal in areas of deprivation across the UK, as well as sitting on a London
leadership team for organisations committed to GSR (www.bitc.org.uk).
Clearly, the organisation is externally recognised as an exemplar of GSR and
is looked to by others for guidance on how to best engage in GSR.

The current GEO founded Axis in 1986 with his brother-in-law and
subsequently assumed full control of the organisation through a company
buy-out in 1994.

At the time of data collection, the organisation had

experienced rapid growth, employing 300 people.

Although not an SME
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(according to the European Com m ission definition, i.e. having a maximum
headcount of 250), Axis displays a num ber of characteristics

readily

associated with SMEs, including a fam ily culture, an owner/m anager who
retains control over the day-to-day operations of the organisation, and a lack
of formal organisational policies and strategies (Perrini & Minoja, 2008;
Jenkins, 2009; Fassin, 2008; Fassin et al, 2011).

As this chapter and

Chapter Seven explore, these characteristics have helped determ ine the
CSR activities in which Axis engage, as well as influencing how the
organisation manages and implem ents its CSR in practice.

In other words,

these factors have moderated and mediated CSR in Axis, shaping its
ultimate manifestation.

4.1 CSR in practice in Axis: a series of unrelated activities
W ithin Axis, CSR is primarily activity-based. In the main, these activities are
not interrelated; rather, they occur independently from one another.

W hilst

some are regular and ongoing, others are annual or one-off activities. Some
have a clear link to the organisation’s strategy whilst others have no links
with strategy whatsoever. Some activities are integrated into one individual’s
roles and responsibilities, w hilst others are overseen by cross-functional
teams. There is very little crossover between activities, with each occurring
independently from the next.

Within Axis, CSR is about action. It is about ends, rather than means, and its
nature as a series of disparate parts means it often appears, on the surface,
to be scattergun with a lack of planning or coordination. An overview of the
various CSR activities that Axis engage in is presented in Table 4.1.
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The manifestation of CSR as a series of activities is reflective of the C E O ’s
focus on delivery and making CSR tangible. W hen discussing CSR in Axis,
he comments:

"You can come to our place and w e’ll show you. It’s demonstrable, you
know”

W ith this in mind, it is not surprising that the organisation puts effort into
ensuring its CSR activities are action-oriented and tangible.

Even at a

cursory glance. Table 4.1 gives a sense of the range and scope of CSR
activity occurring in Axis.

However, it should be noted that despite being a

series of disparate activities, CSR in Axis is far from straightforward or
simple.

Indeed, Table 4.1 should only be used as a starting point for

understanding CSR in Axis, as it falls short of providing the details and
insight required to fully appreciate CSR in practice in the organisation.

For

exam ple, it does not provide an insight into the intricacies of CSR in practice,
such as the relationship between values, culture and CSR in Axis, or the
influence the leader has on the nature of CSR in the organisation, or the
tendency for CSR in Axis to focus on the ‘end’, rather than the ‘means to the
e n d ’.

As such, this chapter turns to exploring the various them es arising

from the Axis case study in greater detail, with the view to providing a
thorough and in-depth insight into CSR in practice in the organisation.

4.2 Organisational Values and culture as the foundations of CSR in
Axis
W ithin Axis, CSR is more than a cynical PR or m oney-m aking exercise;
rather, it is concerned with the moral responsibility to make a positive
difference to others. This notion of having a responsibility to others is driven
by the organisation’s values, illustrated in Figure 4.1. These values permeate
the organisation, setting the tone for decisions and activities, including its
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CSR activities.

Even at a cursory glance, the sim ilarities between A xis’

organisational values and
literature are apparent.
com m itm ent...

descriptions of CSR currently found

in the

For instance, term s such as “integrity... honesty...

respect...

diversity...

openness...

com m unities...

environm ent” found throughout A xis’ values are rem iniscent of the various
descriptions and definitions of CSR found In the literature (Visser et al, 2007;
Berger et al, 2007).

OV 1). To conduct our business with integrity, honesty and commitment.
OV 2). To treat all people who come into contact with our Company with courtesy and
respect.
OV 3). To train and develop all staff to enable them to reach their full potential.
OV 4). To embrace diversity at all levels of the Company.
OV 5). To work with our clients in a spirit of mutual harmony, co-operation and openness.
OV 6). To contribute our resources for the betterment of the communities within which we
operate.
OV 7). To be aware of and responsive to the impact our activities have on the environment.
OV 8). To operate at the forefront of health and safety best practice
Figure 4.1. Axis’ organisational values (internal documentation)

In their internal organisational docum entation. Axis state:

“Our values are enshrined as our com pany philosophy, with an overall
aim to em brace corporate social responsibility at every le ve l” (Im pact on
Society A w ard Submission, Internal docum entation).

However, as Perrini and Minoja (2008) remind us, the real challenge for any
organisation is in ensuring values translate into tangible CSR activities within
an organisation.

In Axis, it is evident that the CEO wants the organisation’s values to be more
than a series of words; calling it “delivery” , he continually com m unicates how
im portant it is fo r the organisation to live its values:
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‘‘There’s no point in having it up on the wall if we d o n ’t do it...I bang on
about them c o n sta n tly...if you say you are going to do it then you are
going to do it” (CEO).

In line with this message, the CEO regularly refers to Axis as a “value led
organisation”, believing everything the organisation does, or will do in the
future, should be guided by its values, reiterating: “there is no point having
them if you d o n ’t use them ”.

Senior m anagem ent echoed this message,

regularly referring to A xis’s organisational values in their interviews as part of
this research program m e.

Further corroborating the C E O ’s approach, the

message of being a “value led organisation” is supplem ented by numerous,
visible references to the organisation’s values throughout A xis’ buildings,
including

posters,

photo displays, certificates, and

internal magazines.

Indeed, each em ployee has a wallet sized copy of A xis’ values, ensuring that
they are on hand at all times. Evidently, em ployees are constantly reminded
of the values the organisation expects them to espouse; if in doubt, they
have numerous references and aides to help reinforce the values and
behaviours expected within Axis.

The constant reinforcem ent of values works.

Significantly, throughout data

collection em ployees were very fam iliar with A xis’ values, vocalising their
importance to the organisation and providing exam ples of how they are lived
out on a daily basis. One interviewee com m ented:

“.. .our values are what we believe in. Your values are the way you live
life.

This is w hat we believe in.

A fte r a while, it becom es a way o f

life...a habit” (S enior Adm inistrator).

Further evidence supported this claim, with interviewees and focus group
participants

regularly

referring

to Axis’ values

and

using

them

as a

justification for why the organisation behaved in a certain way, or why it
pursued certain activities or objectives ahead of others.
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‘‘Our values are part o f Axis. It’s ju s t the way we behave really. They’re
really like my life values, so they go hand in hand really when w e’re
making decisions” (Administrator)

Through a combination of senior management constantly referring to them,
alongside regular reinforcement through various means of communication,
Axis has instilled its values as a way of life for employees, a natural aidememoire for decision-making in times of confusion or indecision and an
accepted ‘acid-test’ for any activities the organisation undertakes.

Consequently, values play an important role in CSR in Axis. They underpin
the organisation’s apparently disparate activities as outlined in Table 4.1 and
provide a reasoning for why the organisation does what it does.

For

instance, when questioned on why Axis engages in CSR the manner that it
does, interviewees and focus group participants continually made statements
that referred to the organisation’s values, such as "that’s the type of
organisation we are” or “it’s what we believe in”. Thus, Axis’s values are, in
part, the driver and justification for CSR, bringing a commonality to what
would otherwise be a series of unrelated activities.

This demonstrates the

important role that values can bring to CSR in an organisation, helping
underline the purpose and intention behind CSR, and ensuring employees
understand CSR activities to be part of the way the organisation ‘does
things’.

The influence of Axis’s values can also be observed in the organisation’s
culture.

In a similar vein to values, employees continually referred to the

organisation’s caring culture when discussing CSR.

Indeed, this caring

culture was apparent to the researcher throughout data collection. For
example, senior management regularly displayed a personal interest in
employees at all levels in the organisation, frequently greeting them on a first
name basis and demonstrating a personal interest not only in their job, but
also in personal topics, such as family and hobbies. When discussing CSR,
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interviewees regularly referred to the caring nature of the organisation, as
evidenced in the quotes below:

‘W e ’re a caring company.

I d o n ’t think w e ’re a caring com pany

-

/

know ” (Business Support Adm inistrator)

“...th e y ’re good people to work fo r... the people that you work for and
that you do it for, appreciate it” (S enior Adm inistrator);

“I get on great with everybody in the com pany...
anybody.

You could go to

If you had a problem, you could actually go to anybody and

talk about it and know it ’s not going to get any further” (Business
Support Adm inistrator);

Once again, this dem onstration of care is clearly driven by the CEO and is
strongly underpinned by a belief that caring for em ployees is “the right thing
to do”, as evidenced in the following quote:

“If som ebody com es to work here and they have got a few problem s
then we make it known and there is a support structure that gathers
around them ” (CEO).

Evidence dem onstrates that this caring and responsible culture is not
confined within the team at Axis and actually extends beyond the perimeters
of the organisation. Throughout data collection, interviewees and focus group
participants provided num erous anecdotes docum enting the variety of ways
that the organisation has offered homeless people, ex-offenders, individuals
from deprived neighbourhoods, and lone parents a ‘helping hand’.

One

anecdote, which was cited by several interviewees, centred on the CEO
providing em ploym ent to a homeless individual. The CEO gives an account
of his experience:
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“I went out on this visit before Christmas ju s t over the bridge there in
Victoria.

It was a homeless visit.

You go around these various

hostels which were originally run by sisters of the poor and there was
a woman there. She was in her early forties, nice, clean, presentable,
chatty sort o f woman and it turned out she had been sleeping rough in
St. James’ Park...and within an hour she was over here in a cab, [X]
had given her a job, all the money in her purse and put her in a hostel”
(CEO).

Employees in Axis believed these examples typified the organisation’s
commitment to caring for others, and cited them as examples of CSR in
action. Furthermore, employees naturally couched their discussions of CSR
in the context that Axis is a caring employer, and suggested CSR is an
element of that.

Jenkins (2009) suggests a family culture, focused on caring for people is
indicative of an SME, creating a sense of community within the workplace
and ensuring employees remain cared for and motivated in their job. Indeed,
employees referred to the community ethos within Axis on several occasions,
placing particular emphasis on relationships with their peers and colleagues:

“I know all the people we employ. I know every one, right down to the
apprentices” (Director);

‘‘It’s enjoyable and sociable...It’s a happy company to work for”
(Marketing Manager);

“W e’re all close as friends” (Director)

“People here are very friendly. Everyone here is friendly. W e’ve got a
good team.. .People are caring here. They think about others, not ju st
you” (Administrator).
156

Em ployees’ natural tendency to describe the culture and ethos of the
organisation, alongside explaining how the organisation ‘cares’, points once
again to interconnectedness of A xis’ CSR and its values and culture. Indeed,
it can be argued that A xis’s CSR activities are a natural extension of the
organisation’s values and culture.

Espoused by senior managem ent, the

culture and values set the tone for the organisation’s CSR activity, reinforcing
a sense of obligation to dem onstrate care for others and to give som ething
back.

Although unrelated in one sense, the CSR activities outlined in Table 4.1 are
bound together by A xis’ culture and values which are imbued with a sense of
the

organisation

having

responsibilities

beyond

making

a

profit,

with

particular em phasis on the organisation having a duty of care towards others.
Thus, CSR in Axis is comprised not only of a series of activities, but also a
combination of values and culture focused on responsibility and care for
others. W ith this in mind, it is not surprising that the bulk of the CSR activity
in Axis is focused on giving back to the community, w hether that be in the
form of m onetary contributions, or em ployee time. This em phasis on giving
back to the com m unity is explored in greater detail in the next section.

4.3 Com m unity activities at the centre of CSR in Axis
Muthuri et al (2009) suggest: “a crucial and long-standing elem ent in CSR is
com m unity involvem ent” (pg. 75) and this is certainly the case in Axis, where
com m unity activities are to the forefront of CSR in the organisation. Indeed,
throughout data collection, interviews and focus group participants placed an
overriding em phasis on com m unity activities when discussing CSR.

As

evidenced in Table 4.1, Axis engage in a broad range of com m unity
activities.

However, interviewees and focus group participants placed

specific em phasis on the organisation’s activities with Charlton Athletic and
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Demelza House (see Table 4.1 for details). This emphasis is not surprising
when we consider that the majority of Axis’ community activities, whether it
be through fundraising, charitable donations or volunteering, centre around
Charlton Athletic and Demelza House, to the extent that Axis refer to the
organisations as their ‘community partners’ (Impact on Society Award
Submission; Community and Social Team Minutes; www.axiseurope.com).

The use of the term ‘community partners’ may be interpreted as signalling a
two-way, symbiotic relationship between the organisation and community (as
advocated by Porter and Kramer, 2006).

However, community activities in

Axis are a far cry from a symbiotic relationship and instead are often
indicative of a one way, altruistic relationship, akin to philanthropy, with a
focus on Axis ‘doing the right thing’ and seeking little or nothing in return.
The essence of community activities in Axis is captured in the following
quote:

“The only thing I think that Axis and the em ployee actually gain is
knowing w e ’ve helped som ebody in need... I know I ’ve helped to
make life a little bit easier fo r a particular child and its fam ily” (S enior
Adm inistrator).

Demelza House is a hospice offering end-of-life care to terminally ill children.
The hospice receives no public sector funding, and is often forced to turn to
the private sector for financial support.

With this in mind, it is perhaps

unsurprising that Axis’ relationship with the organisation is often philanthropic
in nature. When interviewees and focus group participants were questioned
as to why Axis had chosen Demelza House as a community partner, it
became apparent that the CEO has a personal interest and involvement in
the charity. One employee commented:

“[The CEO]

-

he has been with this charity fo r years. Now h e ’s really

getting into it and it ’s getting bigger and big g e r”.

158

Further exploration

revealed

that the

CEO’s

personal

interests

also

influenced the selection of Charlton Athletic as a community partner.

The

CEO is an avid supporter of the club and interviews highlighted that the
selection of community partner did not have the buy-in from the entire senior
management team. One director comments:

“...Charlton. I didn’t think it was a worthwhile idea. We did have a
healthy discussion over it. We thought he wanted to keep his mates
h a p p y .(D ire c to r).

Given his ownership of the organisation, it is perhaps unsurprising that the
CEO

has such

a strong

influence

on

CSR

in Axis.

Traditionally,

organisations engaging in an activity on the whim of a CEO or Chairman has
been regarded as an undesirable way to engage in CSR, with academics
suggesting the activity is reflective of that individual’s personal interests
rather than the best interests of the business (Visser, 2008). However, in the
case of Axis, the CEO has taken care to ensure employees also benefit from
the activity.

Whilst openly acknowledging his personal interest in both of

Axis’ ‘community partners’, he argues that involvement with Demelza House
and Charlton Athletic has offered Axis an opportunity to engage employees
in the local community, creating a sense of camaraderie within the
organisation and engagement:

“It gets the staff involved. So you have staff retention and recruitment,
and making them feel that they are part o f something and belong to a
company that cares” (CEO).

Going further, he cites the organisation’s ‘Adopt a Nurse’ appeal, a challenge
to fundraise enough money to pay for a Demelza House nurse for a year, as
a specific example of how engaging with the community partners creates
camaraderie in the organisation:
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‘‘that is tangible, you can smell it, taste it, feel it...they are simple
things, but they get the staff engaged, and what they do over a period
o f time is they understand its effect because it is fairly simple, it’s
about making a difference locally and within the com m unity...”

Indeed, employees commented on how relationships within the organisation
have improved as a result of community activities, as evidenced in the
quotes below:

“Internally, it brings everyone together.
downstairs because you work up here.

You might not see Joe Blogs
So it helps to bring people

together and it helps us work together” (Focus Group Participant);

“There’s [sic] guys upstairs that I used to walk past...but now I get to
know faces and say hello.

So it does bring us all closer together”

(Focus Group Participant)

In addition to improved relationships with their peers, employees were also
visibly proud of the positive contribution they were making to the local
community through their involvement in Axis’ community activities, with many
saying they felt a sense of pride and motivation as a consequence of their
engagement with the community. Despite the activity being ‘pet projects’ for
the CEO, the partnerships with Demelza House and Charlton Athletic have
resulted in tangible success in terms of increasing employee engagement in
Axis.

Axis’ Community and Social Team has been the main factor in securing
employee engagement and buy-in to community activities.

Axis’ CEO

created the Community and Social Team approximately four years prior to
data collection in an attempt to make community activities more structured
within the organisation.

Prior to the creation of the team, community

activities were much more ad-hoc and happened on a whim.
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The Director of Business Support, a close confidante of the CEO, leads the
Community and Social team, which consists of one member from each
department in Axis. In a similar vein to the Green Team, the Community and
Social Team take an active role in generating, communicating and promoting
community activities

(such

as volunteering

and fundraising

activities)

throughout the organisation, through emails, awareness campaigns, photo
opportunities and word of mouth.

The Community and Social team liaises between the CEO and the rest of the
organisation on matters relating to community involvement. Team members
receive and communicate ideas from their department to the Team Leader.
The Team Leader then feeds these ideas back to the CEO, who makes all
final decisions on what community activities and initiatives happen.

This

structure ensures the CEO has ultimate control over what community
activities the organisation engages in.

In shaping the CSR activities that Axis engages in, the CEO has also played
a pivotal role in determining what employees understand by CSR.
discussing CSR, he naturally veered towards community activities.

When
This

emphasis is once again reflective of his personal values and has penetrated
the entire organisation’s understanding of CSR.

For example, every

interviewee referred to Axis’ community activities when discussing what they
understood by CSR, with the majority of interviewees defining CSR solely as
the organisation’s activities in the community, as evidenced in the following
quotes:

.

.it’s ju s t things in and around the local com m unity to try and help

where it ’s needed” (Business Support Adm inistrator);

“Corporate Social R esponsibility is that sort o f helping the com m unity
and stu ff” (Administrator);
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“It’s where we try to help the local community” (Health and Safety and
Environment Manager);

“It’s where we try to help local schools and causes, and try to help that
way” (IT Manager);

“I ju st see it as all the stuff we do within the community really” (Senior
Administrator).

Similarly, when citing exam ples of CSR, all of the interviewees referred to
Axis’ com m unity activities, with particular reference made to Demelza House,
Charlton Athletic, and the T im e to R ead’ programme. Even those at senior
m anagem ent level autom atically referred to com m unity activities when
discussing CSR in depth.

Indeed, throughout data collection there was a

consensus that ‘giving back to the com m unity’ Is the shared understanding of
CSR in Axis, with other activities that could be potentially defined as CSR,
such as environm ental activities and em ployee developm ent initiatives, being
overlooked.

The emphasis on com m unity activities is unsurprising, given the profile that
com m unity

activities

receive

in

the

organisation,

through

fundraising

activities, com m unity fun days, internal newsletter articles and com petitions.
This profile is supplem ented by the C EO ’s recurring m essage that it is
im portant to give som ething back to the local com m unity. W hile there is an
ongoing debate in the literature about the exact definition of CSR (Taneja et
al, 2011), for Axis, CSR equates to com m unity engagem ent.

Clearly, the m ajority of CSR activity in Axis is centred on com m unity
engagem ent, and this em phasis on caring for others is bolstered by the
organisation’s culture and values, as outlined

in the previous section.

However, upon greater exploration, it emerged that such a strong em phasis
on com m unity engagem ent also carries an undertone of peer pressure for
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employees to become involved.

This culminates in a sense of community

activities involving an element of coercion, as explored in the next section.

4.4 Com m unity activities: Socialisation or coercion; or both?

In managing and implementing community activities, the Community and
Social team act as an effective buffer between the wider employee base and
the CEO.

From the employees’ perspectives, the Community and Social

team represent the various teams and functions across Axis and are the
employees’ voice in relation to community activities.

Yet, from the CEO’s

perspective, the team is an important instrument for generating employee
buy-in to activities in which he would like Axis to engage.

Although the Community and Social team may not have the final say on what
activities occur, evidence suggests they do play a pivotal role in generating
employee interest and buy-in to community activities across the organisation.
In particular, the team gives lower-level employees a sense of ownership of
community activities. Research has suggested such a sense of being able to
contribute to, and shape, CSR in an organisation can have a strong
motivating effect on individuals (Maclagan, 1999; Hemingway & Maclagan,
2004).

The success of the Community and Social Team in creating this

sense of ownership across the organisation is reflected in the fact that
employees believed everyone in the organisation drives community activities
in Axis, with one employee commenting “I don’t think there’s any one person’’
and another noting “It’s all together” (Focus group participant).

However, evidence suggests that as opposed to all employees driving
community activities, the Community and Social Team are actually the main
implementors of community activity, under the watchful eye of the CEO.
Rather than providing employees with any true ownership, the team actually
creates a sense of ownership, with the reality being that the CEO steers
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com m unity activity in Axis, using the Com m unity and Social Team as his
vehicle.

In addition to generating, com m unicating and promoting any com m unity
activities occurring in the organisation, the Com m unity and Social Team
arrange a num ber of social, non-fundraising events bringing em ployees
together on a social basis, creating a sense of internal com m unity in Axis.
One employee describes what happens at social events:

“Not all o f our events that we Ve done are to raise money for Demelza.
We’ve ju s t had events where we all ju st go out together...

So w e’ll

maybe go to a cricket pitch after work and w e’ll have a company game
o f cricket and then w e’ll all go to the pub afterwards and [the CEO] will
put some money behind the bar and w e’l l have drinks and food and
stuff like that.

So not everything we do is about getting money off

people. Some is for the charities and some is for the social event that
we all ju s t go and go out together. ”

Considering that the Com m unity and Social Team are responsible for
organising volunteering, fundraising and social events, it is possible that the
focus on volunteering and fundraising events is too tightly associated with
the social aspect of the organisation.

This creates a situation w hereby

com munity activities could become, or are, little more than socialisation
activities. Although not necessarily problem atic in that it generates good for
the com m unity whilst em ployees socialise together, it does culm inate in a
possibility of A xis’ CSR activities being trivialized, as they occur hand in hand
with social activities such as cricket gam es or an evening in the pub. In other
words, it could be perceived that A xis’ com m unity activities are a side-line, a
by-product of social activities. Indeed, one director claims:

“That’s the secret I think...if you do things [i.e. social events] and let
them donate the money. I think it works that way" (Director).
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W hile aligning com m unity activities with social activities may result in the
organisation successfully collecting donations, it also points to a shift from
CSR, towards socialisation, or at an extreme, coercion, where em ployees
feel obliged to engage in com m unity activities as a consequence of engaging
in social activities. This potential use of coercion does not sit easily with the
caring, fam ily oriented nature of the organisation as described earlier in this
chapter.

It is important to note, however, much of A xis’ com m unity activity would not
occur if it were not for the support and enthusiasm
organisation’s em ployees

of many of the

The m ajority expressed a proactive desire to

engage in com m unity activity and there was no evidence of them being
coerced

into engaging.

Those

individuals who do

not participate

in

com m unity activities are in the minority, with the m ajority of em ployees
voluntarily engaging in the com m unity. This results in non-participants being
readily noticed and identified, thereby adding to the indirect peer pressure to
become involved in com m unity activities. For example. A xis’ annual ‘W ear it
Pink’ day, involves all em ployees being invited to w ear a pink item of clothing
and donate £2 to a charity supporting breast cancer research. Photos of the
participants are taken and displayed on a ‘wall o f fam e’ that is visible to all
people visiting the organisation.

It becomes very obvious as to those

employees who do not engage with ‘W ear it Pink’ day, particularly as they
are not included in the photo opportunities.

Some em ployees felt this

created pressure to get involved in the activity.

“They do, in a nice way, lean on you a bit” (H&S and Environment
Manager).

"You can easily work out the ones who don’t take part... (Director);

This understated push to become involved in com m unity activities could be
interpreted as coercion, with em ployees being pressurised to engage in an
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apparently voluntary activity, against their wishes. However, it could also be
argued that the push to become involved is reflective of the organisation’s
culture and values; those being encouraged to take part in volunteering
activities are potentially being encouraged by others to engage in the wider
culture and ethos of the organisation, which is focused on caring and giving
back to the com m unity.

There is little doubt that the Com m unity and Social Team is an effective
means of ensuring em ployees become involved in com m unity activities, as
well as one dedicated to encouraging em ployees to become involved.
Indeed, evidence suggests there is something of an unspoken expectation
for staff to give of their time for com m unity activities, making a sacrifice in
order to help others. As noted earlier, one em ployee suggested that Axis
gained nothing in return for its com m unity activity:

"The only thing I think that Axis and the employee actually gain is
knowing w e’ve helped somebody in need” (Senior Administrator)

This notion of CSR entailing a sacrifice on behalf of individuals and the
organisation extends beyond the organisation’s com m unity activity and
actually permeates a num ber of A xis’ other CSR activities, such as their
em ploym ent practices.

The them e of CSR in Axis entailing a sacrifice on

behalf of the organisation is explored in in the next section.

4.5 CSR and the need for sacrifice
As part of its CSR, Axis has com m itted to ensuring the com position of its
workforce mirrors the com m unities in which it operates.

In the main, these

com m unities are areas of deprivation, encom passing over 30 different
nationalities and languages. For many, attracting, engaging and retaining a
diverse workforce is considered an im portant tenet of CSR (Visser et al,
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2007; Berger et al, 2007; Cui et al, 2013), and in that regard, this initiative is
a strong example of CSR in practice - indeed, the organisation has received
awards for its efforts in this area (www.bitc.org.uk)

Interestingly, evidence indicates this commitment incurs significant costs for
Axis, particularly in relation to employee time. The Human Resource (HR)
Manager gave an insight into how the recruitment process has become
lengthier as a result of the organisation’s commitment to mirror the local
community:

‘W e had 65 responses [to a recruitment flyer].

So, you can’t ju st

ignore those people, so yo u ’ve basically got to send them out a letter
saying no. And yo u ’ve got to take time to interview them ...S o it does
take a bit longer...”

However, she went on to temper the fact that such a process can be time
consuming by reflecting:

‘‘It takes a lot longer, but it works out fairer in the end. I think it’s an
absolutely great thing”.

A similar pattern
apprenticeship

can

be observed when the

programme,

which

encourages

undertake an apprenticeship with the organisation.

CEO
local

discusses Axis’

young

people to

He admits the initiative

costs money, but that the organisation has an obligation to give young
people a helping hand:

“There was one woman who said to me, why don’t you ju st stick to
construction? I said that we were trying to get young people into work,
o ff the estates. And she said, are you sure yo u ’re not ju st looking for
cheap labour? I could’ve smacked her head in. All these trainees cost
us money. At the minute, they’re o f no benefit. I mean, to be honest
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with you, the problem is that most o f them leave at the end o f NVQ
level 2, which isn’t really a proper skill. They’ve cost us for two years,
they’ve contributed hardly anything. At least w e’re trying to get them a
foothold. ”

Despite assertions that organisations can, and should, seek to achieve
business gain from their CSR activity (Lantos, 2001, 2002; Porter & Kramer,
2006), these examples dem onstrate how organisations are willing to incur a
cost in order to be responsible.

Such an approach would certainly draw

criticism from CSR detractors, such as Friedman (1970), as it supports their
contentions that CSR actually induces additional costs, and therefore is
irresponsible and potentially inefficient.

However, what is missing from these argum ents, and what is present in Axis,
is an acknowledgem ent of the potential for business to seek to do what they
deem to be the responsible thing, regardless of cost.

Indeed, Axis claims it

is important to engage in the activities detailed above despite the additional
cost because it is “the right thing to do” , thereby bringing a m oral dimension
to CSR which is absent from Friedm an’s interpretation.

Indeed, there is a

notable ‘hum an’ elem ent to Axis’s CSR activity which is, once again, in line
with the organisation’s culture, values and desire to ‘give som ething back’.
As these examples show, the organisation is willing to incur a cost if it means
making a positive difference to an individual’s life.

This dem onstrates the

potential power of strong organisational values and culture, and the ability for
them to take precedence over w hat may appear to be a cheaper, more
straightforward business decision.

That is not to say, however, that all CSR activities in Axis are centred on
giving something back and/or involve a sacrifice.

Indeed, as detailed in

Table 4.1, Axis engage in a wealth of other activities which involve the
organisation doing good beyond its econom ic and legal responsibilities, yet
which were not readily identified by em ployees as being ‘C SR ’. Indeed, for
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many, these activities equated to ‘business as usual’, and are explored in the
next section.

4.6 CSR as business as usual
It is interesting to note em ployees did not refer to environm ent activities
when initially giving exam ples of CSR in practice.

W hen probed, they did

dem onstrate an awareness of the various activities (particularly the ‘Don’t
make work a w aste’ campaign, detailed in Table 4.1), but these were
regarded as ‘business as usual’, being som eone else’s responsibility, as
opposed to som ething that occurs on an organisation-wide basis.

“[X ]... h e ’s responsible fo r the environm ent stu ff and h e ’s done a
brilliant job.

H e ’s now com pletely snowed under with w ork...so we

probably need someone to look at all o f th a t” (CEO).

‘W e have a Green Team no w ... So th e y ’re starting to do some
environm ental stuff" (Focus Group Participant).

The tendency of em ployees to not assume responsibility in this area is
perhaps reflective of the fact that environm ental activities fall under the job
role and responsibilities of the one individual: A xis’s Health and Safety and
Environm ent Manager. As the job title suggests, this individual has specific
responsibility fo r both A xis’s Health and Safety and Environm ent activities
and describes his role as follows:

“Keep up to speed with any new regulations that are com ing in. Make
people aware o f them, and try and enforce it”.

Building on this description, it is perhaps not surprising that the bulk of A xis’
environm ental activities (as detailed in Table 4.1) are mainly reactive and
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have yet to achieve buy-in from em ployees across the organisation (Aguilera
et al, 2007).

This

reactive

approach

to

environm ental

responsibilities

was

further

reinforced by com m ents made by both the CEO and a Director, who stressed
the construction industry was being forced to consider engaging in a variety
of environm ent activities in order to remain com petitive and m eet societal
and industry expectations:

"... all these com panies now.

environm ental.

They’r e all getting involved with

If y o u ’re not seen to be doing it, y o u ’re an outcast...

It’s all big business now ...

Like, any tenders you do, you m ust state

all yo u r CSR and environm ental p o licie s’’ (Director).

“I think we need to m easure o u r carbon footprint now.

I think the

environm ent is the next big thing, without a doubt. Again, when w e ’re
doing presentations, we want to be able to say we m easure our
carbon footprint and we know what w e ’re costing, and this is how we
offset it” (CEO).

In a contrast to other CSR activities in Axis, environm ental activities are not
driven by a sense of responsibility to do good, or a caring culture. Rather, as
dem onstrated in the quotes above, they are focused on responding to
industry trends or requirements, or stipulations made in Pre-Qualification
Q uestionnaires in large scale tenders. It is interesting to note that the aspect
of CSR which is clearly linked to the organisation’s com m ercial viability is
managed by one individual in a reactive m anner with little or no engagem ent
from the w ider em ployee base, although at the tim e of data collection, efforts
were being made to broaden em ployees’ buy-in and understanding of
environm ental initiatives.
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Responsibility for widening participation in this area lies with the newly
created

‘Green Team’, comprised of ten volunteers from across the

organisation.

The Green Team has responsibility for driving employee

engagement in environment activities throughout the organisation using
techniques such as awareness campaigns.

One example of the Green

Team’s work is the ‘Don’t make work a waste’ campaign, which focuses on
encouraging
environmental

employees
impact.

to

alter

Using

their

posters

behaviours
and

and

stickers

reduce

throughout

their
the

organisation, the Green Team encourages employees to turn off lights and
computer monitors and minimise paper usage.

The CEO describes how the Green Team plan to take a more proactive
approach:

"...

we are going to try to m easure our p a p e r usage p e r head, we

have new w ater m achines where we d o n ’t have the plastic bottles or
cups anymore, we measure what we recycle, we try and encourage
people to turn o ff their lights and pcs, all sorts o f stu ff like th a t” (CEO).

It is interesting to note that Axis has determined a cross-functional team of
volunteers to be the best mechanism for generating a better understanding
of, and engagement in, environmental activities across the organisation. The
creation of the team represents a step from environmental activities being
‘business as usual’ and an inherent element of one individual’s job, towards
them also being a responsibility for the wider Axis team, regardless of their
roles.

The inclination for employees to consider Axis’s environmental activities as
‘business as usual’ is indicative of an organisation ‘being’ GSR, as opposed
to ‘doing’ GSR, as advocated by Vogel (2005) and explored in Chapter Two.
In other words, what some may deem to be GSR activities are so embedded
in the organisation that they are not to the forefront of employees’ minds
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when discussing CSR.

Rather, they are treated as ‘business as usual’.

Although such embedded CSR is promoted as the most ideal way to engage
in CSR, (Vogel, 2005; Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2005), the
tendency for Axis’ employees to overlook environmental activities and focus
on community activities when discussing CSR highlights the potential pitfalls
associated with implementing CSR as business as usual; employees remain
unaware of the achievements and do not positively associate them with the
organisation being responsible.

A review of the evidence demonstrates that the CEO has driven community
activities to be at the heart of CSR in the organisation. As the next section
explores, he plays a key role in determining what CSR means in Axis, and
how it is managed and implemented.

4.7 The influence of the CEO on CSR in Axis
The power and influence of the CEO on CSR in Axis was apparent
throughout data collection. The CEO is acutely aware of his influence, as
evidenced in the following frank statement:

“I am the company so I can make the decisions, rightly or wrongly and
if people don’t like them, then b** locks to them quite frankly”.

Evidence clearly demonstrates that one of the CEO’s aforementioned
“decisions” is to drive CSR in Axis. Indeed, throughout data collection it was
difficult to overlook his “enthusiasm

and

passion” for CSR (London

Excellence Awards). In line with arguments made by Pedersen & Neergaard
(2008) and Godos-Diez et al (2011), the CEO believes he has a key role to
play in ensuring the successful implementation of CSR in practice:
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“CSR only works if it’s driven top down. I don’t care what anyone else
says... My role is to drive it. I don’t mind, because I ’m quite
passionate about it”.

His efforts to drive CSR have been noted by employees, who commented on
how the CEO provided the impetus for CSR throughout the organisation, as
evidenced in the following quotes:

“It’s definitely him [the CEO). Definitely. It’s his passion, which h e ’s
disseminated.. .It definitely comes from him ” (Marketing Manager).

“H e’s so passionate about it” (Focus Group Participant).

“It’s driven from the top.

It’s always a success if it’s driven and

believed in at the top" (Director).

Not only has the CEO provided the impetus and drive for CSR in the
organisation - his passion for the area has ignited a sense of pride in some
employees, as evidenced in the following example:

“I get people in here for inductions, and I ju st say about how wonderful
it is because it is wonderful.

For someone who - I don’t want to be

condescending on [the CEO] because he is very intelligent, but for
someone who’s come up, got this business, grown it... Fle’s still
passionate about it and he still takes a very active part in it. You feel
proud to work for a company like that” (HR Manager).

Waldman et a! (2006) argue that an individual will be motivated to drive an
organisation to engage in CSR for one of two reasons - either CSR will help
them achieve their personal ambitions, or CSR will help them gain personal
business benefits. In this instance, the former is strongly apparent, with the
CEO’s personal ambitions and values being evident throughout data
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collection. Indeed, when questioned on why he encourages the organisation
to engage in CSR, he argues it is the “right thing to do” and provides a
number of anecdotes about the generosity his father showed towards his
colleagues and the local community in the past. The CEO argues that, when
stripped back to basics, CSR, is essentially about citizenship:

“My dad was an Irish labourer in the building sites in the 50s and the
60s. If a worker had an accident, he didn’t get any wages, so they
would put a dance on for him. It is about citizenship. That’s how I see
it. You can get into some heavy ground with it, but for me it’s all about
delivery” (CEO).

It is clear his father’s experience has impacted on the CEO’s personal beliefs
and, furthermore, his interpretation of CSR:

“You know my view. Find someone., .change their life. That’s what it’s
all about”.

Evidence suggests the CEO uses the organisation as a vehicle for effecting
this belief, acting as an extension of his preferences and wishes - a
technique which has been noted in other organisations (Aguilera et al, 2007;
Clarke & Butcher, 2006).

This is particularly notable in relation to the

Community and Social Team.

Handpicked

by the

CEO, the team

communicate and drive CSR activities which receive his approval. Reporting
structures ensure the CEO controls the team’s activities at all times, despite
not being a team member, ultimately dictating what community activities Axis
does, or does not, engage in.

Whilst there is no doubt CSR in Axis is concerned with a desire to give
something back, it is clear that this focus is as a consequence of the CEO’s
wishes.

This demonstrates the power of a CEO in determining an

organisation’s approach and interpretation of CSR. In this instance, the CEO
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has not only managed the m essage of CSR, ensuring it is associated with
caring for others and giving som ething back, but he also ensured the
mechanism s fo r managing and implem enting CSR com plem ent this focus.
In particular, as the next section explores, his refusal to write or im plem ent a
CSR strategy enables him to continue to control CSR in the organisation.

4.8 Avoiding strategy
Axis does not have a CSR strategy or explicit plan fo r CSR, owing to the
C EO ’s unease at introducing too much structure, or potentially inhibiting
flexibility and creativity.

He reflects on the organisation’s current, ad-hoc

strategy for CSR:

“Things tend to float in and out.

Which probably means that some

things work well, others don’t work so well.

Obviously again, the

flipside o f that again is, if yo u ’re flexible enough and you don’t have
big programmes that you’ve launched and put badges on - if it’s not
working, you can kick it into touch and you can ju st try something
different... I can make a decision right away whereas these people
have to look at all their corporate governance, they have to look at all
the reasons why they can and can’t... They can’t make a decision...
Our strategy is weak, but what I would also say is, it’s possibly
deliberately weak, because it makes you flexible... W e’ve probably
got a loose strategy... I say to them, this is what w e’re currently doing,
this is what w e’re aiming to do” (CEO).

It is im portant to stress that such an absence of a CSR strategy is not
necessarily problem atic for an organisation.

Indeed, Russo and Tencati

(2009) suggest that organisations with characteristics sim ilar to Axis (such as
those organisations with an owner m anager and a fam ily culture) are
unwilling to form alise their CSR activities.

Nonetheless, it would

be
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anticipated that an organisation such as Axis, which has been cited as an
exemplar of CSR, would have measures and/or mechanisms in place to
ensure its activity aligns with wider organisational goals and objectives.
Evidence demonstrates, however, that this is not the case within Axis, with
the

organisation

being

unable

to

provide

comprehensive

figures

or

measurements documenting the extent, impact or success of its CSR
activities.

Indeed, when interviewees and focus group participants were pressed on
whether, or how, they measured CSR activity or impact, employees reverted
to stating that the CEO was responsible for all decisions relating to CSR and
thus would be best placed to understand how they were measured and
monitored.

When the CEO was pressed on why Axis does not have CSR

measurements or targets in place, it became clear that he associates
measurement, and furthermore, the creation of a CSR strategy, with box
ticking, his “pet hate”. He stressed that the organisation is not concerned
with creating documents, but rather, is focused on delivery. Consequently,
when discussing the extent and impact of Axis’ CSR activity, the CEO was
adamant that there is a business case associated with CSR, but could offer
little in terms of hard evidence:

“It should be the right thing to do.

It should make you feel good for

doing it, and it should be a good business case” (CEO);

“There is an ethical case and a business case” (CEO)

“It makes us look fantastic with the client and the community down
there and it is the right thing to do... So there is your ethical and your
business case again" (CEO).

Interestingly, while the CEO was adamant about the business case
associated with CSR when specifically discussing CSR strategy and
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measurem ents,

he was

less

committed

to

the

business

case

when

discussing other areas such as his motives for implem enting CSR in the first
instance.

This results in a confused m essage as to w hether Axis does, or

does not, seek business benefits from its CSR activity.

For instance, on

several occasions, the CEO was at lengths to explain that the focus and
benefits gleaned from the business case were nothing more than a bonus:

“A lot of what we do there is probably no business case at all but
where there is a business case I drive it big time".

However, on other occasions he em phasised the strong association between
CSR and business benefits for Axis:

“CSR is a real strong selling point for us. ..CSR is our USP”.

The CEO could offer numerous anecdotes when asked how he identifies the
business case for CSR, but could provide little in term s of hard evidence of
the impact, or otherwise, of a CSR activity.

Indeed, there was no

consistency in what em ployees felt the business case was for CSR, with
interviewees often contradicting each other as to the value of CSR for the
organisation.

This point is perhaps best evidenced in the organisation’s experience with
one of its com m unity partners, Charlton Athletic.

As part of its relationship

with Charlton, A xis’ logo is displayed above the changing room dug-out,
marketing their brand to all the fans and a television audience (Im pact on
Society Award

Submission).

In return.

Axis

has

contributed

to

the

partnership by committing m onetary and staff resources to the C lub’s
com m unity initiatives. As with other CSR initiatives in the organisation. Axis
has no m easurem ents to indicate the realised value of the relationship,
instead relying solely on perceptions.
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When questioned on the effectiveness of this relationship with Charlton
Athletic, one director of Axis argued that:

“...over the years it [the partnership with Charlton] has proven
valuable...you can definitely see” (Director).

Yet, another claimed:

“...They [Charlton Athletic] were really taking the mick out o f us.

We

all go down there voluntarily and the people who are getting paid by
Charlton are sitting there doing nothing basically” (Director).

The lack of measurements of the effectiveness or impact of the partnership
has culminated in difference of opinion as to whether Axis should continue
their relationship with Charlton Athletic.

Consequently, the partnership is

now subject to review by Axis’ senior management. This example points to
the potential benefits of having some measurements in place, making it
easier for Axis to determine if a programme is working and whether it needs
(in the words of the CEO) “kicked into touch”.

However, evidence indicates the CEO is unlikely to put such measures in
place until he is fully convinced as to their value.

Currently, he perceives

targets and, furthermore, a CSR strategy, to be little more than figures on a
sheet of paper and of limited worth. Consequently, Axis continue to engage
in a raft of ad-hoc, operational CSR activities with little or no link to the
overarching strategy or objectives of Axis. CSR remains mainly a reflection
of the CEO’s personal values and preferences (Jenkins, 2009).
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4.9 Conclusions on CSR in Axis
Axis has been lauded as an exem plar of CSR, receiving num erous awards
for its various activities and initiatives.

Yet, an analysis of the various

aspects of CSR in the organisation reveals it is considerably different from
what many academ ics would deem to be an ideal, or ‘best’ way to engage in
CSR.

Most evidently, CSR in Axis consists of a plethora of disparate

activities, ranging from charitable giving through to recycling.

In the main,

these activities occur independently from each other, have a poor (if any)
connection to w ider organisational strategy, and are not monitored or
measured - characteristics which are a far cry from w hat we m ight expect
from an exem plar of CSR.

The influence of the CEO on CSR in Axis is striking.

Stem m ing from his

personal belief in caring for others and making a positive difference to the
lives of others, he has created and instilled a set of values and an
organisational culture from which CSR is a natural progression. This culture
is premised on his own belief that we have an opportunity and responsibility
to make a positive difference to others. Unsurprisingly, within Axis, the bulk
of CSR activity is centred on the com m unity and enabling em ployees to
make a positive difference.

Interestingly however, the CEO decides when

and where the em ployees can and will make a difference, and uses cross
functional team s of em ployees to make the w ider em ployee base feel they
have ownership over the activity. Nonetheless, despite his levels of control,
his approach is successful and the m ajority of em ployees are very positive
about the organisation’s com m unity activities.

However, there were also aspects of CSR in Axis which remain ‘below the
radar’. These activities were em bedded in the roles and responsibilities of
one individual - for example, the Human Resource m anager co-ordinates
apprenticeship programmes, whilst the Health and Safety and Environm ental
manager holds responsibility for much of A xis’ environm ental initiatives.
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Interestingly, these activities were not to the forefront of em ployees’ minds
when discussing CSR. Rather, they were regarded as ‘business as usual’. It
is not a coincidence that these activities were also the ones most closely
related to A xis’ w ider organisational strategy and business goals - perhaps
explaining why they were treated as a usual elem ent of the organisation’s
operations as opposed to something special or extraordinary.

The CEO is frank about his dislike for box-ticking and this has naturally
impacted on the way CSR is m anaged within the organisation.

Many

activities have no m easurem ents or structure. The em phasis is on delivery
and making a difference, with much less regard for w ider consideration for
w hether the activity fits with the organisation’s strategy.

Rather, activities

and how they are implem ented are tweaked as they go along, usually
according to the C E O ’s wishes.

W hilst this approach would

not sit

com fortably with some academ ics who endorse a highly strategic approach
to CSR, it is clear that it works for Axis.

It enables the organisation to have

the flexibility to change its approach to CSR when needed and, perhaps just
as importantly, enables the CEO to alter activities to suit his whim s and
wishes.

There is little doubt that CSR is Axis is a culm ination of a series of factors.
For instance, the size of the organisation enables it to maintain a personal
and flexible approach to its CSR, as well as enabling a fam ily-like culture to
permeate the organisation.

The organisation’s sector has forced it to

consider its environm ental impact, and has helped encourage Axis to take a
more proactive approach in that area.

The history of the organisation has

put a spotlight on how the com m unity perceives it, w hilst the ownership of
the organisation enables the CEO to use it as a vehicle to im plem ent his
personal wishes and ambitions.

It is this last factor which has the greatest, and most notable, im pact on the
nature of CSR in Axis.

W hilst on the surface, CSR in Axis Is a series of
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disparate activities, upon analysis it is clear they are bound together by the
organisation’s values and culture, which focuses on caring for others and
making a positive difference to the lives o f others. This culture is indicative
of the CEO's personal history, passion and am bitions for the organisation.
W hilst pursuing his personal interests, the CEO has im plem ented a variety of
CSR activities in a m anner that has found resonance with the m ajority of
employees, resulting in him achieving his personal am bitions, while also
engendering

a sense

of responsibility and

pride am ongst em ployees.

Although A xis’s approach to, and im plem entation of, CSR is fa r from the
ideals endorsed in academia, there is little doubt the approach works fo r the
nature, size and culture of the organisation.

In Axis, the CEO has ensured

CSR is about making a positive difference in the com m unity, and it is clear
employees believe that is what they are achieving.
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Chapter Five: Case Study Two: Foyle Food Group

5.0. Overview of Foyle Food Group
Foyle Food Group (herein FFG) is one of the largest beef and lamb
processors in the Northern Ireland. It is a family owned group of companies,
consisting mainly of abattoirs and deboning facilities.

Operating across 5

sites in Cookstown, Omagh, Londonderry (2 sites), and Lisnahally, it
slaughters and de-bones around 20% of the cattle and 70% of the sheep in
Northern Ireland, and supplies a range of large customers, including Tesco
and Birds Eye (Internal Presentation notes; www.foylefoodgroup.com). The
Hilton Food Group, a partner organisation, owns 50% of the Cookstown
factory. However, the Cookstown factory is managed by FFG and the Hilton
Food Group takes no part in the running and management of the site.

FFG is regarded as an exemplar of CSR. The organisation has received a
Business in the Community Big Tick for its workplace activities and was
awarded a National Example of Excellence in CSR, the highest possible
prize for CSR in the UK.

The organisation’s Chief Executive chairs the

Business Leadership Team for CSR in North West region in Northern Ireland
and the organisation has been externally recognised for its fundraising
activity through the Payroll Giving Programme.

Evidently, FFG is regarded

as a leader in CSR, not only in Northern Ireland, but across the UK.

Each of FFG’s five sites has a hierarchical organisational structure, overseen
by a Group Board of Directors. Each site director is a member of the Board
of Directors. The presence of site directors at Board level enables strategies
and policies created by the Board to be channelled directly to each site,
directly linking the Board with each factory. In addition, FFG has a number
of Group Managers who each oversee a specific organisational function,
such as for Human Resources, Health and Safety, and Finance.
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The meat industry has faced considerable challenges in recent years, such
as the BSE (Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy) crisis in the mid ‘90s,
which saw UK consumption of beef falling by 40% (Knowles et al, 2007;
www.farmersguardian.com). This crisis, combined with the Foot and Mouth
crisis in 2001, resulted in a European wide ban on UK beef sales until 2006,
thereby creating a shortage of demand within the UK meat industry (MLC,
1999, cited in Lloyd et al, 2006), subsequently forcing organisations such as
FFG to fight to retain their position in the market.

Despite such challenges, FFG have grown rapidly from 86 staff in 1990 to
approximately 750 staff today, 43% of whom are migrant workers (i.e. those
workers who have lived in another country for a year or more and who state
on arrival the

intention

to stay in the

UK for a year or more

-

www.statistics.gov.uk). The organisation has undergone significant change,
including the appointment of a new CEO who has ambitions to bring further
change into FFG.

As the next section explores, FFG engage in a variety of CSR activities, and
the CEO has also attempted to drive more CSR activity across the various
sites.

His attempts have had varying degrees of success, owing to a

combination of the organisation's structure and culture.

These, and other

aspects of CSR in FFG are explored in greater detail throughout this chapter.

5.1 CSR in practice in FFG
In FFG, CSR consists of a series of unrelated activities, some of which are
primarily understood as ‘just good business’ rather than CSR, others which
are peripheral to the organisation, with limited links to FFG’s business
strategy or goals.

Accordingly, aspects of FFG’s CSR activities are

managed by individuals as part of their daily roles and responsibilities whilst
on the other hand, other activities remain peripheral with poor levels of
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employee engagem ent or buy-in. Indeed, In the main, CSR in FFG is a
series

of lacklustre,

momentum.

unrelated

activities,

many of which

are

void

of

Table 5.1 details the various CSR activities occurring in the

organisation.

As this chapter will explore, FFG’s CSR activities are prim arily centred on a
sense of responsibility to do no harm, coupled with an em phasis on being
‘seen to do som ething’. Much less consideration is given to how effective the
organisation’s engagem ent with CSR is, or ensuring a fit between CSR and
organisational strategy. There is a tendency for much of the CSR in FFG to
be predom inantly reactionary in nature, driven as a response to perceived
demands for CSR activity. For FFG, engaging in some sort of CSR activity is
the main goal, and less attention is paid to how that activity is rolled out,
w hether em ployees engage in it, or what links it has to w ider organisational
goals.

In other words, the focus

is on the ‘end’, with only limited

consideration given to the means to the end.

W hilst Table 5.1 outlines the various CSR activities occurring in FFG, and is
a helpful starting point for gaining an appreciation of the nature and range of
CSR activities occurring in the organisation, it does not provide us with an
insight into the deeper, more com plex aspects of CSR in the organisation,
such as the role of the CEO in influencing or driving CSR in practice, or the
impact the organisation’s culture has on the im plem entation of CSR. It is in
these details that the true essence of CSR in FFG lies, and this chapter now
turns to exploring them in greater detail.
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5.2 Organisational values in FFG: Aspiration as opposed to reality
Upon taking

up his

organisational

post, the

mission

and

set

CEO

decided

of values,

FFG

needed

im m ediately

a revised

indicating

determ ination to drive change and a new ethos in the organisation.

his
The

resulting mission and values are outlined in Figure 5.1.

FFG’s organisational mission and objectives
“ Delivering our promise”
Sourcing only the best
To deliver our promise in setting the standards for beef and lamb
Ensuring the quality of leading edge products and services

Core values
Integrity

We will always act honourably,
producing safe products and
uphold our reputation

Trust

We earn the trust of our
customers, suppliers,
employees and the community.

Commitment

We will deliver on our
commitment to our customers,
suppliers, employees and the
community.

Aspirational values

Professionalism

Teamwork
Lead by example

We will conduct our
business in a
professional manner.
We combine our
skills and knowledge
to deliver success.
We will lead by
example.

Figure 5.1. FFG’s Mission, Core and Aspirational Values (Internal Documentation)

The distinction between core values and aspirational values is indicative of
the C EO ’s ambition fo r the organisation to change and improve. He explains
that whilst the core values are already considered to be part and parcel of
the organisation, aspirational values have yet to be realised and therefore
represent areas for improvement:

“...what w e’re saying is: our teamwork needs to be better.

W e’re

getting more professional, but we need to improve, and ultimately,
lead by example is a big challenge” (CEO).
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The CEO believes that FFG needs to undergo change, and stresses that
“CSR is built into that [change]”. Indeed, evidence indicates the CEO views
CSR as a vehicle for driving change in the organisation.

In line with the

aspirational values, he considers it a means to improving teamwork in the
organisation and encouraging employees to lead by example. This indicates
that, as yet, CSR is not fully implemented or embedded in the organisation,
but rather, is built into the CEO’s ambitions for change:

“My goal has been to professionalise the business...! have forced
change into the business by various means, that some people may
not even be aware (CEO).

However, evidence indicates the link between FFG’s organisational values is
an aspiration as opposed to a reality. Indeed, as the next section explores,
the organisation has some way to go before CSR is fully accepted and
welcomed by employees. Rather than being a positive vehicle for change in
the organisation, FFG’s CSR activities are often overlooked or treated with a
degree of cynicism by employees. This cynicism is fuelled by a ‘them and
us’ culture which permeates the organisation and contributes to low levels of
morale amongst employees. This culture, and the impact it has on CSR in
FFG, is explored in greater detail in the next section.

5.3 A ‘them and us’ culture, which undermines CSR in FFG
Throughout data collection, the researcher noted poor levels of morale and
employee engagement in FFG.

The roots of poor morale are evidenced

when we consider the monotonous, routine-based and labour intensive
nature of tasks in FFG, as evidenced in one employee’s account of a typical
day ‘on the floor’:
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“Beef comes down vac packed.

Then we put them in trays and we

label them on the labelling machine and then we take them down to
the loading bay.... There’s two men that pulls the beef into the trays, a
man on the labelling machine and then three or four men palleting the
goods.

It rotates day to day and that’s basically it” (Prepack

Manager).

Frequently, employees referred to the poor morale levels across the
organisation, as demonstrated in the range of quotes below:

"Morale would be low at times. As I say, it’s mad down on the floor.
It’s production driven... It’s hard to find somebody on the day that's
happy and enjoying their work" (Boning Hall Manager).

"I suppose everyone has their grievances, depending on what day you
get them on!" (Technical Manager).

“Morale in here this [sic] past few years hasn’t been great at all.
Really, really bad” (Technical supervisor).

“At the minute, the jo b ’s ok.
frustrating moments in it...

There’s ups and downs.

There’s a few

If they could ju st get morale boosted a

wee bit” (Boning Hall Assistant).

Throughout data collection, it was particularly apparent that this lack of
morale was underpinned by discontentment with the relationship between
senior

management

and

lower

level

employees.

More

specifically,

employees do not trust senior management, as evidenced in one employee’s
account of her experience when she moved from a customer facing position
to a managerial post. She recalls how her promotion immediately resulted in
a change in her relationships with her peers:
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“A lot of them have characterized me and w on’t say anything to
me...because you have a title now, you’re one o f the other ones now.
It’s sort of in the back of their minds. Is she one o f them? Is she not?
So, they don’t say anything in front o f me. And six months ago, I was
ju s t one of the workers. But if they look at you as management, they’ll
think - she’s going to say something” (Office Manager).

Other employees noted the poor relationship between management and
lower level employees:

"There would be a lot o f discontent, especially down at the production
area...Just the relationship between
ordinary worker.

the management and the

There’s [sic] some boys down there that ju s t feel

they’re not being treated right” (Sales Manager).

“I think we all know that people aren’t particularly happy here. So until
you start addressing the issues that they have and actually try to
make them believe that you are trying to help them, trying to address
them, they’re not going to be happy... It’s important to show workers
that they are valued and that you are going to try...they’re not stupid
either... But it’s not happening” (Coldstore Dispatch Manager).

Further exploration demonstrated that “not being treated right” involved
employees being unhappy with their levels of pay, their increasing workload
and the apparent lack of interest or appreciation demonstrated by senior
management. This was evidenced in numerous anecdotes provided by the
employees, such as the one below:

“At Christmas there, hauliers would leave in bottle o f whiskey or
something there... But this year somebody took the decision to raffle
them. Now I don’t give a hoot about getting a bottle, but it’s the whole
principle of the thing.

The tradition should carry on, but somebody
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said zip, and that’s that.

It’s a small thing.

Maybe it’s only a

handshake or a thank you. Just thanks for the year. Boys would have
come down, shook your hand, wished you good luck with the holiday
and see you next week. Enjoy. Now it’s a case of, where’s everybody
gone” (Boning Hall Manager).

The ‘them and us’ culture results In employees often being cynical of any
new Initiatives of Ideas being proposed by management. Consequently, as
opposed to encouraging employees to aspire to espouse new organisational
values, or enable them to engage in a range of CSR activities, the CEO's
approach is met with wariness and, in some instances, suspicion amongst
employees. For example, one interviewee comments on his reaction to the
Introduction of new values in the organisation:

“In my honest opinion, it’s ju st lip service. People should always
remember one thing. Guys on the floor are not stupid. You can’t pull
the wool over their eyes. They know bullsh*t and lip service when they
hear it or see it” (Coldstore Manager).

This scepticism and lack of buy-in is of interest to this research programme,
as it Is indicative of how CSR in FFG has been received by employees. In
the main, they are sceptical of senior management’s intentions, and find it
difficult to accept that FFG is willing to, for example, enable employees to
volunteer in the community. This is explored in greater detail in the following
section.

5.4 CSR as a stipulation rather than an option

in the main, employees are wary of getting involved in the activities,
remaining unsure whether FFG’s CSR efforts are genuine.

By way of

example, this is demonstrated in how employees approach volunteering. As
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part of its commitment to CSR, FFG gives employees the opportunity to
engage in a range of community volunteering programmes, such as Time to
Read and Insight into Foyle, as well as a range of activities which are linked
to the Charity of the Year (see Table 5.1). However, uptake is far from
impressive, with each of the sites struggling to get employees to engage in
volunteering.

Analysis suggests employees are mistrustful of FFG’s intentions in regard to
community engagement, automatically making an assumption that there is a
‘catch’ and the organisation’s desire to make a positive impact in the
community is not genuine. When reflecting on the difficulties of generating
an interest in volunteering, one HR Manager argued that employees were
“wary"

of volunteering

opportunities.

Another

employee

stated

her

colleagues were shocked that FFG were willing to engage in employer
supported volunteering, allowing employees to volunteer during working
hours:

“...there was [sic] only two of us who went in for [Time to Read].

I

thought it was taken out o f your own tim e...and I said I would do it
anyway...and then everybody found out [it tvas employer supported
volunteering]...you shouldn’t be doing it for that reason, but that’s a
whole lot of people’s attitudes.

You know, if we don’t get paid, we

don’t want to know about it" (Technical Supervisor).

In light of such scepticism, it is understandable that FFG has struggled to get
volunteers for community activities.

While the CEO is keen employees

engage in the local community, employees’ wariness have dissipated his
efforts. This has culminated in a mismatch whereby the CEO is driving his
site managers to encourage employees to volunteer, yet employees are
reluctant to come forward.

As a result, what were originally volunteering

opportunities have been forced upon employees, as site managers try to
meet their CEO’s wishes:
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“If [the site manager] wants a person to come forward to do this Time
to Read, he’ll ju s t come to me and he’ll say, get me two people...W e
would definitely ask. Then if we don’t get them, w e’d say, y o u ’re not
busy that day” (Human Resources Assistant Manager).

Indeed, as a consequence of the organisation’s culture and employee
scepticism, FFG’s decision to implement employer supported volunteering
has actually resulted in coercion rather than volunteering, further heightening
employee scepticism and causing frustration at senior management level.
Importantly, it also points to the impact of an organisation’s culture on its
CSR activity and the important role played by employees in creating a culture
that enables CSR to flourish. Despite the CEO’s willingness to drive change
and new CSR activities through FFG, the organisation’s culture has
undermined his efforts as employees remain wary and, furthermore, the
resulting

response from

site managers further exacerbates

employee

frustrations and scepticism.

Thus, despite being intended as voluntary, aspects of CSR in FFG have
become mandatory for some. Yet, other aspects of CSR in FFG occur on a
day to day basis, as an integrated part of an individual’s role. These more
embedded, strategic activities are explored in greater detail in the next
section.

5.5 CSR as business as usual

A number of the CSR activities detailed in Table 5.1 were primarily treated as
‘business as usual’, with the decision to implement them in the first instance
being ‘just good business’. For example, FFG’s award-winning hiring and
treatment of migrant workers was primarily intended as a response to a
staffing issue, rather than intended as an explicit CSR activity:
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“The need for staff in the area led us to look for migrant workers and
we treated them like anybody else” (Finance Manager).

However,

w hile

FFG

was

prim arily

solving

a

business

problem,

the

organisation was applauded by external parties for what they deemed to be
excellent CSR in practice:

“...whenever we saw how other people were using them, we saw that
we were actually doing something that was good” (Finance Director).

Owing to them approaching their treatm ent of migrant workers as a business
issue, FFG implem ented the activity in a m anner that is fully aligned to the
organisation’s strategy.

Responsibility for the activity lies with the Group

Human Resource Manager, and it is managed in a sim ilar vein to other
aspects of the organisation, with a defined plan and a series of KPIs.
Consequently, it is not surprising interviewees and focus group participants
associated FFG ’s treatm ent of migrant workers with prim arily with business
as usual, rather than a CSR activity.

Essentially, engaging in CSR through

its treatm ent of m igrant workers is an unintended by-product of FFG’s
response to a business need, dem onstrating a insight into the differences
between w hat is deemed to be primarily ‘business as usual’ in some
industries, yet prim arily CSR in others.

A similar pattern is notable in relation to FFG’s environm ental activities (as
detailed

in Table 5.1) which

have

been

driven

by the organisation’s

adherence to the IPPC license (an industry requirem ent aimed at controlling
and reducing pollution).

The local environm ental regulator m onitors FFG ’s

performance and has the authority to shut a factory im m ediately if the
organisation’s

operations

do

not

meet

the

stipulated

standard

(w w w .netregs.gov.uk). Not surprisingly, FFG are under pressure to operate
within the license requirements:
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“...the company have to be seen to be doing a lot more for the
environment.

There is the pressure from the IPPC license... If you

don’t make it, they have the power now to shut you dow n...” (Site
Technical Manager).

Reflective of the pressures to operate within the standard, each of FFG’s
sites has a dedicated Environmental Manager, and environmental activities
are centred on a series of KPIs, which are underpinned by legislative
requirements (Internal Meeting Documentation).

Indeed, there is no doubt

that the organisation is spurred on by the ‘big stick’ approach used by the
regulator:

“Whenever they [the regulator] say they are here to help, they’re
helping, but they’ve got a big stick with them.... Things would be far
slacker if it wasn’t for them.

Before they were around there were all

kinds o f things that went on. All kinds of damage being done - on a
small scale right enough... But since they’ve been on board, things
have tightened in a big w ay...” (Site Environmental Manager).

While there is little doubt FFG has been driven to engage in CSR by
legislative requirements (which is indicative of defensive CSR, as described
by Husted & De Jesus Salazar, 2006), there is evidence to suggest the
organisation has moved towards taking a more proactive, strategic approach
to environment activities.

One employee reflects on how environment

activities in FFG are gaining momentum:

7 do think, as an organisation, Foyle Food have always went for ISO
14000 and tried to be, where possible, as environmentally friendly as
they can without losing money I suppose.

Recently it has been

costing us money, but there’s a huge push from senior management
to be doing it” (Technical Manager).
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This “huge push” for the organisation to proactively engage in responsible
environment activities is evidenced in FFG being invited to join the ARENA
network, a best practice network in Northern Ireland which focuses on
organisations improving their environmental impact through sharing best
practice and benchmarking with other network members, including Dunbia,
Coca-Cola, Phoenix Natural Gas and Diageo. FFG consistently achieve first
quintile in the annual ARENA benchmarking survey, which benchmarks the
top 200 organisations on their environmental performance.

This clearly

positions FFG as one of the top performers in Northern Ireland in terms of
environmental performance and impact.

Nonetheless, despite taking a more proactive approach to its environmental
activities, combined with being recognised as one of the top environmental
performers in Northern Ireland, environmental activities are regarded as
‘business as usual’ in FFG, rather than primarily CSR activities. Interviewees
and focus group participants did not immediately refer to them initially as
CSR. Rather, they placed a greater emphasis on community activities when
discussing CSR.

In a similar vein to Axis, the activities that are less

embedded, with fewer links to core business, were to the forefront of
employees’ minds when discussing CSR. The less structured and integrated
the activity, the more likely employees were to refer to it as CSR.

However, in the case of FFG, those activities for which the organisation has
been externally lauded as a CSR exemplar are the ones which are more
embedded, and less to the forefront of employees’ minds.

This disparity

between how CSR in FFG is perceived from the outside-in, versus the
inside-out, is explored in greater detail in the next section.
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5.6 The disparity between CSR in FFG on paper versus in practice
There is a clear disjoint between CSR in FFG from the outside-in versus the
inside-out. From the outside-in, FFG is a leader in CSR activities targeted at
the workplace, as evidenced in: the organisation winning awards for its
treatment of their migrant workers; its successful, repeated IIP accreditation
and; its ongoing commitment to employee development (as described in
Table 5.1).

However, data collection demonstrates that these efforts have

found little or no resonance with employees.

If anything, the fact that the

organisation has actually won awards for their activities has embittered
employees as evidenced in the quotes below:

“There’s nothing happening on the ground...if you’re looking to take
social responsibilities seriously, I look at the people who work on the
floor as being our society, our community here” (Coldstore Dispatch
Manager);

“They have their Investors in People going on and they have their
training and all that, but the general feeling would be that it’s ju s t a lip
service thing” (Boning Hall Manager).

The disjoint between CSR in FFG on paper and that evidenced in practice is
further reinforced by the fact that, even when prompted, the majority of
interviewees could not think of examples of how FFG is responsible to its
employees. This certainly does not sit easily with suggestions that FFG is a
National Example of Excellence in CSR.

Evidence suggests this mismatch can be attributed to a number of factors.
During data collection it was apparent a number of employees treated the
interview process as an opportunity to complain, in confidence, about their
employer.

Indeed, a number of interviewees demonstrated defiance and a

determination to argue that their employer did nothing responsible in the
workplace. Yet, these results do not concur with those gathered by a recent
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employee

survey

conducted

by

FFG,

which

demonstrated

100%

respondents felt FFG was committed to their development (detailed in Table
5.1).

Secondly, the mismatch between workplace CSR on paper and that in
practice may be attributed to CSR having open rules of application (as
argued by Matten & Moon, 2008 and discussed in Chapter Two).

In other

words, CSR can, and will, mean different things to different people. Thus,
what senior management or external observers may deem as a responsible
activity, other employees may not, resulting in different interpretations of the
nature and scope of CSR in FFG.

Consequently, those activities which

internally in FFG are treated as ‘business as usual’ are externally being
noted as examples of excellence in CSR.

The implementation of much of FFG’s CSR as ‘business as usual’ is
reflective of the way the organisation leads, structures and implements its
CSR activity, which is explored in greater detail in the next section.

5.7 The role of leadership, structure and strategy in CSR in FFG
In terms of strategy and measurements, FFG do not treat CSR as a whole,
but rather, understand it as being “multi-functional” (Financial Director).
Essentially,

CSR

is

a

organisational functions.

series

of

activities

that

fall

under

different

This is best evidenced In FFG’s three-year

organisational strategy, which sets out FFG’s overall targets and objectives
for the next three years.

Referred to as a ‘route map’, the strategy targets

four specific areas that senior management have deemed to be at the centre
of FFG, namely: People; Environment; Internal Processes; and Customers
and

Markets

(FFG

Strategy

Route

Map,

Confidential

Internal

Documentation). In determining its future activities and objectives, FFG has
“built CSR into that" (CEO).

Thus, as opposed to having a specific CSR
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category, CSR activities are integrated throughout the strategy route map.
For example, the organisation considers training and developm ent and a
focus on em ployee health as part of its ‘People’ strand. Similarly, com m unity
engagem ent and migrant w orker policies are included as part of ‘Custom ers
and M arkets’. From this perspective, CSR is not an integrated whole, but
rather, a series of quasi-related activities, lending support to suggestions that
CSR is better understood as an umbrella term (Matten & Moon, 2008), as
opposed to an entity in itself.

FFG’s attem pts to link CSR with its organisational strategy and three year
plan would gain the approval of Ketola (2008), who argues that if an
organisation is to successfully im plem ent and embed CSR, it is im portant
that it is linked to the core values, mission and goals of the organisation.
However, while this may indeed be understood as best practice, evidence
presented thus far in this chapter highlights the lack of em ployee buy in to
organisational values, and points to the potential for an organisation’s culture
to inhibit the im plem entation of CSR in practice.

Indeed, in light of wide

evidence, it can be argued the strategy map is little more than a piece of
paper rather than a true reflection of the state of CSR in the organisation. It
is clear that the organisation’s culture is dissipating FFG’s efforts to link CSR
with organisational strategy.

Despite being part of the strategy route map,

CSR in FFG is a series of unrelated activities, some em bedded, and others
peripheral, which have failed in capturing the imagination or enthusiasm of
FFG employees.

Interestingly, at the time of data collection, FFG announced its intention to
adopt a more structured approach to its com m unity activities and charitable
donations.

In other words, the organisation is striving to make the current

peripheral

activities

less

so,

introducing

greater

alignm ent with the w ider organisational strategy.

structure

and

better

The Group HR M anager

explains why this decision was taken:
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“There was no structured approach for years.
what they wanted to do.

Each site got doing

if the site felt like giving £20 to the British

Legion and £30 to the GAA or whatever it is, they ju st did it ad-hoc. It
was how they felt on the day I suppose. But now they’ve structured it
more.

They’ve sat down and said, ‘w e’re giving X amount away and

there’s no structure to this’. So what they’re doing is, they’ve sort of
stopped the £15, £20 and what they’ve done this year is £20000 to
Chest, Heart and Stroke” (Group HR Manager).

Indeed, evidence suggests that, until recently, community activities (including
charitable contributions) were ad-hoc and happened on a manager’s whim,
resulting in inconsistencies in the causes the organisation did or did not
support.

In order to overcome such inconsistencies, FFG chose Chest,

Heart and Stroke to be their Charity of the Year, with the intention that the
charity would provide a focal point for the organisation’s charitable and
fundraising activity.

The charity was chosen by the Board of Directors

following the death of a colleague due to a sudden heart attack.

Whilst FFG has committed to choosing an annual Charity of the Year, the
organisation has no criteria for selecting the charity, nor do they have
boundaries or criteria for determining how much money or resource will be
donated

to that charity.

Rather,

evidence

demonstrates

that

unique

circumstances resulted in the choosing of Chest, Heart and Stroke, and the
sum of £20000 was donated simply because the figure represented 1% of
pre-tax profits:

“Well, we signed up to the 1% club, so commit 1% o f pre-tax profits”
(Group Finance Director).

It can be argued that the organisation’s intention to bring greater structure
and strategic direction to its community activities has fallen short of its
potential, and mainly consists of a decision to adopt a charity of the year.
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Consequently,

employees

remained

unaware

for

FFG’s

rationale

for

choosing the charity or the donated sum:

‘‘Like, they pulled £20000 out o f a hat almost.

We didn’t say a

percentage o f profits or turnover, or the amount o f employees we
have or whatever” (Factory Manager).

Evidence suggests that the ineffective communication about the choice of
charity

and

donation

has

aggrieved

employees.

While

employees

recognised the charitable gesture as being a positive one, they argued that
the opted sum, which appeared to come “out of a hat" represented lip service
and a lack of genuineness from FFG, once again reinforcing employee
claims that the organisation’s “heart and soul isn’t in it”.

Clearly, there is a need for greater leadership of CSR in FFG.
employees

remain

sceptical

of

any

activities

introduced

Currently,
by

senior

management and, despite the organisation being recognised as an exemplar
of CSR, many remain uncertain of what CSR means to FFG or why the
organisation engages in it.

Examples and discussions of CSR varied from

one employee to the next, with each placing an emphasis on different
activities, as evidenced in the quotes below:

“Putting something back into the community.

Business putting

something back in ” (Technical Supervisor);

“Well, it’s our responsibility to the environment, to the people that are
affected by our business, the customers, our suppliers.

Basically,

w e’re socially responsible to everybody that we deal with” (Site HR
Manager);

“We’re big into the environment at the moment right now... W e’d be
very much on the ball with that you know” (Boning Hall Manager);
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“They’ve signed up to a contract with Chest, Heart and Stroke”
(Administrator);

It is interesting to note such a lack of awareness of the term CSR in an
organisation that has received awards for its CSR activity.

Indeed, the

terminology used in the area is of little or no importance to the organisation.
Reflective of the approach taken in FFG’s strategy ‘route map’ as discussed
at the beginning of this section, FFG places an emphasis on specific
activities that fall under the umbrella of CSR, as opposed to referring to CSR
as an entity in itself.

It could be argued that there is a role for the CEO and senior managers of
FFG to provide employees with a clearer, consistent message about the
organisation’s CSR activities and what FFG’s intentions are in engaging in
those activities. Flowever, it is clear that the various site managers take no
ownership for any aspect of CSR in practice, stating that CSR is someone
else’s job:

“It’s more the HR department.

It falls under their remit, thank

goodness!” (Director).

Indeed, evidence garnered from lower level employees suggests site
managers fail to lead by example on a number of fronts, including CSR. For
example, an employee reflects on how one site manager recently delivered
FFG’s new mission and values:

“He delivered his core values there and I think one o f the simplest
things is that people ju st say hello to each other.

Value each other

and stuff like that. And h e ’s the one that never speaks to anybody!
Everyone else speaks, but he doesn’t!” (Boning Hall Manager).
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Clearly, the site m anager’s inability to lead by exam ple on the organisation’s
values has served to underm ine the message he delivered, only to result in
increased em ployee scepticism.

Upon further analysis it is apparent site m anagers are a driver for the ‘them
and us’ culture which ultim ately underm ines CSR in practice.

This is

particularly evident when we consider that interviewees specifically and
positively recognised the efforts the CEO has put in to driving CSR through
the organisation:

“[The CEO] is a top businessman - he loves to do things for the
com m unity... that’s ju st right down his street” (Assistant HR Manager)

"I would think that [the CEO] has probably pushed a whole lot o f it...
He would seem like that kind of person” (Assistant Technical
Supervisor).

Drawing on the work of Jonker (2004), top m anagem ent com m itm ent is
necessary if an organisation is to successfully im plem ent CSR. W ithin FFG,
the com m itm ent of the CEO to CSR is evident, but this is undermined by a
lack of com m itm ent at site m anagem ent level.

W hen pressed on their

com m itm ent to CSR, site m anagers assert that CSR is the responsibility of
the

HR

departm ent,

who

oversee

the

organisation’s

workplace

and

com m unity activity. Consequently, the message of CSR is not being driven
by site managers, who act as som ething of a buffer for the C EO ’s passion for
CSR. Essentially, this structure has inhibited the C E O ’s intentions fo r CSR,
ultimately exacerbating em ployee scepticism and cynicism.

In his interview, it was apparent the CEO was not particularly concerned
about em ployee cynicism and believed that CSR would be key to shifting
employee attitudes and mind-sets. Ironically, it is their attitude and mind-set,
combined with the disinterest of site managers, which has inhibited the
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possibility of CSR being effectively im plem ented and having a positive
impact on em ployees.

In contrast, however, the CEO is highly concerned

with the potential fo r cynicism from external parties, and his concern has
influenced the way in which FFG engage in CSR. This is explored in greater
detail in the next section.

5.8 FFG ’s fear of cynicism of its CSR activities
The CEO is reluctant for FFG to promote its CSR activities. This particularly
notable in relation to the organisation’s environm ental activities which may
seem som ewhat surprising, given the resource FFG is investing to improve
its

environm ental

practices,

as

discussed

in

Section

5.5.

Evidence

dem onstrates this reluctance is related to the organisation’s history, which is
littered with a num ber of environm ental legislation convictions, resulting in
bad press for FFG.

“...if you google the search engine and put in Donegal Meat
Processors, one o f the first things you’ll come across is our EPA
convictions. They go back a couple o f years now (Environment
Manager).

W agner et a l’s (2009) findings would suggest that the C E O ’s wariness is well
founded.

They argue that com m unicating about CSR can actually raise a

consum er’s cynicism if the organisation has not always engaged in positive,
CSR activities, historically. Mindful of this it is less surprising that FFG does
not w ant to publicise their achievem ents in the environm ent. Rather, greater
emphasis is placed on the organisation minimising its harm to the public, as
opposed to publicising its efforts to continually improve its environm ental
practices.
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Indeed, much of CSR in FFG is driven by a desire to ‘do no harm' as
opposed to proactively seeking ‘do good’ (in a sim ilar vein to that suggested
by Campbell, 2007).

W hen questioned, the CEO provides an insight into why senior m anagem ent
have been pushing the organisation to proactively engage in environm ent
activities:

“W e’re not in a position where w e’ll want to go and champion it. W e’ll
champion internally, but it’s not something that w e’ll shout about. It’s
a matter o f doing everything to best practice and if the neighbours are
down there saying w e’re happy, it seems to be ok, that’s as good as
we can get with that” (CEO, FFG).

W hile this is certainly indicative of Legitim acy Theory and the notion of a
social contract, as discussed in C hapter Two, it also has connotations of risk
management. In proactively engaging in a num ber of environm ent activities,
FFG is attempting to pre-em pt and avert any com plaints or grievances that
the local com m unity may have, thereby lending some w eight to assertions
that CSR can be a means of risk m anagem ent fo r some organisations
(Porter & Kramer, 2006).

5.9 Conclusions on CSR in FFG
FFG has been externally lauded as an exem plar of CSR.

However, when

analysed in greater detail, it em erges that, in a sim ilar vein to the case of
Axis, CSR in FFG is considerably different from w hat academ ics would
propose as being the m ost effective or ideal way to engage in CSR. In FFG,
CSR is a series of disparate activities.

W hilst some are related to

organisational strategy, others are peripheral with little or no relationship to
FFG’s w ider goals.
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Much of CSR in FFG is imbued with negativity. Many activities are geared
towards ‘doing no harm’, community activities are poorly implemented,
employees are sceptical of new CSR activities and morale is low across the
organisation.

This sense of negativity is driven and enhanced by FFG’s

culture which is centred on a ‘them and us’ mentality. In the context of CSR,
employees are unappreciative of senior management’s attempts to introduce
activities, whilst senior management become exasperated at the lack of
uptake and engagement from employees.

Employees are understanding and appreciative of the CEO’s efforts to drive
CSR in the organisation, but the site managers’ lack of buy-in undermines
the CEO’s work and only serves to provide employees with another reason
to be sceptical. Not only is FFG’s culture having a negative impact on CSR,
but so too are the organisation’s key employees and its structure, which act
as a buffer for the CEO’s positive efforts.

Much of FFG’s CSR activity is embedded as ‘business as usual’.

In the

main, these activities have been driven by a business need first and
foremost, and are subsequently managed as a core business activity, with
clear lines of responsibility, KPIs and so on. Engaging in CSR has emerged
as a by-product, rather than an intention. However, it is activities for which
FFG have been externally recognised as examples of excellent CSR.

Not

only does this point to the disparity in perception of ‘what is CSR’, but it also
highlights the potential for CSR to be an intended consequence, rather than
a target in the first instance.

Internally, these activities are perceived by employees as ‘business as
usual’.

FFG’s external recognition for them as further exacerbated the

negative culture in the organisation, with employees believing FFG should be
making more efforts internally, rather than winning awards externally.
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Interestingly, the CEO has deemed CSR to be vehicle to introduce change
and overcom e the negative organisational culture.

Ironically, however, the

culture is the very thing which is preventing CSR activities from taking hold.
Clearly, CSR is not a ‘quick fix’ for FFG. Em ployees are instinctively wary of
FFG’s efforts to be socially responsible, and it is clear that it will take
considerable effort to overcom e this wariness. This is indicative of de Bruijn
et al’s (2004) argum ent that CSR can require “a com pany’s perspective to be
reoriented so that new relationships can be form ed, new values can be
defined, and new strategies can em erge” (pg. 1). Indeed, the case of FFG
lends w eight to assertions that CSR can be a lengthy journey for an
organisation (Jonker et al, 2004), which can only be successfully com pleted
if the organisation has won the hearts and minds of its em ployees (ibid).

In

this regard, FFG clearly have a num ber of challenges.

The organisation’s need to operate within legislation and regulation has
resulted in FFG adopting a m ainly reactive and defensive approach to CSR.
Consequently, much of FFG’s approach to CSR is akin to risk managem ent;
it is intended as an insurance against negativity, w hether that be from the
regulator or its local neighbour.

This is in line with Husted (2005) and

Godfrey & Merrill (2009), who note the potential for CSR to be used as a
means of risk managem ent.

From this perspective, CSR in FFG

is

defensive, reactionary, cautious and centred on the responsibility to be seen
to be doing som ething. Ultimately, FFG’s em phasis is on the ‘Responsibility’
aspect of ‘Corporate Social R esponsibility’.
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Chapter Six: Case Study Three: The Council for
Curriculum, Examinations and Assessment
6.0

Overview

of The

Council for

Curriculum,

Examinations

and

Examinations

and

Assessment
Established

in

1994,

The

Council for Curriculum,

Assessment (herein CCEA) is a non-governmental, non-profit, public sector
educational

body

that

brings

examinations in Northern

together

Ireland.

curriculum,

Whereas

assessment

and

its peers (such as the

Assessment and Qualifications Alliance - AQA) are primarily responsible for
examinations, CCEA’s core remit is to: advise government on the curriculum;
monitor the standard and quality of examinations and assessments offered in
Northern Ireland, and; award qualifications, such as GCSEs and vocational
qualifications (www.ccea.org.uk).

CCEA receives its core funding from the Department of Education (DE) and
the Department of Employment and Learning (DEL) in Northern Ireland.
However, in order for CCEA to carry out all its functions (which range from
the development of educational technology through to conducting the
Northern Ireland transfer procedure tests) it has to generate additional
income from other sources, principally examinations fees (other smaller
sources include enquiries about results and research income). While CCEA
has no external competition for its curriculum, assessment and transfer test
products and services, there is significant competition for examinations
entries from a variety of examination boards across the UK, such as London
Qualifications (LQ, formally Edexcel); Qxford, Cambridge and RSA (OCR)
and the Assessment and Qualifications Alliance (AQA).

Despite

such

competition,

CCEA

continues

to

lead

on

education

examinations in Northern Ireland, providing 75% of GCSE and 62% of GCE
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(A level and AS level) exam inations (Corporate Plan; Operational Plan
Feedback Report; UK Quality Award Subm ission).

In order to maintain this

position in the market, CCEA often have to behave like a business, trying to
retain and gain m arket share, despite being a public sector organisation
(CCEA Operational Plan; CCEA Corporate Plan).

CCEA is regarded as an exem plar of CSR, having been recognised by
Business in the Com m unity as the leading exam ple of CSR in the public
sector in Northern Ireland and winning a Responsible Business award for its
CSR.

The organisation

treatm ent of em ployees,

has been publicly lauded fo r its responsible
is a certified

Investor in People,

has

been

recognised as one of the Top 100 organisations to work for in the UK and is
a European leader in quality m anagem ent (w w w .rew ardinglearning.org.uk).

Under the direction of its CEO, CCEA focuses on operating like a business,
as evidenced in the quotes below:

“We’ve become much more business oriented...

We’ve become

much more customer focused” (Operations Support Manager).

“[The CEO] did bring a business perspective to the organisation...He’s
driven all that, so it’s completely changed.

Not the focus o f the

organisation, because we still deliver exams and all that, but it made it
more focused as a business” (Finance Business Manager).

Nevertheless, while em ployees believe CCEA is becoming more business
oriented, the organisation possesses characteristics typical of the public
sector.

For example, the organisation’s structure is com plicated and

bureaucratic.

Employing approxim ately 300 permanent staff, CCEA is

divided into four main areas, namely the Chief Executive’s Office; Policy;
Corporate Services and Operations.

Each area is divided into separate

departments, which are then subdivided into smaller, operational teams.
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This culminates in a plethora of departments, divisions, subdivisions, teams
and committees {“there’s a committee for lots o f things!” Focus Group
Participant), which are each governed by a variety of written policies,
systems, rules and procedures resulting in “a paper trail for everything"
(Operations Support Manager). With this in mind, it is perhaps not surprising
that processes can be both cumbersome and complicated: “There’s a huge
amount of reliance on documentation, procedures and policies...there’s [sic]
huge amounts of rules, regulations and guidances”, Finance Manager),
characteristics that are indicative of a public sector organisation (Flynn,
2007).

CCEA is strongly focused on quality management and performance, with
results being assessed against KPIs on a regular basis (Operational Plan).
This emphasis on performance and targets is driven by a culture of
continuous

improvement

(liP

Assessors

Feedback

Report),

which

is

underpinned by frequent implementation and use of quality standards,
accreditations, self-assessments, awards and in particular, the European
Foundation for Quality Management (EFOM) Business Excellence Model.
Throughout data collection, interviewees and focus group participants made
frequent references to the EFQM Business Excellence Model, stressing that
the model has driven and shaped much of CCEA’s activities and processes:

7 think a lot o f the activity that is being driven from the top or had
been agreed there because we are after an EFQM award” (People
Services Manager);

‘‘[The Business Assurance Manager] and I would have been thinking
and more driven by things like EFQM and our interpretation of the
criteria within that” (Director o f Operations).
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As this chapter explores, these characteristics have shaped what CSR looks
like in CCEA, how it is implemented and managed, and how successful it is.
The next section considers CSR in CCEA in greater detail.

6.1 CSR in practice in CCEA

Of the three case study organisations used in this research programme,
CCEA was the only one which had a policy for CSR (Figure 6.1). Although
somewhat unsurprising given the public sector’s penchant for policies and
guidelines (Flynn, 2007), the policy does represent a helpful starting point for
gaining an insight into CSR in CCEA.

CCEA seeks to ensure that it will not only fulfill its legal responsibilities in the areas of CSR,
but will go beyond statutory compliance in the workplace, its comm unity involvement and in
safeguarding the environment in which it operates. CCEA will ensure that its strategic
decisions and actions are based on a bedrock of corporate values and business ethics.
CCEA will embed CSR into its mainstream business processes.

The Workplace

CCEA will adopt fair and equitable recruitment practices and adopt non-discriminatory
practices in its people policies including: recruitment and selection; rewarding and promoting
people on merit; helping employees to develop their professional skills and achieve a
work/life balance; and treating people with equal respect. CCEA will promote health and
safety in its broadest context with a particular emphasis on occupational health and
employee welfare. CCEA will carry out organisational development in a socially responsible
way, taking into consideration the interests and concerns of all of those who are affected by
the changes and decisions. It will provide open information and consultation and will seek to
reduce the need for redundancies.

The Community

CCEA will actively seek opportunities through its core business to ensure that activities
enrich and add value to the society in which it operates. In addition, it will ensure that
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employees are provided with opportunities to make effective voluntary contributions to the
society in which they live and to societal and environmental issues which matter to them.
CCEA will respect its neighbours and its communities. It will develop positive relationships
with the local community and contribute to community causes. CCEA will manage its
business activities to ensure that they provide value for money. It will work closely with
business partners in achieving this. CCEA will contribute to the economy by providing
employment opportunities and wages.

The Environment

CCEA will establish environmental objectives which are in harmony with its environmental
policy. CCEA will use the ISO 14001 framework to introduce and develop an environmental
management system. CCEA will monitor and review performance against its environmental
policy.

Performance Management

The Business Assurance team will monitor and report on the impact of CCEA's CSR
strategy on a yearly basis against measurable targets and will report on these.
Figure 6.1 CCEA’s Corporate and Social Responsibility Policy

Upon gaining a deeper insight into CSR in practice in CCEA, it emerges it
consists of a series of disparate activities.

Although some attempts have

been made to draw these activities together through, for example, the
creation of CSR policy, they are mainly unrelated and it is not clear what
relationship each has to the next, if any. Table 6.1 provides a breakdown of
the various CSR activities occurring in CCEA, accompanied by details on
what each entails.

As this chapter explores, much of the CSR activity in CCEA has been
shaped by the requirements of the EFQM Model, which is an organisationwide excellence model,

encompassing an element which creates an

expectation for organisations to have a dedicated CSR policy and direction
from senior management, management systems and processes, measures
such as Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and so on.

Accordingly, within
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CCEA, CSR is highly regimented and controlled by the central business
im provem ent team.

It is supported by a series of policies, procedures and

KPIs, and is used as a vehicle to enable the organisation to win additional
external awards and accreditations. Evidently, within CCEA, the em phasis is
on the ‘corporate’ aspect of CSR.

Such an emphasis on the corporate aspect of CSR has been at the expense
of ‘social’ aspect, and evidence indicates the organisation has some way to
go in winning the hearts and minds of em ployees.

Many are unclear what

CSR means and whether the organisation is truly intent on making a positive
impact in the community.

Further still, em ployees are sceptical, believing

CSR to be a box-ticking exercise, driven by C C E A’s preoccupation with
EFQM Business Excellence Model.

In a similar vein to the previous two chapters. Table 6.1 is a helpful starting
point for understanding CSR In CCEA, but does not convey characteristics
such as employee scepticism or the tendency for CCEA to align CSR with
quality fram eworks and accreditations. This chapter presents and explores
these them es in greater detail and considers their implications for this
research programme. It begins with an exploration o f C C E A’s history, which
provides important context for understanding why CSR in CCEA has taken
its current form.
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6.2 CCEA’s history and road to recovery
A review of past media coverage relating to CCEA reveals headlines such
as: “Another set of exam results.

Another blunder for CCEA” (The

Newsletter, 1999); “Pupils given wrong maths test” (BBC News, 1999);
“Exam body hit by new ‘blunder’ claims” (Newsletter, 1999); “Schools system
plunged into chaos” (The Belfast Telegraph, 2009); “Mistake made in A level
marking” (BBC News, 2010). Indeed, a number of operational mistakes have
been made by CCEA in the past, including pupils receiving incorrect exam
results, lead times for the marking of examinations being overrun, and
CCEA’s failure to deliver full sets of papers to schools.

In addition to such

errors, CCEA have been associated with negative issues that were beyond
the organisation’s control, such as Postal Strikes, exams being postponed
due to bad weather, teacher strikes and the ongoing debate surrounding the
transfer procedure (www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk; www.bbc.co.uk/ni).

These

negative reports culminated in CCEA developing a poor reputation and public
image, as evidenced in the quotes below:

"The mid ‘90s were a terrible time for CCEA... That ju s t cannot
happen again” (SAO, People Services and Equality);

“I remember sitting with the Education and Library Board one day, and
it was ‘when’s your next cock up?’”

(Qualification Regulations

Manager);

“It was terrible” (ICT Manager);

“CCEA had a very poor reputation for performance, which was justified
in that we got things wrong” (CEO).

Upon his arrival in 2000, the CEO made it clear that the organisation would
improve until they did not make any mistakes.

He uses an analogy to

illustrate his ambitions:
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‘‘Before I arrived here, 27 people didn’t get their place in university
because we gave them the wrong A level results.

They lost out on a

year’s university and effectively lost out on a year o f their lives. It was
a really bad deal. Now - 27 out o f 20000 [students]. But, I describe
our business as being like the air traffic control business.
matter that you get 9999 flights down safely.

It doesn’t

It’s the 10000 flight.

You’ve got to get them all down safely. So that made us want to get
our processing right” (CEO).

In an attempt to remove all propensity for mistakes, the CEO has driven
CCEA to implement a number of quality models and accreditations. He
explains:

“As an organisation, we have put a huge effort into quality for very
obvious reasons...CCEA had a very poor reputation for performance,
which was justified in that we got things wrong... We had to start doing
things right... So that’s why we used quality m odels” (CEO).

Accordingly, CCEA now has a track record in seeking and achieving
accreditations and awards, including ISO 9001, ISO 14001, OHSAS 18000,
Northern Ireland Ouality Award, Investor in People accreditation, UK Best
Company to Work for, EFQM UK Excellence Award, UK Customer Service
Excellence Award, and the Business in the Community Best Public Sector
Organisation Award.

Such a raft of accreditations and awards can be

interpreted as a reflection of the organisation’s success. It is also indicative
of an organisation seeking external approval, confirmation and recognition of
its practices (Terlaak, 2007).

In essence, CCEA treat quality models as a solution to improving processes
and practices (in a similar manner to that suggested by Terlaak, 2007).

With

this in mind, it is perhaps unsurprising that much of the CSR activity in CCEA
is driven and shaped by the organisation’s determination to retain existing
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accreditations, as well as gain new accreditations and recognition, with a
particular emphasis on the EFQM award for excellence.

6.3 Linking CSR with quality frameworks
Owing to CCEA’s track record in implementing and achieving a plethora of
accreditations and awards, it is not surprising that CCEA has integrated CSR
across a number of its management standards. In other words, CCEA treats
management

standards,

accreditations

and

awards

as

a

means

for

implementing CSR.

This is evident in, for example, the organisation’s approach to environmental
activities. Whilst CCEA does treat environment to be an aspect of CSR, it
has chosen to centre its activities in that area on the achievement of the ISO
14001 standard, essentially using it as a vehicle for implementing a variety of
environment activities and processes. Indeed, within CCEA, accreditation to
ISO 14001 was positioned as a ‘target’ and employees were subsequently
encouraged to engage in a variety of activities which would be seen as
contributing towards the organisation’s efforts to gain accreditation.

For

example, CCEA embarked on an environmental campaign entitled 'Don’t just
turn me on and leave me’, which used novel messages to encourage
employees to take responsibility for environmental practices through turning
off all electrical appliances not in use. The campaign centred on promotions
throughout CCEA’s offices, using internal communication methods such as
posters, email and intranet.

During data collection there was a sense environment activities were
gathering momentum, and the level of activity was increasing, as evidenced
below:
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“I think the ISO acts as a catalyst for getting people going.

I think it

gets into people’s m indsets and works that way” (Researcher);

“We had a poster campaign with ‘don’t ju st turn me on and leave m e’.
That has encouraged people to turn their computer off by the end of
the day. It certainly has with me anyway. They’re all ju s t little simple
things that we can do” (Focus Group Participant);

“There’s ISO 14001.
this past while.

There’s a lot o f stress on environmental issues

Getting rid of pcs in the correct way. Refilling toner

cartridges, recycling paper.” (Focus Group Participant);

“There’s excellent stuff going on in the environment” (People Services
Manager).

While environment activity has increased, some interviewees suggested
CCEA’s efforts are not enough, and that the organisation has not fully
embraced the significant ways that it could reduce its impact on the
environment.

For example, when discussing the processes involved in

creating an exam paper, one employee comments:

“Say a question paper.

We produce over 1000 a year...Every time

you move a paper to a printer you probably have to copy it five times,
because that’s the amount o f people it has to go out to. And all those
have to be shredded, because w e’ve only got one version going
through. So you can imagine a paper, 20 sheets big, copied 5 times
every time it’s reviewed. It’s probably reviewed ten times. Multiplied
by 1500. Every year.

The shredding that goes on is immense. And

that’s just in my department” (Focus Group Participant).

Thus, it is perhaps not surprising that some employees voiced criticisms that
the organisation has yet to fully embrace ISO 14001:
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“I have been working closely with Business Assurance to try and get
ISO 14001 ...I think it needed a bit more time to embed a b it”
(Examinations Business Unit Manager).

In light of this, alongside CCEA’s penchant for accreditations, there is a
danger that ISO 14001 could become just another badge on the wall for
CCEA (Krut & Gleckman, 1998), with employees not entirely bought in to the
variety of ongoing environment activity.

6.4 Walking the talk? Challenges of CSR in the public sector
CCEA faces an interesting challenge in reconciling its public sector status
with its CSR activity. For some, CSR is inherent in the public sector, as by
doing their job effectively, public sector organisations are inherently doing
good and being responsible (Peattie, 2005). For others, that is not enough,
and there is a need for public sector organisations to go beyond their core
remit in order to engage in CSR (ibid).

This dilemma recurred throughout data collection.

For example, the

organisation puts significant resource into developing its employees, both
personally and professionally.

Whilst such activities may be deemed as

CSR, CCEA treated them as ‘business as usual’ and an extension of being a
public sector organisation.

To expand, CCEA is dedicated to demonstrating responsibility in the
workplace in a variety of ways, ranging from fair and equitable recruitment
procedures, through to encouraging and facilitating employee development
on both a personal and professional basis.

During data collection,

employees demonstrated an awareness of CCEA’s dedication to being
responsible in the workplace, as evidenced in the quotes below:
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“It is part and practice o f the things we do. Our recruitment practices
are fair and equitable... Helping employees develop skills - well I think
this organisation is very, very good on that.

We have a policy that

people can do degrees, extra units, trained on the job. It’s a
combination o f training not only linked with the workplace, but linked
with their own development. There’s someone who has done training
on scuba diving.

Someone has done yoga training...” (Operations

Support).

“This organisation has been good.

It’s put me through a HNC, a

degree, and now I’m doing my professional qualifications” (AEO,
Finance).

The organisation’s sense of responsibility to its employees is evidenced at
senior management level, where one manager states:

“...you’ve a responsibility to having a particular orientation to work so
they can bring that elsewhere when they move on.

You have a

responsibility to look after their welfare as best you can, so that would
include things such as a work life balance.

You have a responsibility

to allow them to spread their wings and work outside the box, in other
areas.

You have a responsibility if they have an interest that they

want to pursue, to try and help them do that” (Business Assurance
Manager).

Evidence from organisational documentation further supports the suggestion
that CCEA takes its responsibilities to its workforce seriously - for example,
CCEA’s average training and development expenditure per employee was
£700, against the UK average of £360 (IIP Assessors Feedback Report).
Given this level of investment, it perhaps not surprising that the organisation
has been recognized as one of the Top 100 places to work in the UK
(www.timesonline.co.uk) and the

success of CCEA’s activities in the
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workplace is further reflected in the results of internal surveys, with 99.5% of
staff agreeing, “Learning and Development is an important part of CCEA’s
culture” (Internal Staff Survey Results).

It is not overly surprising that a public sector organisation invests such time
and resource into being responsible in the workplace, given the sector’s
reputable dedication to the personal and professional development of
employees (www.delni.gov.uk).

Nonetheless, CCEA have invested even

more time and resource in this area in comparison to other public sector
organisations. The CEO reflects on why this is the case:

"Why do we do it? To encourage people to develop themselves. We
wouldn’t be anywhere near as rigid as what the likes o f the civil
service would be with how much we fund people for training. We want
people to do degrees. But we also want to fund your yoga classes if
that’s the relevant thing for you” (CEO).

When pressed further on why the organisation invests such considerable
resources into employee development, the CEO makes it clear that CCEA is
‘walking the talk’, in that the organisation is putting the UK Committee
Standards in Public Life recommendations Into practice (http://www.publicstandards.org.uk).

The standards are not statutory, but rather, are best

practice recommendations on how to best serve the public. Interestingly, the
CEO associates operating within the Standards in Public Life as aligning with
engaging in CSR. One is the by-product of the other.

Looking to evidence arising from CCEA, there was recognition that there are
elements of CSR inherent in the organisation’s core remit. For example, the
organisation’s CSR policy explicitly states:
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“CCEA will actively seek opportunities through its core business to
ensure that activities enrich and add value to the society in which it
operates”.

In a similar vein, employees noted the responsibility inherent in CCEA doing
its job to the best of its ability:

“The ultimate CSR is for this organisation to do our stuff right. If we do
our stuff right in terms o f the curriculum, the examinations... The
community, the society will do better" (CEO);

“You could say that one o f our core aims or drives as an organisation
is CSR in terms o f the curriculum ...It’s going down to the individuals in
society and really developing them as an individual and help them
understand the world around them and be a true citizen” (Marketing
and Communications Team Manager);

However, there was also a general consensus that CCEA operating within its
core remit was not enough to be deemed as CSR, as evidenced in the
quotes below:

“Of course we could argue that what we do is a very important thing to
the community and for Northern Ireland and anyone who takes exams
with us. Things like getting to Uni and so on are very important as a
societal type thing, so that’s the kind o f service that we would offer into
it. But I think that would be a little bit narrow to say because we do
that, we’re great, that ticks that box. I think we have to do a little bit
more than that” (Director o f Operations);

“We do it through our core remit in the sense o f the needs... Meeting
the needs o f the economy, meeting the needs o f the individual and so
on

through

the

processes

of

curriculum,

qualifications

and
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assessments and so on. But I suppose there is a social responsibility
in organisations to go beyond that. To demonstrate that they are part
o f the community. And whatever sort of talent you have, or expertise,
that you share that” (Assessment Skills Operations Manager);

These perspectives lend an interesting insight into CSR in CCEA - CSR
encompasses the organisation going beyond its core remit to give something
back to society.

While employees agree that there is an element of CSR

inherent in CCEA’s core role, there is also a consensus that to treat this as
the organisation’s CSR is little more than a ‘cop out’.

However, throughout data collection it was apparent that CCEA’s CSR
activity can also be limited by its public sector status, with a number of
employees arguing that being a public sector organisation means that they
cannot do ‘as much’ CSR as a private sector organisation:

“W e’ve got to be careful because at all times w e’re spending public
money. It’s a difficult one” (Focus Group Participant)

“There are organisations who take part o f their profits and distribute
them among local charities. We certainly are not in a position to do
that” (Marketing Manager)

“...very often on the plane you’ll see one or two other people from
CCEA on the plane. One o f the easier ways o f dealing with that is
being with the woodland trust in terms o f planting trees and that. I did
make a suggestion of trying to go down that route. But it sort of
bounced back in that we have to try to think o f public expenditure. Can
we be seen, especially in the lack of education funds, can we be seen
as an organisation that can spend in that way? Where other
organisations in the private sector maybe didn’t have those restraints,
and have been able to take that idea forward and move their
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organisations into the realm o f carbon neutral. So there are limitations
in what we can do” (Focus Group Participant).

These examples point to the impact of an organisation’s sector on CSR and,
more specifically, the challenges for public sector organisations, whereby
CSR is both a combination of ‘business as usual’ and those activities beyond
the organisation’s core remit. What is clear, however, is the confusion across
the organisation, whereby employees are uncertain as to the scope of CSR
for CCEA, and what it does and does not entail.

This lack of a clear

message recurred throughout data collection, and it was apparent that
employees are unclear about the terminology and meaning of CSR within
CCEA. This theme is explored in greater detail in the next section.

6.5 An inconsistent message on CSR
The terminology used in relation to CSR in CCEA suggests confusion. While
CCEA’s policy uses the term Corporate and Social Responsibility, other
documents

alternate

terms,

referring

to

CSR,

Corporate

Social

Responsibility, Corporate and Social Responsibility, Social Responsibility,
and

Corporate

Responsibility

(Corporate

Plan;

Operational

Plan;

Chartermark Award Submission and Feedback; UK quality award submission
and feedback; CCEA Organisational Values; CCEA Corporate and Social
Responsibility Policy).

The confusion surrounding the terminology of CSR is echoed further in
employees’ interpretations of the term, with each employee having a different
interpretation to the next, as evidenced in the quotes below:

“It’s what an organisation does over and above its core remit in terms
o f good things for society, environment, charities and that sort o f thing”
(SEO ICT).
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“It’s not ju s t all about sticking m oney in the bank and thinking about
yo u rse lf” (IT Manager)

“Having some responsibility to the community, above ju s t delivering
o u r services” (D irector o f Operations).

“A ny organisation seeing itse lf as part o f the ecosystem ” (People
Services Manager).

It is interesting to note such diversity, despite C C E A’s interpretation of CSR
being clearly outlined in its Corporate and Social Responsibility Policy.
Indeed,

as

opposed

to

guiding

the

organisation’s

understanding

and

interpretation of CSR, it quickly becam e apparent that the policy is little more
than an official docum ent, which has limited m eaning or relevance to CCEA
employees. Evidence suggests awareness of the policy is limited:

‘W e d o n ’t have a ... [pause] we do have a CSR policy, d o n ’t we?

I

sh o uld n ’t be asking you that. But again, th a t’s m aybe a reflection that
i t ’s not really clea r” (People Services Manager)

Evidence also suggests that the policy is of little help to the organisation in
providing detail on what CSR means to CCEA:

“We have a CSR policy, which I suppose is nothing more really than
ju s t an indication o f intent that we want to do som ething more than our
core remit.

But it d o esn’t say a lot more than th a t” (D irector o f

Operations).

In the instances where em ployees were aware of C C EA’s CSR policy, it was
apparent that it fell short of offering the level of guidance or explanation
needed by em ployees:

“ I was looking at our policy, and it doesn’t really

define what it [CSR] is!” (Researcher).
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Thus, whilst CCEA has a policy on CSR, it has limited im pact on w hat CSR
means in practice in the organisation.

Indeed, evidence dem onstrates that

such a gap between organisational policy and em ployee understanding is a
not unique to CSR, but is a recurrence throughout the organisation:

“There’s a huge amount o f reliance on documentation, procedures and
policies. It’s a good way o f working if the resource is there, but what I
find is, there’s huge amounts o f rules, regulations and guidance, but if
you go out and ask someone, they don’t know. And y o u ’re thinking,
everybody should know. It’s the lack o f co-ordination there that’s the
main thing, and doing it for the sake o f doing it, with things written
down and all the rest o f it” (Finance Manager).

Consequently, while CCEA may well be dem onstrating best practice in that it
has apparently docum ented and distributed its stance on CSR via a specific
policy (Ketola, 2008), it is clear that this policy has yet to be effectively
com municated, or furtherm ore, em bedded in the organisation. Currently, it is
policy for policy’s sake, and little more.

6.6 The challenges of managing, implementing and controlling CSR in
CCEA
The Business Assurance Team drives all quality models in CCEA, nam ely
the

EFQM

Chartermark.

Business

Excellence

Model,

ISO

9001,

ISO

14001,

and

It is telling that the team responsible for driving all of C C EA ’s

quality models is also responsible fo r driving CSR. W hile CCEA engages in
a variety of activities that can be deemed as CSR, the organisation struggles
to manage those activities in a way that fits together under the umbrella of
CSR, as evidenced in the quotes below:
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‘W e do bits and pieces, p ie c e m e a l...” (PO Qualifications and Skills

Accreditation);

“We have all these things happening, but not necessarily tied together”
(APO M arcom m s);

“...there are all these different strands going on, and I ’m very happy to
get involved in any strand, but I som etim es d o n ’t see the connection
between them ” (Focus Group Member).

Employees are positive about elements of the organisation’s CSR activity,
and people development in particular, yet there is an overarching sense that
they struggle to appreciate how these activities fit together. This results in
some confusion, and on occasion, scepticism, as employees come to
perceive CSR as lacking intent or structure, and subsequently, lacking
genuineness: “To me, it’s just a veneer.

It lacks authenticity in my mind"

(People Services Manager)

it would be reasonable to argue that some of this confusion stems from a
lack of strategic direction for CSR in CCEA: “we haven’t actually got a
strategy for CSR” (Business Assurance Manager). Essentially, employees
are presented with a policy and a variety of activities, which are poorly
communicated:

“It’s like everything in this organisation.

It’s seen to be a good idea

when they start it and then they think, we should have sat down and
planned th a t” (SEO Finance).

With this in mind, it is perhaps understandable why some employees are
sceptical about CSR in the organisation.

However, their scepticism is

strongly refuted by the Business Assurance Team:
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“If anything’s a box ticking exercise, then there’s no point in doing it.
You will always have people who say that. And often the people who
say that are the detractors of the system and people who don’t want to
be bothered and have no discipline and compliance. Because a lot of
these things are to do with discipline and compliance and embedding
behaviours and actions on a day to day basis. And if that’s the way it
has to be, that’s the way it has to be” (Business Assurance Manager)

The above quote gives an insight into why CCEA has struggled with
effectively im plementing CSR.

Given that the organisation has focused

heavily on accreditations and standards, with a reliance on certified systems
and processes, it less certain how to im plem ent CSR, as there was no CSR
standard or fram ework of relevance to C CEA during the time of data
collection. Indeed, the Business Assurance M anager reflects:

“I know when we achieved ISO 9001 ...one o f the managers said, can
we not just not stop all this. And I said, you don’t understand. One of
the reasons that we are doing this and doing this and doing this is to
make it part o f our day to day work. And why that has happened with
ISO 9001 and EFQM and HP and Chartermark... When you know that
people are going to come in and check where y o u ’re at and be looking
to see how you have improved... By George, you will make sure the
improving is done. It’s the old thing, what gets measured gets done.
So I believe that if there’s a CSR ISO or whatever it may be, that
would ensure that CSR happens, continues to happen and continues
to improve... I see nothing but good in frameworks like that where
there’s external assessment to see how y o u ’re doing”

W hilst the Business Assurance M anager can see nothing but good in using
quality fram eworks, evidence indicates the w ider em ployee base views such
models with a degree of scepticism.

Further still, there is a risk that the

organisation will fall victim to initiative fatigue, as explored in the next section
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6.7 Is CSR a case of initiative fatigue?
Given C C E A’s penchant for accreditations and awards, there is a danger that
CSR will be little more than an another initiative, and potentially a victim of
initiative fatigue, where em ployees have reached saturation point in engaging
and buying in to new ideas and initiatives and are sceptical that CSR is
primarily driven by the need to achieve an award. Indeed, when we consider
C C EA’s com m unity activities as an example, it could be argued that the
organisation has im plem ented som ething for the sake of it, rather than
endeavouring to make the greatest im pact possible.

To expand, a review o f com m unity activities in CCEA dem onstrates they
consist mainly of volunteering and charitable donations.

Em ployees are

allocated one working day per year to engage in volunteering activity. CCEA
continually list volunteering and mentoring opportunities on its intranet, where
em ployees are invited to sign up fo r specific activities.

CCEA also has a

nominated charity of the year. Great care is taken to ensure the organisation
gives em ployees the flexibility to engage in a num ber of charitable and
fundraising activities, as reflected in the organisation’s Corporate and Social
Responsibility policy. Given that CCEA is publicly funded, the organisation is
not in a position to make charitable contributions, but it actively encourages
staff to raise their own funds in a variety of ways, ranging from sponsored
slims through to cake sales.

W hile organisational docum entation does suggest that each em ployee is
granted at least one day’s leave per year to engage in volunteering activity, it
quickly becam e apparent interviewees and focus group participants were not
clear as to w hat they can, should or could do in term s of em ployer supported
volunteering.

For example, while some argued that: “ It’s a requirem ent that

every team, as a team, has to participate in at least one volunteering day a
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year” (Focus Group Member), others argued employees “put their names
forward” and “so many get picked” (Focus Group Member). Another claimed
there is no obligation to take part in volunteering activities: “It’s up to yourself
whether you volunteer or not” (Focus Group Member). Different interviewees
suggested volunteering activities can be organized at a corporate, team or
individual level, further adding to the sense of confusion.

Evidence

also

suggests

the

intranet

is

not

widely

used

by

staff.

Consequently, only those individuals who take a proactive approach (i.e. who
seek out opportunities on the intranet) that get involved in volunteering.
Those who do not take a proactive approach remain uninformed and, as a
consequence, unsure of what volunteering opportunities are available, as
evidenced in the following quotes:

"It would be good to know more about them.

I don’t know anyone

who’s involved” (Focus Group Member).

“I don’t look at ibrowse, unless someone tells me that there’s
something there that I ’d want to see” (Focus Group Member).

Thus, a muddled approach to volunteering emerges, whereby employees are
not always certain what they are permitted or supported in doing in relation to
volunteering.

This confusion contributes to an overarching sense that

community activities in CCEA lack structure - a finding echoed elsewhere:

“There is little evidence that community projects are structured and
prioritized” (UK Business Excellence Award Feedback).

While CCEA has committed to contributing to the community via volunteering
activities, there is a sense that the organisation has not yet achieved an
ethos of volunteering. Although the organisation would not deny employees
an opportunity to volunteer in the community: “what we wouldn’t want to do is
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say no” (Business Assurance Manager), it is equally apparent CCEA has yet
to fully achieve the im pact it can have through em ployee volunteering, as not
all em ployees are aware of the volunteering opportunities available to them.

Moreover, questions arise as to the nature of C C EA’s current volunteering
activities, and whether they enable the organisation to make the greatest
possible im pact on the local com m unity.
volunteering

activities

have

encom passed

For exam ple, a num ber of
“old

people’s gardens” and

“painting” (People Services Manager), which em ployees felt did not avail of
the skills that CCEA could offer to the community:

“...I think volunteering has got to be appropriate to the level at which
you can give.

The people on m y floor...can give at a level beyond

p a in tin g ” (Exam inations Manager).

Indeed, an exam ination of the nature of current volunteering activities would
suggest that while m anagers are aware of C C EA ’s skills set ( “w e ’ve got a
very high proportion o f highly qualified people in here because o f the nature
o f the work that we do" (CEO)) and the fact that these could be used to
positive effect in the local com m unity (“w hat we can offer up is the time,
talents, the abilities o f the people that we have and allow them to do things
outside o f their norm al roles and responsibilities" (Director of Operations),
little or no effort has been made to align these specific skills with com m unity
needs to positive effect.

C C E A ’s involvem ent In the Time to Read program m e is an exam ple of how
the organisation has yet to fully realise its potential to im pact positively on the
local comm unity. W hile it is certainly adm irable that CCEA em ployees work
with local children to help improve their literacy skills, there is a certain irony
that em ployees of CCEA, the organisation responsible for developing the
curriculum, have to volunteer to help children read. The apparent need for
children to receive one-to-one reading support would point towards a much
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more deep-seated problem in the curriculum which could potentially be much
more effectively addressed through CCEA’s core remit (as stated in CCEA’s
CSR policy, the organisation will “actively seek opportunities through its core
business to ensure that activities enrich and add value to the society in which
it operates”). It could be argued that in addressing literacy issues through the
curriculum, CCEA has the ability to have a much more profound impact on
the community, as opposed to enabling a small number of employees to
volunteer on the Time to Read programme.

Essentially, evidence indicates that while CCEA do engage in community
activities, mainly in the form of volunteering and charitable contributions,
community activity continues to lack structure and direction, culminating in a
sense of confusion about the organisation currently does, or could do.

By

neglecting to comprehensively address how the organisation can have a
positive impact on the community, CCEA is in danger of being accused of
being primarily concerned with being ‘seen to be doing something’, as
opposed to being concerned with making the greatest possible impact on the
local community.

Certainly, throughout data collection there were suggestions that CCEA is
preoccupied with gaining accreditations, without taking the time to ensure
that the necessary processes, behaviours and activities are firmly embedded.
When discussing ISO 14001, one employee comments on the initial reaction
to the suggestion of seeking accreditation to the standard:

“It was brought up at the business support meeting. We were all a bit
nooooo” (Business Unit Manager).

.. .while other employees commented:
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“I was wondering whether we are collecting badges for the sake of
collecting badges” (Focus Group Participant) “Yeah I think that
sometimes” (Focus Group Participant 2).

Indeed, one employee argued the use of accreditations, such as ISO 14001,
is not enough to ensure that specific practices infiltrate and become
embedded throughout the organisation:

“A lot o f what we do is not based on sound foundations whatsoever. A
lot o f what we do in terms o f EFQM and ISO is not based on sound
foundations whatsoever” (People Services Manager).

While CCEA has used ISO 14001 as a means for structuring and driving
environment activities, there is danger the accreditation has been treated as
an end goal - once achieved, the organisation turns its attention to a different
area, before ensuring that the appropriate behaviours and activities are
established in the organisation. This is evident in one employee’s comment:

“I would have liked the ISO 14001 to have been implemented at a
team level, rather than sitting at the

‘wrap around the boiler’

stage...and now w e’re hurtling into the idea o f Health and Safety”
(Business Unit Manager).

In particular, employees suggested COEA’s CSR efforts were driven in
response to feedback from EFQM assessors, rather than being driven by a
genuine desire to be responsible:

“...I remember the first thing I asked in the meeting was, why are we
doing this? And the reply I got was, because the EFQM report says we
need to” (S/40 People Services and Equality).

"Well, you could be cynical about it and say that one o f the boxes that
you have to tick to be a quality organisation is to have a big reach into
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the community, and therefore we have to do it” (Qualifications and
Support Manager);

“I have to be honest, there’s been really nothing done on CSR until we
kicked off the EFQM quality model” (ICT Manager).

“Before

we even used the terminology CSR.... [The Business

Assurance Manager] and I would have been thinking and driven by
things like the EFQM and our interpretation of the criteria within
that...O f waking up to the need for us as an organisation to do a little
more than our core remit. That’s where it all started” (Director of
Operations).

Upon further probing, it was determined that despite performing very well in
numerous areas in the EFQM model, CCEA have consistently performed
poorly in the society results section - a section that is often associated with
an organisation’s CSR.

CCEA’s feedback in the society results section is

detailed below:

"Other than indicators related to the environmental improvement
programme, the scope of the reported performance indicators is not
reflective of the amount o f relevant CSR driven activity that is being
undertaken by the organisation... Other than benchmarks set through
ISO 14001 for the environmental improvement programme, there is no
benchmark

data

for the

reported performance

indicators” (UK

Business Excellence Award Feedback).

Employees are aware the organisation are underperforming In the ‘Society
Results’ section, and believe that CCEA are engaging in CSR initiatives in an
attempt to improve its score in this area of the model:
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"It’s dead simple. You start the EFQM. You’ve got the EFQM model
and yo u ’ve got that particular part on society. Obviously CSR links into
that whole part o f it...the organisation is embarking on these kinds of
things because they want to get more points for the EFQM’’ (SAO,
People Services and Equality).

There is little doubt the EFQM Model has acted as a catalyst for CSR in
CCEA, and in particular, for community activities and initiatives. This is not
unusual - Terlaak (2007) acknowledges that certified models and standards
can act as guides for specific activities and behaviours in organisations.
However, there are signs that the organisation has focused too heavily on the
EFQM

Business Excellence

Model, and furthermore, the prospect of

receiving awards, and consequently, has overlooked the true positive impact
that CCEA can make on society.

As opposed to determining how the

organisation can make the greatest positive impact, effort has been
channelled into how CSR can be used to gain more points in assessment
against the EFQM model:

“A t the minute it’s whatever the EFQM report says, this is what we
need to do. It’s a need to do in terms o f what the EFQM report says.
It’s not a need to do in terms o f society or the business” (People
Services Manager).

As evidenced in the quotes above, CCEA’s focus on the EFQM process has
introduced a sense of cynicism about CSR in the organisation, with
suggestions that CSR in CCEA is aimed at ticking a box in an EFQM
assessment process.

Indeed, evidence suggests that, in some instances,

CSR in CCEA is something of a veneer, and the organisation has yet to
achieve a joined-up, co-ordinated approach to CSR.
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6.8 Conclusions on CSR in CCEA
The case of CCEA gives an interesting insight into what CSR looks like in a
public sector organisation - an area that, until now, has been relatively
unexplored in the literature.

Despite some assertions that public sector

organisations are already the ‘good guys’ and need do little more than fulfil
their core rem it in order to be socially responsible (Peattie, 2005), the case of
CCEA illustrates that public sector organisations do go beyond their core
remit in relation to CSR, and furtherm ore, perceive a need to go beyond their
core remit.

Not only has this case study highlighted the propensity of a public sector
organisation to engage in CSR, but it has also pointed to the com plexities of
CSR in practice.

In a sim ilar vein to both Axis and FFG, CSR in CCEA

consists of an am algam ation of activities, focused across a variety of areas,
varying in term s of em beddedness and sophistication.

W orkplace activities

are understood as a core elem ent of the organisation, whilst com m unity
activities remain on the periphery with limited integration with C C E A’s core
business or daily activities.

The case of CCEA highlights the potential for CSR to be integrated as part of
a change m anagem ent initiative, such as the EFQM model. However, it also
provides insight into the difficulties associated with such an approach,
including the danger of CSR becoming a box-ticking exercise and the
potential for em ployees to suffer from initiative fatigue.

W hile CCEA has a published CSR policy, alongside a raft of other policies,
initiatives and fram eworks, it is clear the organisation continues to struggle
with im plem enting CSR in practice. This points to the difficulties associated
with im plem enting CSR in practice, highlighting that the creation of a policy
and having a team leading on CSR initiatives is not enough to ensure CSR is
effectively em bedded in an organisation.

237

Once again, there is a clear disjoint between w hat is evidenced in practice
and that which is recognised and applauded externally.

C CEA's disjointed,

piecemeal approach, which has yet to be fully em bedded is a far cry from
best practice CSR as advocated in the literature (Porter & Kramer, 2006;
Vogel, 2005; Lindgreen et al, 2009).
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Chapter Seven: What is CSR? An analysis of
the findings emanating from cross case
analysis
7.0 Introduction
Chapters Four, Five and Six explored CSR in practice in each of the
respective case study organisations. This chapter is dedicated to analysing,
in detail,

the

themes

emerging

from

each

case

study organisation,

considering them in relation to each other and those arising from existing
literature.

As detailed in Chapter Three, such a process of cross case

analysis plays an important role in case study research; it urges the
researcher to identify commonalities and differences across the cases,
encouraging
ultimately

him/her to give due

decreasing

the

potential

conclusions (Eisenhardt, 1989).

consideration
for

him/her

to emerging themes,
to

reach

premature

By selecting themes and searching for

similarities and differences across the cases, it enables the researcher to go
beyond initial impressions as well as enabling them to iteratively reconcile
data with existing theory (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; Leavy, 1994). A
detailed description of, and justification for, the process of cross case
analysis and techniques used by the researcher is presented in Chapter
Three.

This research programme centres on a key question: ‘What is CSR?’ As this
chapter will explore, the essence of the answer to this question is rooted in
exploring the details and intricacies of CSR in practice.

For example, not

only noting the activities comprised within CSR, but also analysing how they
are chosen, managed and driven; looking beyond analysing whether CSR is
related to strategy, to determining how, when and why it is related to
strategy; delving beneath the surface to identify and analyse the tensions and
complexities of CSR in practice. The true essence of CSR is in the detail 239

considering not only the ‘w hat’ of CSR, but also the ‘how ’.

This research

programme suggests that only in presenting and unpacking this detail can we
begin to determ ine w hat CSR is, in turn helping us to better understand and
influence

practitioners,

alongside

assisting

us

in

reconciling

CSR

as

portrayed in academ ia with that occurring in organisations (Wry, 2009;
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011; Aguinas & Glavas, 2012).

Through

analysing

CSR

in depth

in organisations,

this

research

has

uncovered insights which alter and enhance our understanding of CSR in
practice.

For example, it reveals com plexities inherent in CSR in practice

which have been previously overlooked; it enables us to better understand
oversim plifications
existing

research

in existing
findings;

research;
it

exposes

in other instances,
several

dilem m as

it supports
faced

by

organisations engaging in CSR, particularly in relation to the motives driving
CSR; it offers new insights into the relationship (or lack of) between CSR in
academia and practice; finally, it points to potentially fruitful areas for future
research.

This chapter explores these insights in detail and is structured in three main
parts, which are subdivided into a num ber of sections.

Part One considers the com plexities of CSR in practice. It explores a num ber
of themes, beginning with consideration of w hether we should treat CSR as a
whole or a series of separate activities.
heterogeneity

of

CSR

in

detail,

It then moves on to explore the

considering

the

differences

in

the

manifestation of CSR from one organisation to the next, the antecedents to
those differences, and what implications this has fo r our knowledge and
understanding of CSR.

It then considers the im pact of sector on CSR in

practice, before moving on to explore the impact of leadership on CSR in an
organisation.
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Part Two

focuses

on

the

implementation

of CSR

in organisations.

Consideration is given to how CSR is managed in practice and the links
between CSR and strategy in organisations. The chapter then moves on to
explore and analyse the various motives driving CSR in an organisation and
how they impact on the manifestation of CSR in practice.

Part Three addresses the core question of this thesis: What is CSR? More
specifically, it collates the various themes explored in Parts One and Two,
and considers CSR in practice in its entirety, considering the implications for
its terminology, definition and the various theoretical perspectives which have
been applied to it. It also examines and analyses the role of CSR exemplars
and explores the relationship between CSR in academia and practice.

It

considers how these various themes alter and enhance our understanding of
CSR, ultimately enabling us to answer the core aim and objectives of this
research programme.

Part One: Unpacking the complexities of CSR
7.1.1 The manifestation of CSR - a whole or a series of parts?
An exploration of the literature demonstrates that CSR has been referred to
as inter alia, an activity (Lantos, 2002), an obligation (Husted & Allen, 2000),
a concept (Carroll, 1979), a construct (Angelidis & Ibrahim, 2004), a
programme (Burke & Logsdon, 1996), and a process (Hemingway &
Maclagan, 2004). Furthermore, whilst a number of academics acknowledge
CSR may be multifaceted, comprised of a number of distinct activities or
processes, many overlook this possibility and treat it as a ‘whole’ when
developing arguments or reaching conclusions. Accordingly, much of the
existing literature adopts an ‘either/or’ approach; for example, either CSR is
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strategic or ad-hoc, embedded or peripheral, successful or unsuccessful and
so on (Burke & Logsdon, 1996; Lantos, 2001; McWilliams & Siegel, 2006).

However, evidence from the case study organisations demonstrates that,
rather than being a whole, CSR in practice is a series of parts.

More

specifically it consists of a number of specific, time-bound activities. Each
activity has a beginning and end, is focused on action and is intended to
achieve a specific outcome.

In the main, the activities are disparate, with

little or no relationship to the next.

Whilst each activity involves the

organisation ‘doing good’ beyond the law, the exact detail surrounding what
‘doing good’ entails differs considerably from one activity to the next.
Furthermore, each activity differs from the next in terms of its relationship
with wider organisational strategy, its embeddedness and its success.

The tendency for CSR to be comprised of a series of activities is reflected in
fact that rarely did any of the interviewees or focus group participants in any
of the case organisations refer to it as a whole.

Whilst the majority were

aware of the term CSR and what it encompassed, they immediately began
discussing and describing a series of individual activities, each of which had
little or no relation to the next. From their perspective, CSR is comprised of a
number of specific activities. It is, at best, an umbrella term - a catch-all for a
series of often unrelated activities intended to ‘do good’ beyond the law. This
is in line with Matten and Moon’s (2008) interpretation of CSR

(the

terminology and definition of CSR is explored in greater detail in Part Three
of this chapter).

However, the case of Axis is of particular interest in relation to this point as it
differs from both FFG and CCEA in that its various CSR activities are bound
together by the organisation’s values and a sense of responsibility which is
imbued across the organisation. As explored in Chapter Four, interviewees
regularly commented how their values have become “a way o f life...a habit”
(Senior Administrator), drawing on them to make sense of the various,
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apparently unrelated CSR activities occurring across the organisation. W ithin
Axis, values act as a bind, providing a justification and reasoning for the
som ewhat scattered range of CSR activities occurring in the organisation,
with em ployees often explaining “th a t’s ju s t the way the organisation is ”
(M arketing Manager) when explaining how and why Axis engages in CSR in
the manner that it does.

The opposite can be observed in CCEA and FFG, where the organisations
have

not explicitly linked

its values to CSR

interviewees and focus group

in

practice.

In CCEA,

participants explicitly noted the lack of

relationships between the various CSR activities, and it was clear that,
despite wanting to, they could not link them together.

One interviewee

commented:

“There are all these different strands going on, and I ’m very happy to
get involved in any strand, but I som etim es d o n ’t see the connection
between them ’’.

In a similar vein, a focus group participant noted:

“We do have all these things happening, but there is n ’t something, in a
sense, overarching”.

CCEA has endeavoured to overcom e this issue through the creation of a
CSR policy which explicates the various areas of activity undertaken by the
organisation and attem pts to collate them together under the umbrella of
CSR by am algam ating them into one policy.
fallen short of being successful.

However, these efforts have

Some interviewees are unaware of the

policy’s existence, w hilst those that are aware stated it did not help them in
better understanding the links, or otherwise, between the various CSR
activities - som ething which they expressed a desire to better understand, as
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they encountered the term on occasion, but could not determ ine how the
various activities linked together.

In FFG, the lack o f buy-in to organisational values and, furtherm ore, living
them out in the organisation, has resulted in em ployees viewing CSR with
cynicism.

On a num ber of occasions interviewees com m ented at their

scepticism of FFG’s activity, in light o f senior m anagem ent failing to uphold
the organisation’s values. For example, one interviewee stated:

"In my honest opinion, it’s ju s t lip service” (Coldstore Manager).

W hilst another claimed:

“It’s [CSR] ju s t not happening. You can talk about it, but it’s not
happening. There’s nothing happening on the ground. Nobody sees
anything changing” (Dispatch Manager).

In Axis, the presence of values has strengthened and brought various CSR
activities together, in FFG, the perceived lack of ‘living the values’ has
undermined CSR activities and has done nothing to draw them together.
Similarly, C C EA ’s efforts to link its CSR activities through an explicit CSR
policy has fallen short o f its desired effect, leaving em ployees confused as to
the commonality, if any, across CSR activities in the organisation. Thus, by
em phasising not only the ‘w hat’ of CSR in the form of implem enting a series
of activities, but also the ‘w hy’ of CSR through continually com m unicating the
organisation’s values. Axis has brought a greater coherence and shared
focus to its disparate CSR activities.

Indeed,

in treating

CSR as a series o f activities, there

is a danger

organisations will be focused on the ‘ends’ rather than the ‘m eans’ to the end,
resulting in them not focusing on building responsibility into their processes,
but rather, are determ ined to achieve ‘responsibility’ as a consequence of
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their processes (Jones, 1980).

However, this research program m e and the

case of Axis in particular, has dem onstrated that w hilst CSR in practice is
primarily concerned with ‘ends’, organisational values can play an im portant
role in reinforcing the purpose and intention behind the ‘ends’, thereby
binding activities together in terms of intention.

This observation is interesting in light of the work by Matten and Moon
(2008), who conducted an analysis o f differing approaches to CSR, as
evidenced in the United States and Europe.

They suggest that, at an

institutional level, there are two main approaches to CSR in practice, namely
explicit CSR i.e. “policies...voluntary program s...strategies” and im plicit CSR
i.e. “values, norms, and rules” (pg. 409). This research program m e extends
this argum ent further, suggesting that the fram ework of ‘im plicit’ and ‘explicit’
CSR can be applied not only at an institutional level, but also at an
organisational level, as evidenced in each of the case study organisations.

To expand, both FFG and CCEA engage in ‘explicit’ CSR; it is dem onstrable
through various, albeit disparate, activities, policies (in the case of CCEA),
strategies (in the case of FFG) and, in some instances, metrics.

However,

there is a paucity of ‘im plicit’ CSR in FFG and CCEA, with both organisations
struggling to link CSR with their organisational culture or values. However, in
light of the above discussion, it is apparent that Axis engage in both implicit
and explicit CSR, as CSR is present not only through a series of explicit
activities, but is also im plicit in the organisation’s values and culture. Indeed,
the implicit CSR in Axis com plem ents and enhances the explicit CSR
activities occurring in the organisation as it brings a com m on reasoning and
purpose to each activity. On the contrary, the lack of im plicit CSR in CCEA
and FFG som ewhat undermines their explicit CSR activities, with em ployees
remaining uncertain and, in some instances, sceptical of what their em ployer
is trying to achieve through engaging in a w ider range of disparate activities.
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This finding highlights the possibility for organisations to engage in both
im plicit and explicit CSR through establishing links between tangible CSR
activities and the more intangible, but equally important, organisational
values and culture.
im plicit CSR,

Importantly, this research highlights the propensity for

which

Is imbued

in organisational values,

cultures

and

behaviours, to play a key role in bringing a deeper meaning and buy-in to
explicit CSR activities in practice, as evidenced in Axis.

Indeed, w hilst it is possible for organisations to solely engage in explicit CSR,
with activities having no connection to implicit values or culture, evidence
from FFG and CCEA suggest such an approach results in the activity being
disjointed, with em ployees remaining unsure as to how the various ‘parts’ fit
together, if at all.

However, the com bination of im plicit and explicit CSR in

practice is a powerful one, as organisational values and culture have the
potential to become the ‘w hy’ underpinning each activity, resulting in the
sentim ent and intention behind the various explicit CSR activities remaining
consistent,

culm inating

in CSR taking

on

much

clearer meaning

and

relevance for an organisation. Indeed, im plicit and explicit CSR culm inates in
organisations addressing both the ‘w hy’ and ‘w hat’ of CSR, thereby bringing
greater clarity and purpose to CSR in practice.

It can be argued, therefore,

that there is an im perative for organisations to give consideration to both
explicit and im plicit CSR in practice, with a com bination of approaches
proving to be more attractive than im plementing explicit CSR activities
independently

from

organisational

values

or

culture.

This

argum ent

dem onstrates there is merit in the argum ents em bodied in the integrative
theoretical perspective of CSR, which advocates that organisations should
not only focus on CSR activity, but should consider its integration as part of
its w ider operations and processes (Garriga & Mele, 2004).

Furthermore, it

supports the argum ents of Hess et al (2002), who suggest:

“The success of a corporate initiative may be critically dependent on
w hether the program is based on the corporation’s values, which in
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turn reflect the values and beliefs of the firm ’s m anagers and other
em ployees” (Hess et al, 2002: 118).

It is im portant to note that, at a cursory glance, the occurrence or absence of
‘im plicit C SR ’ in each of the case study organisations is not im m ediately
apparent.

However, once analysed and considered in greater detail, It

comes to the fore, and we gain an invaluable insight into emerging themes,
for example, the relationship between organisational values and CSR in Axis.
This points to the value of undertaking in-depth, qualitative research, which
enabled the generation of rich, thick data and ultim ately gave rise to the
them es presented in this chapter. Indeed, in im plem enting the m ethodology
detailed in Chapter Three, the researcher could identify and explore a
num ber of them es which are not im m ediately apparent from the ‘outside
looking in’, but which are pivotal to our understanding of CSR.

One such

them e is the heterogeneity of CSR in practice, which is considered in detail in
the following section.

7.1.2 The heterogeneity of CSR in practice
The above section has suggested that, in the main, CSR is a series of
disparate activities. If we are to adopt this assum ption w ithout analysing and
exploring it further, it could be contended that there are striking sim ilarities in
CSR across each of the case study organisations - for example, all of the
organisations engaged in a series of environm ental initiatives, attem pting to
reduce

waste

and

increase

recycling.

Each

engaged

in

employee

volunteering, working with a range of com m unity and voluntary organisations.
Every organisation made contributions to charity throughout the year and
each

com m itted

time

and

financial

resources

professional developm ent of their em ployees.

to

the

personal

and

From this perspective, it can

be argued that CSR is sim ply a checklist of activities, all of which involve an
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organisation doing good in some m anner beyond the law, as suggested by
Visser et al (2007) am ongst others (Berger et al, 2007; Sirsly, 2009). Indeed,
when we consider Tables 4.1, 5.1, and 6.1 which each detail the CSR activity
occurring in each organisation, it can be argued the various CSR activities
undertaken

by each organisation

are

rather hom ogeneous,

organisation engaging in a sim ilar range and type of activity.

with

each

From this

perspective, it is understandable why a num ber of academ ics have described
CSR as a list of activities (Visser et al, 2007; Berger et al, 2007; Sirsly, 2009).

However,

when

we

look

beyond

the

surface,

it em erges

that

such

conclusions do not capture the true nature of CSR in practice. Rather, upon
analysing the rich, in-depth data garnered from the case study organisations,
it is apparent that CSR is much more com plex than a simple checklist of
activities.

W hilst the

categories

of CSR

activity are

generic across

organisations, their m anifestation in practice is very specific and unique to
each

organisation,

being

influenced

by

a

range

of factors

such

as

organisational values (as explored in the previous section), leadership and
sector.

Consequently, each activity varies in term s of nature, scope,

im plementation,

em beddedness

and

sophistication.

Superficially,

CSR

appears hom ogeneous, but detailed analysis reveals that its substance is
highly heterogeneous.

W hilst it may be argued that heterogeneity is to be expected from one
organisation to the next, the literature to date has not explored the nature and
extent of this heterogeneity, instead focusing other areas such as the
relationship between CSR and business benefits (Meehan et al, 2006).
Consequently, whilst we have a som ewhat intuitive expectation that CSR
activities will be different from one organisation to the next, there is much
less understanding of w hat these differences entail, or what the antecedents
to the differences may be (Lindgreen et al, 2009).

The findings of this

research program m e contribute to our understanding in this area, explicating
the differences in specific CSR activities across organisations, enabling us to
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better understand the nature and extent of the heterogeneity of CSR in
practice, and its antecedents.

The heterogeneity of CSR in practice emerged as a theme in each of the
case study organisations and is most apparent when we analyse a CSR
activity in detail and compare how each organisation engages in it. For
example,

each

volunteering.

of

the

organisations

engage

in

employer

supported

However, the approach of each organisation is considerably

different from the next, varying in terms of focus, structure, communication,
uptake, recognition and ultimately, success.

For example. Axis aligns

volunteering activities with its wider relationship with Charlton Athletic and
Demelza House - the organisation’s two community partners - offering
employees the opportunity to volunteer in a number of community initiatives.
Opportunities are promoted in an ad-hoc manner, yet uptake is high, with the
majority of employees engaging in volunteering at least once every year.
There are no limits as to the extent to which an employee can volunteer and
participation

is heavily encouraged and celebrated

informally from the top-down.

both formally and

The majority of employees enjoy and

appreciate the opportunity to volunteer, with a number of interviewees
expressing pride in their involvement, clearly buoyed by the experience.

FFG has an entirely different approach, whereby a number of employees
have been co-opted onto one of a number of volunteering initiatives which
are chosen on an ad-hoc basis and are of no strategic relevance to the
organisation. Although senior management have attempted to create a more
proactive, structured approach to volunteering through, for example, actively
promoting opportunities on noticeboards and through pay-packet notices,
these attempts are undermined by the organisation’s culture, which is
mistrusting of management. This culminates in employees being reluctant to
buy into their attempts to drive CSR in the organisation.

Ironically,

volunteering actually becomes involuntary, whereby employees are in some
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respects “forced” to get involved, contributing towards scepticism and a
resentm ent of senior m anagem ent am ongst the w ider em ployee base.

C C EA’s approach to volunteering is different again. The organisation offers
all em ployees one day a year to volunteer in an activity of their choice.
Volunteering opportunities are posted online and interested individuals are
encouraged to apply to participate in one of the opportunities. The array of
volunteering opportunities is very broad, ranging from team -based ‘DIY’
tasks, to em ployees having the opportunity to join the Board of a charitable or
com m unity organisation. Unlike the other case organisations, CCEA have a
dedicated volunteering policy, which is in the public domain.

Nonetheless,

the m ajority of interviewees remain uncertain of the content of the policy and,
more generally, their em ployer’s approach to volunteering.
uncertainty underpins a reluctance to volunteer.

For many, this

Levels of uncertainty are

higher in some departm ents than others, due to different approaches taken
by

individual team

managers.

This culm inates

in differing

levels of

awareness and volunteering activity across the organisation.

W hilst existing literature defines em ployee volunteering as “co-ordinated
effort where businesses support and encourage their staff involvem ent in the
local com m unity” (Muthuri et al, 2009: 2), an analysis of the evidence
dem onstrates how this “co-ordinated effort” differs considerably from one
organisation to the next.

Although it may be foreseen that organisational

context will create differences in CSR activity, the heterogeneity evidenced
across the case study organisations is more substantial and has a greater
impact on the manifestation of CSR in practice than that currently portrayed
in existing literature. For some, volunteering is a welcom e activity, endorsed
by senior m anagem ent.

For others, it is a stipulation rather than an option,

imbued with a sense of scepticism.

W hilst in some instances, gaining

traction with volunteering is straightforward, in others it is riddled with
difficulty,

underpinned

by

an

incongruence

with

the

culture

of

the

organisation. For some, volunteering consists of a series of one-off activities,
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with no sense of strategy or direction.

In other instances, it is linked to a

broader strategic partnership and is linked to the development of employees.
In some organisations, volunteering is a natural extension of the business
and is a success.

For others, it is a chore, causing resentment amongst

employees. As opposed to being a positive activity which, some academics
suggest can create increased employee engagement and boost morale (Kim
et al, 2010; Tamm et al, 2011), ‘volunteering’ has the potential to achieve the
opposite effect.

In light of this insight into the heterogeneity of volunteering

across

organisations, it can be argued that whilst it is regarded as a popular CSR
activity (ibid), the term ‘volunteering’ is misleading as, ironically, in some
organisations volunteering is far from voluntary. Indeed, to collectively group
the various activities occurring in each of the case study organisations as
‘volunteering’, assuming the activity is similar across each, is not reflective of
what can and does occur in practice, whereby on occasion employees are
forced to volunteer and co-opted on volunteering programmes, causing
resentment.

A similar observation can be made across other CSR activities occurring in
each

of

the

case

study

organisations,

including

charitable

giving,

environmental initiatives and the personal and professional development of
employees.

Indeed, an analysis of environmental initiatives in each of the

case study organisations evidence once again highlights the heterogeneity of
CSR in practice. Upon reviewing Tables 4.1, 5.1 and 6.1, it can be argued
that each of the organisations engage in recycling and energy reduction
activities. However, when these are explored in greater detail, it once again
emerges that how they are manifested, alongside how they are approached,
managed and implemented differs considerably from one organisation to the
next, culminating in considerable heterogeneity across organisations.
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To expand, FFG’s considerable environmental responsibilities have been
spurred by legislative requirements and industry standards.

In order to

ensure the organisation does not fall foul of the law and actively manages its
environmental impacts, FFG has a specific job role dedicated to driving
environmental improvements across all the sites. The organisation has clear
KPIs for environmental performance and is striving to be ahead of legislation
and industry standards. However, in a similar vein to its volunteering activity,
buy-in

from

other

environmental

employees

is

not

good,

with

many

improvements to be ‘someone else’s job’.

perceiving
Therefore,

improvements and suggestions are usually driven from the top, delegated to
one individual, with little or no buy-in from other employees across the
organisation.

Axis takes a much more reactive approach to environmental issues. Whilst
senior management claim environmental

performance

is becoming of

competitive importance, the organisation has yet to implement a strategy or
coherent structure for monitoring or improving its environmental activity,
resulting in any activity being ad-hoc and reactive with little or no strategic
direction. There is some evidence that Axis are intending to move to a more
proactive approach to environmental improvement, but this has yet to be fully
realised.

As a consequence, employees throughout the organisation

continue to have limited awareness of Axis’ activities or achievements in this
area.

Different again is CCEA, who adopt a structured approach to environmental
improvements, using an accredited environmental management system (ISO
14001) as a framework for identifying and monitoring improvements.

The

organisation has a cross-divisional team dedicated to implementing these
environmental improvements. Whilst employees welcome initiatives to help
the environment, there is an underlying cynicism that a lot of the activities are
aimed towards CCEA getting another ‘award’ or ‘badge’, and initiative fatigue
is

evident

across

a

number

of

teams.

Employees

argue

existing
252

environm ental initiatives are happening at the expense of core, potentially
more

impactful,

opportunities

for

CCEA

to

minimise

its

negative

environm ental impacts - for example, through decreasing the use of paper in
the exam inations process.

W hilst each organisation has com m itted to improving its environm ental
impact, detailed exploration reveals that this is manifested differently in each
organisation. In a sim ilar vein to volunteering, there are distinctions in terms
of each organisation’s focus, approach, m anagement, m easurem ent and
implem entation.

Using the exam ples of volunteering and environm ental initiatives, we gain an
appreciation of the nature and extent of the heterogeneity of CSR in practice.
W hat initially appear to be relatively sim ilar activities (as per Tables 4.1, 5.1
and

6.1),

upon

exploration

Essentially,

individual

motivation,

and

and analysis

CSR activities

consequently,

will

are considerably

differ

in

term s

manifestation within,

different.

of

purpose,

and

across,

organisations. Some will be forced w hilst others will be voluntary; some are
imbued with a moral imperative, others are driven purely by business need;
some are em bedded in the organisation’s daily operations, others are
peripheral.

This finding highlights the tendency for existing literature to oversim plify CSR
in practice, with only limited acknowledgem ent of, or allowance for, the
various activities com prised under the CSR umbrella and, furtherm ore, the
heterogeneity of those activities from one organisation to the next.

As

evidenced in the case study organisations, neglecting to explore and analyse
the disparate CSR activities in an organisation results in us overlooking
potentially

valuable

insights

into the

detail

of the

m anifestation

and

im plem entation of CSR in practice, including the motives driving the activity,
what form it takes in practice, the extent of em ployee buy-in to the activity,
how it is monitored and measured, if at all, what determ ines its success or
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otherwise and so on. Yet, this research has dem onstrated that it is these
detailed characteristics of each CSR activity which ultim ately dictate what
CSR looks like in practice in each organisation.

In missing this detail, we are missing the true essence of CSR in practice.
This explicates the advantages gained by exploring CSR, in depth, in
practice and furtherm ore, em phasises the im perative for future studies to
acknowledge

the

heterogeneity

of

CSR

activities

within

and

across

organisations, as therein lie the interesting and challenging realities of CSR
in practice and, furtherm ore, many of the answers to the ‘how ’ and ‘w hy’ of
CSR, as repeatedly called for in the literature (Lindgreen et al, 2009;
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Angus-Leppan et al, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006;
Wry, 2009; Maon et al, 2009; Pedersen, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011).

7.1.3 Organisational sector and CSR in practice
The imperative to delve beyond the surface and explore the details of CSR is
a recurring them e throughout this chapter.

Indeed, when we explore and

analyse CSR in practice in greater detail, it em erges that sector is often cited
as playing a key role in shaping and moderating CSR in an organisation as it
has the potential to establish expectations and precedents for CSR activities
and can determ ine how an organisation prioritises and im plem ents its various
CSR activities. Thus, in light of the objectives of this research, the im pact of
an organisation’s sector has emerged as an area which impacts on the
motives, m anifestation

and implem entation of CSR in an organisation.

Interestingly, as this section explores, alongside having the propensity to
influence CSR in practice, sector plays an additional interesting role in that
organisations have a tendency to use it as both a justification and an excuse
for their approach to CSR.
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In

line

with

the

suggestions

of

Bertels

and

Peloza

(2008),

all

the

organisations explicitly argued that their sector impacted on how they
engaged in CSR. For example, em ployees in CCEA believed their approach
to volunteering was shaped by the fact that the organisation operates in the
public sector. Interestingly, however, they offered different explanations as to
how the sector influenced C C EA’s CSR activity.

For exam ple, one focus

group participant argued C C EA’s sector had driven a sense of responsibility
to give back to the community:

“I think fo r CCEA it ’s slightly different in that we, being run b y other
p e o p le ’s money, have a responsibility engrained to be responsible
back

to

that

com m unity

that

funds

our

w ork”

(Focus

Group

participant).

Yet, another interviewee argued the sector inhibits activity:

7 suppose w e ’ve got to be careful because at all tim es w e ’re spending
public money. It’s a difficult o n e... There are organisations who take
part o f their profits and distribute them am ong local charities. We
certainly are not in a position to do that.” (Focus Group participant).

The above exam ple provides an illustration of how, within one organisation,
sector can be seen as both a catalyst and an inhibitor for a CSR activity,
highlighting

that the

relationship

between

sector and

CSR

is not as

straightforward or linear as some existing studies suggest (Bertels & Peloza,
2008; Aguilera et al, 2007). Some interviewees suggest that being a public
sector organisation obliged CCEA to engage in volunteering, w hilst others
argued

it encouraged

volunteering:

others, still, suggested

it inhibited

volunteering.

A sim ilar pattern can be observed in FFG. CCEA em ployees bemoan their
lack of flexibility and freedom to engage in CSR in w hatever m anner they
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wish, believing it to be key to enabling CSR in practice. Yet, whilst FFG has
the freedom and flexibility, it still struggles to effectively engage employees in
community activities. For example, the organisation decided to make a oneoff

charitable

contribution

of

£20k

to

Chest,

Heart

and

Stroke

-

demonstrating the apparent financial freedom which CCEA employees
suggested made CSR ‘easier’ for private sector organisations.

However,

FFG employees criticized the manner in which the donation was made, with
no consultation and limited strategic intent.

Similarly, employees were

offered the opportunity to engage in a range of volunteering programmes, yet
uptake was very poor, culminating in employees being ‘forced’ to volunteer.

Ironically, CCEA’s perception of the private sector’s apparent ‘freedom’ to
engage in CSR in whatever way they wish was not similarly understood by
the majority of FFG employees.

Rather, they also suggested their sector,

and more specifically, the need to increase production and make a profit for
the organisation, limited how much they could engage in CSR.

One

Coldstore Manager commented:

"Money drives business. At the end o f the day, businesses are there to
make

money.

I don’t think there’ll ever be

that same social

responsibility that other organisations have... even though I ’ve worked
in very few factories, that it’s always been the same. They’ve the same
mentality”

The evidence presented in Chapter Five highlights a number of reasons as to
why FFG struggles to effectively implement CSR in practice, with a particular
emphasis on the poor morale amongst employees and the lack of trust
between employees and senior management.

Yet, FFG employees used

sector as an excuse to justify why they are not engaging in more activity.
Interestingly,

although

the

nature

of the

arguments

differ from

one

organisation to the next, the use of sector as an excuse for not doing more is
consistent across FFG and Axis.
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A different finding is observed in Axis, who also operate in the private sector.
W hilst Axis too noted the need to make to a profit: “W e ’re a profit driven
com pany”, there were no suggestions this imperative inhibited CSR in the
organisation.

Rather, it was argued that engaging in CSR helped the

organisation make a profit in the long-term, as it helped improve the
organisation’s reputation in both the com m unity and the industry.

“Two or three years ago we really started and now it’s bearing
through, isn’t it.

What we invest can bring us 3 or 4 million pounds

worth o f business” (Painting & Decorating Director).

W hilst previous research

has noted that an organisation’s sector will

influence how it engages in CSR in that it will impose its “own set of rules,
norms and beliefs about how firm s...should and should not act” (Bertels &
Peloza, 2008: 58), this research program m e Illustrates that such a broad
argum ent fails to capture the nature of relationship between CSR and sector.
More specifically, this research has dem onstrated that sector is consistently
cited as a factor which influences why organisations engage in CSR in the
way that they do. It is cited as a reason as to why certain CSR activities are
prioritised above others; it is used as a justification for why the organisation
adopts the approach to CSR that it does; it is used to help explain how
organisations prioritise CSR activities above others.

For organisations engaging in CSR, sector is often used as an excuse. It is
cited as a reason to instigate a CSR activity, or do more of a certain activity.
Similarly, it can be used as a reason to not do more, inhibiting CSR in
practice.

For public sector organisations, it provides both the im perative to

engage in CSR activities, yet also the im perative to avoid CSR activities.
Similarly,

for those

organisations

operating

in the

private

sector, the

im perative to make a profit can be argued as necessitating CSR, as it is
required in order to create a com petitive advantage. However, the imperative
to make a profit can also be argued as inhibiting CSR in practice, as was the
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case in FFG. The relationship between CSR in practice and sector is, in the
main, whatever the organisation in question argues it to be. In other words,
sector is used as a justification for an organisation’s approach to CSR.

Furthermore, this finding is of particular interest in relation to the political
theoretical perspective of CSR, which suggests an organisation’s sector,
amongst other factors, will force it to engage in CSR activity (Garriga & Mele,
2004).

However, this research programme has highlighted the relationship

between CSR and sector as being much more multifaceted and, at times,
inconsistent than that currently portrayed in the literature.

Currently, the

literature oversimplifies the relationship between CSR and sector, whereas
evidence arising from the case study organisations demonstrates that the
impact of sector on CSR is far from clear cut; rather, it has several
dimensions which range from the sector having a prohibitive effect on CSR in
practice, through to sector being used as little more than an excuse for CSR
in practice.

7.1.4 Leadership and CSR in practice
As explored in Chapter Two, buy-in from an organisation’s leadership is
noted to be an important pre-cursor to CSR in organisations (Shahin and
Zairi, 2007; Werre, 2003; Jonker et al, 2004; Godos-Diez et al, 2011), yet,
owing to a paucity of research dedicated to the area, we know much less
about the relationship between CSR and leadership in practice (Pless et al,
2012; Waldman et al, 2006; Wilson & Pickard, 2007; Chin et al, 2013). Once
again, evidence arising from the case study organisations demonstrates how
the relationship between the leader and CSR manifests differently one from
organisation to the next.

In the case of CCEA, the CEO demonstrated his

support for CSR by giving employees a ‘free rein’ to take up volunteering
activities:
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“I know it will be endorsed by the CEO, which m akes the whole thing
e a sy” (Business Assurance Manager).

However, the CEO did not get actively involved in CSR activities, having
delegated responsibilities to the Business Assurance team.

The C E O ’s

decision to delegate responsibility fo r CSR to the Business Assurance team
(the team responsible for the im plem entation of ISO and EFQM), coupled
with

his

lack of visible support or engagem ent in CSR

activity,

has

contributed to CSR in CCEA being viewed as m ainly connected with the
im plem entation of EFQM; a ‘box-ticking’ exercise. One interviewee notes:

7 still d o n ’t think there is a com pletely clear understanding o f the
breadth o f social responsibility in the organisation and it possibly is n ’t
being driven clearly enough, high enough" (IT Manager, CCEA).

In the case of CCEA, strong, visible leadership from the CEO was lacking,
which resulted in the organisation responding to CSR with a degree of
scepticism and initiative fatigue.

In contrast, the case of Axis dem onstrates

the positive im pact that strong, visible leadership can have on CSR.

The

CEO is directly involved in CSR activities and com m unity activities in
particular and this is reflected in em ployees’ interpretations of CSR, with the
majority defining it as equating to com m unity engagem ent.

W hilst this would encourage us to conclude that strong, visible leadership is
necessary for the effective im plem entation of CSR in practice, the case of
FFG suggests that it is not enough to ensure the effective im plem entation of
CSR. The CEO of FFG is clearly com m itted to CSR and has instigated and
led a series of CSR initiatives.

However, his efforts have been inhibited by

the organisation’s structure, with site m anagers acting as a buffer to his
initiatives:
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7 would say [the CEO] has pushed it.. .Maybe he doesn’t get an awful
lot o f backing.

The other directors maybe don’t give him ...H e’s not

getting maybe 100% support o f some o f the directors” (Technical
Supervisor).

While the CEO demonstrates genuine passion and belief in CSR, and has
played a key role in heightening awareness throughout the organisation, his
enthusiasm has been tempered by the organisation’s structure and culture,
culminating in site managers and other employees remaining sceptical and
ultimately resisting CSR.

However, the opposite can be observed in Axis,

where the CEO’s passion for getting involved is strengthened by the fact he
owns the organisation and can steer his team towards supporting whatever
aspects of CSR he prefers, using the organisation as a vehicle to attain his
personal ambitions for CSR (as suggested by Choi & Wang, 2007). As he
bluntly acknowledges:

“I am the company so I can make the decision, rightly or wrongly, and
if people don’t like them then bul***ks to them quite frankly” (CEO,
Axis).

The ability of senior leaders to influence the focus and nature of activities in
their organisation is well documented; employees look to them for guidance
and direction, and evidence demonstrates it is no different with CSR
(Waldman et al, 2006; Pless et al, 2012).

In each of the case studies, the

leaders played an important role in shaping the manifestation of CSR in
practice, influencing how the organisation interprets and implements CSR.
However, these findings, and the example of FFG in particular, have also
highlighted that whilst leadership is an important prerequisite to CSR
throughout an organisation (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Pedersen &
Neergaard, 2008; Godos-Diez et al, 2011), it is not enough to ensure CSR
permeates through an organisation, which is important if it is to ultimately
become fully embedded in the organisation’s culture (Werre, 2003; de Bruijn
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et al, 2004).

In each of the case study organisations, the impact of the

leader’s support for CSR was compounded or tempered by other contextual,
interplaying factors, such as the organisation's culture or its ownership.

Whilst it is to be expected that a leader will influence CSR in practice,
research to date has not explored under what circumstances a leader can or
cannot influence CSR and what factors, if any, inhibit or exacerbate this
influence (Campbell, 2007). This research programme has highlighted how
an organisation’s culture can not only propagate a leader’s impact on CSR in
practice, but it can, as demonstrated in the case of FFG, diminish a leader’s
impact.

A similar pattern can be observed in relation to organisational

ownership.

Depending on how it is influenced by these other factors,

leadership has the ability to influence and, in some instances, completely
control the nature and direction of CSR in practice in an organisation. Yet on
other occasions, its impact is completely negated by other factors.

The limited research to date which has considered the relationship between
leadership and CSR has not taken these factors into account. The findings
from this research programme suggests that the relationship between CSR
and leadership should not be considered in isolation, but rather, explored in
relation to the wider organisational context and factors such as organisational
culture.

Furthermore,
relationship

this

research

between

programme

leadership

and

has
CSR

demonstrated
in

practice

is

how

the

currently

oversimplified in the literature, with a general assumption that leadership is a
necessary precursor to the successful implementation of CSR (as suggested
by Godos-Diez et al, 2011), but with less acknowledgement of how
leadership is impacted by other factors. With this in mind, it is important that
greater consideration is given to exploring leadership in light of the wider
organisational context, to gain a better appreciation of the factors catalysing
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or inhibiting how it impacts on CSR in an organisation in order to truly capture
the nature of the relationship between CSR and leadership.

7.1.5 Considering the complexities of CSR in practice
Evidence arising from the case study organisations demonstrates that CSR
in practice is much more complex than what is currently portrayed in the
literature.

It can be both explicit in the form of activities and policies and

implicit in the form of organisational values and culture.

Whilst the various CSR activities may appear similar on the surface, each
differs in how it is decided upon, what it consists of, how it links to strategy,
how it is communicated, how it is understood by employees, and how it is
measured and reported upon. Homogeneous from the outside looking in, the
CSR

activities

undertaken

by

each

organisation

are

revealed

as

heterogeneous the more we delve into and analyse them in practice.

Although it may be anticipated that sector will shape the manifestation of
CSR in practice, it is often merely an excuse to justify the organisation’s
existing approach.

Furthermore, whilst acknowledging the impact of an

organisation’s leaders on CSR, it emerged that this relationship is not as
straightforward as implied in the literature, being exacerbated or negated by
factors including organisational culture and ownership.

This research programme has provided an insight into the extent and nature
of the heterogeneity and complexities of CSR in practice and has furthered
our understanding of how organisations differ in how they engage in CSR (as
called for by Matten & Moon, 2008; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Griffin & Prakash,
2013).

It has enhanced our appreciation of the nature of the differences in

what initially appear to be homogeneous activities and has shown that it is
only when we explore CSR in detail that we begin to detect and unravel the
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complexities of CSR, such as the disparate activities that may or may not be
underpinned by organisational values; the heterogeneity of each activity from
one organisation to the next; the determ inants of that heterogeneity; the use
of sector as an excuse; the potentially curbed influence of leadership;
complex details which come together to form the very essence of CSR in
practice.

The com plexities of CSR are apparent further still when we

consider the im plem entation and m anagem ent of CSR in practice, as
explored in the next section.

Part Two: The implementation of CSR in practice
7.2.1 CSR versus ‘business as usual’
In light of the previous section, it is not surprising that the im plem entation of
CSR in practice differs considerably from one organisation to the next.
Within each of the case study organisations a range of disparate activities
were co-ordinated and managed by different individuals occupying diverse
roles, with varying approaches and emphases, accom panied by different
expectations in terms of m anagem ent and m easurem ent and links, if any, to
wider organisational strategy.

In contrast to other aspects of business, such as accounting or quality
control, there was no distinct team with com plete responsibility for CSR in
any of the case study organisations.
across

several

functions

and/or

Rather, responsibility was shared

team s.

For

exam ple,

within

Axis,

responsibility for the day-to-day m anagem ent for all environm ental initiatives
lay with the cross-functional ‘Green Team ’, whereas com m unity activities
were the responsibility of the cross-functional ‘Com m unity and Social team ’.
In FFG, much of the responsibility for CSR activities lay with the human
resource managers, w hilst a separate role was specifically dedicated to
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environm ental m anagem ent on each site.

Finally, the Business Excellence

Team co-ordinate CSR in CCEA, with responsibilities spread across human
resource m anagers and various cross-functional teams.

This

cross-functional

approach

to

CSR

underpins

and

reinforces

the

argum ent made in Part One that CSR is a series of disparate activities, rather
than a whole entity. The argum ent is exacerbated further when we consider
how each activity links with organisational strategy, with som e activities being
fully embedded, yet others remaining peripheral.

Interestingly, each of the organisations did not recognise the activities most
closely linked to organisational strategy as being CSR, but rather, regarded
them primarily as exam ples of good business.

For example. A xis’ creation

and promotion of its apprenticeship scheme is an instance w hereby the
organisation has undertaken an activity which achieves social good through
the training, developm ent and recruitm ent of local young people, whilst also
creating a num ber of business benefits which m ainly centre on the creation of
a pipeline of talent and skills. Although a num ber of academ ics may define
this as ‘strategic C SR ’ (Lantos, 2001), in that it involves the organisation
‘doing good’ w hilst meeting a business need, the organisation views it as a
strategic business decision, rather than a CSR activity:

“W e’re hoping, as the years go on, that w e’ll build a nice little
workforce that w e’ve trained ourselves. That’s our goal... What we are
doing is, w e’re investing in our future. And, like I said, there’s some
nice little green shoots coming through" (Director, Painting Division).

Similarly, as explored in Chapter Five, when discussing FFG ’s em ploym ent
of migrant workers, the organisation’s Finance and HR Director notes how it
was a business decision first and forem ost:
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“The migrant workers probably was the kick off point for this. The need
for staff in the area led us to look for migrant workers and we treated
them like anyone else”.

In each of the case study organisations, interviewees and focus group
participants did not readily identify these activities as CSR; rather, they were
understood to be business as usual, something which forms part of the
organisation’s daily activities. In other words, these activities were treated in
the same manner as other core aspects of the business.

In the main, they

are linked into a wider strategy for the business and are surrounded by a
series of monitoring and reporting mechanisms, including clear lines of
responsibility, financial resources, targets and KPIs. Thus, in practice,
aspects of CSR are plainly good business, being treated and perceived as
business as usual.

The ‘business as usual’ aspects of CSR were accompanied by a wealth of
peripheral activities, such as employee volunteering and fundraising, which
had no links to the wider organisational business model or strategy,
demonstrating once again the disparate nature of CSR in practice.

Yet,

these activities were to the forefront of employees’ minds when discussing
and giving examples of how their organisation engages in CSR. This finding
was consistent across the three case study organisations, whereby the more
strategic and embedded the activity, the less overtly aware employees were
of its existence, and the less likely they were to term it as ‘CSR’; the less
strategic and embedded the activity, the more employees were aware of it,
readily identifying it as CSR.

Indeed, a clear line can be drawn between those activities which are
‘business as usual’ and not recognised by employees as CSR, and other
activities which are peripheral, yet to the forefront of employees’ minds. The
stronger the link between the CSR activity and organisational strategy, the
more it will be managed as business as usual, and the less employees will be
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aware of it. In other words, aspects of CSR in practice are little more than
just good business whilst others are not aligned with core business. CSR in
practice becomes both implicit and explicit, subtle and blatant, natural and
unusual.

Consequently, this highlights the imperative for research to allow

for an insight into the more embedded, less explicit aspects of CSR in
practice. This is explored in greater detail in Chapter Eight.

This finding has the potential to considerably alter our understanding of CSR
in practice and how it is treated from both an academic and practitioner
perspective as it, in part, rejects some of the key arguments and assumptions
made in the literature.

To expand, and as explored in Chapter Two, CSR

which is ‘strategic’ and embedded has traditionally been regarded by
academics

as

the

most

effective

and

therefore

desirable

way

for

organisations to engage in CSR, versus a more reactive, often ad-hoc
approach (Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2006). More specifically,
it is suggested this approach will result in the greatest business benefits for
an organisation, as it closely aligns CSR with the organisation’s wider
strategy and business goals.

As explored in Chapter Two, widely cited

benefits of engaging in CSR in such a way include not only the potential
impact of CSR on the bottom line, but also the positive impact it can have on
an organisation’s brand, reputation, and employee morale (Wagner et al,
2009; Minor & Morgan, 2011; Kim et al, 2010; Tamm et al, 2011).

Drawing on the evidence from the case studies, it is difficult to reconcile the
organisations’ embedded CSR activities with such potential business benefits
as cited in the literature. For example, none of the organisations publicised
the activities as they believed they were ‘business as usual’, believing there
was nothing particularly special or marketable about something that they do
as matter of course. Subsequently, each of the organisations neglected to
avail of any potential benefits to their brand or reputation.

Similarly,

employees did not recognise the activities as deviating from the norm, and
therefore did not demonstrate little, if any, pride in the activity; from their
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perspective, the activities represented ‘business as usual’. Once again, this
points to each of the organisations potentially missing out on the business
benefits o f increased em ployee morale and engagem ent, as cited in the
literature.

Ironically, despite engaging in CSR in the most effective and

desirable way (as suggested by Perrini & Minoja, 2008), there was no explicit
evidence of any of the case study organisations achieving the business
benefits cited in the literature as a consequence of their em bedded CSR
activities.

However, em ployees quickly identified with the activities m ost peripheral to
the organisation.

Being treated as som ething different from the norm

resulted in them being to the forefront of em ployees’ minds and creating a
sense of the organisation doing som ething

‘over and above’ its core

business. Ironically, those activities which academ ics would consider to be a
far-cry from ‘effective’ CSR (Porter & Kramer, 2006), were actually the most
effective in creating pride am ongst employees.

Indeed, previous academ ics

have traditionally positioned peripheral CSR activities with limited links to
organisational strategy as being a crude, unsophisticated way to engage in
CSR as they have little or no relationship to the w ider goals and objectives of
the organisation (Porter & Kramer, 2006; Blowfield & Murray, 2006).

Yet,

evidence from the case study organisations points to their positive power and
impact in an organisation, dem onstrating that it is actually their extra-ordinary
nature which gains the attention and ultimate engagem ent o f em ployees.
Striving to im plem ent such activities as ‘business as usual’ would result in
their positive im pact being dim inished.

This dem onstrates that the power and potential benefits of CSR lie not only
with the strategic activities, which are em bedded as business as usual, but
also with the peripheral activities, which are traditionally devalued in the
literature. Not only is strategic CSR good for an organisation, but peripheral
CSR can be, too.

It enables the organisation to maintain a human, softer

side to its CSR activities, which has inherent appeal to many em ployees, as
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evidenced in the case of Axis. Whilst academia promotes embedded CSR
as the most effective way to engage in CSR (Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Porter &
Kramer, 2006;

Peloza

& Falkenberg,

2009; Wry, 2009;

Pedersen

&

Neergaard, 2008; Vogel, 2005), evidence from the case study organisations
suggests that although it certainly creates a sense of business as usual, it
does not engender a sense of celebration or pride in the organisation.
Although such outcomes are not a ‘must’ for every organisation, their positive
impact can be observed in the case of Axis.

Indeed,

within

each

of the

case

study

organisations,

the

enduring

characteristics of CSR, the aspects which resonate with employees the most,
are actually linked to the most peripheral activities.

Whilst an organisation

‘being’ CSR as opposed to ‘doing’ CSR is promoted by Vogel (2005), this
research demonstrates the power of organisations both ‘being’ and ‘doing’
CSR in practice.

In other words, there is an advantage to organisations

engaging in both embedded and peripheral CSR activities, with each offering
a different type of business benefit in practice.

This finding also has a number of wider, theoretical implications.

Firstly, it

points to a potential overlap between the integrative and instrumental
theoretical perspectives of CSR (Garriga & Mele, 2004).

More specifically,

much of the CSR activity which is intended to achieve business benefit (i.e.
falling within the instrumental perspective of CSR) is actually fully embedded
in an organisation’s processes and daily operations (i.e. falling within the
integrative perspective of CSR).

This highlights the propensity for links

between theoretical perspectives, as suggested by Garriga and Mele (2004).
Mindful of the comments from Ketokivi (2009) and Schmenner (2009) as
presented in Chapter Two, this finding underpins the imperative for research
to consider CSR from a series of theoretical perspectives, as opposed to
one.
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Furthermore, this finding points to a m isalignm ent between what academ ics
perceive to be CSR and what organisations deem to be CSR. In light of this
finding, it can be argued that organisations deem CSR to be the peripheral
activities which have limited links to organisational strategy.

From this

perspective, if CSR activity is related to core business, then it is just that:
core

business.

Only those

recognised as CSR.

activities

peripheral to the

business

are

Yet, academ ics considering the variety of activities

occurring in each of the case study organisations would argue that it
com prises both the em bedded and peripheral activities, which are all centred
on ‘doing good’.

The question then begs: who decides what CSR is? The findings from this
research program m e suggest that, if business leads the way, there is a
danger that CSR will most certainly be treated as the ‘nice to do’, add-on
activities that do not link with the wider organisational objectives.

Evidence

from this research suggests that organisations have, at best, a limited
appreciation of how many activities which they treat as ‘business as usual’
would be regarded by others as exam ples of excellence in CSR in practice.
If these activities are not recognised as CSR, there is a danger they will not
be shared with others in the hope of leading by exam ple. Furthermore, CSR
will fail to live up to its hype of being something that an organisation can
embed as part of business as usual (Porter & Kramer, 2006; Vogel, 2005).

W hilst much o f this issue is due to C SR ’s open rules of application (Matten &
Moon, 2008), there is an opportunity for academia to lead the way in sharing
examples of w hat CSR can actually entail, beyond the peripheral, ad-hoc
activities. In dem onstrating how em bedded, ‘business as usual’ activities are
also exam ples of CSR in practice, academia can help reinforce the potential
range and depth of CSR in practice and how it links with core business.
Therefore, there is an im perative for academics to create more in-depth,
descriptive depictions of CSR in practice and what it can entail.
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7.2.2 CSR involving a sacrifice of business resource
In line with the argum ents presented in the previous section, none of the
case study organisations dem onstrated a desire to have a fully strategic,
sophisticated approach to CSR, preferring to have a com bination of strategic
and peripheral activities. W hilst previous research has suggested the lack of
strategic CSR in practice is a consequence of organisations not recognising
its potential value (Perrini & Minoja, 2008). However, evidence from the case
study

organisations

points

to

the

contrary,

dem onstrating

that

each

organisation accepted it could take a more strategic approach to CSR, but
actively chose not to do so.

This reluctance to adopt a fully strategic approach was underpinned by a
tension

between

CSR

and

core

business,

or w hat the

organisations

perceived as ‘doing good’ and ‘good business’, w hereby they suggested it
was wrong to seek business benefits from all CSR activities, opting instead
for a mix of activities, some of which result in business benefits and others
which provide little or no explicit business benefit.

In essence, and as this

section explores, this research program m e has dem onstrated that CSR in
practice often involves a sacrifice on part of the business.

Organisations

accept this as an elem ent of CSR and expect to sacrifice their resources of
tim e and/or m oney in order to be responsible.

In the case of Axis, the CEO is clear about the advantages to be gained from
creating better linkages between the organisation’s strategy and its CSR
activities, but has not actively pursued such an approach because he
believes it could stifle the creativity and flexibility of CSR in the organisation,
as it would involve setting param eters for CSR activities occurring in the
organisation.

Rather than create a specific CSR strategy, he maintains the

primary driver for CSR in Axis will be that it is:

“ ..

.the right thing to do. It should make you feel good fo r doing it”.
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In CCEA, there is an overriding consensus that explicitly linking CSR and
strategy encourages a cynicism amongst employees that the organisation
was only engaging in CSR in order to achieve some sort of business benefit,
such as an improved image in the community.

A similar reluctance was

evidenced in FFG, where senior employees avoided seeking business
benefits from CSR activities. This involved them avoiding any opportunity to
promote their CSR activity in the public domain, or further still, seeking
positive media coverage of FFG’s CSR activities.

Tensions became most apparent when interviewees were questioned as to
the potential to implement and manage aspects of CSR in a similar manner
to how they manage other aspects of their business, such as finance
systems, or marketing, with clear policies, strategies, KPI and targets.
Throughout, they were visibly uneasy as to whether they wanted to treat all
aspects of their CSR as pure business activities.

Rather, they suggested

some CSR activities should be treated differently, and not held to the same
level of scrutiny as other aspects of business.

However, upon further

exploration, each CEO admitted that they struggled with how to best
measure, monitor or capture the nature and effectiveness all of their
organisations’ CSR activities, suggesting that, even if they did want to take a
fully strategic approach, they would not be sure as to how to do it.

‘W e have struggled and tried to get our heads around how to measure
and have something really tangible to say about all that. For us, an
awful lot o f the struggle o f it and trying to get our minds around is,
what are we doing with this apart from ju s t playing around with it and
generally being good people?” (CCEA);

“You only measure what you do. How do you measure 6 year olds
reading? You can’t. The teachers feel it’s good. They see it as
interaction with older people and social skills. Maybe there’s more o f a
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gain there than the reading bit. I don’t know how y o u ’d measure the
value o f that, I don’t know” (FFG);

“The strategy is weak, but what I would also say is, it’s possibly
deliberately weak, because it makes you flexible. The downside o f that
obviously is, when you don’t have a strategy, things tend to float in
and out. Which probably means that some things work well, others
don’t work so well" (Axis).

Given that CSR in practice consists of a series of disparate activities, it is
perhaps to be expected that each of the organisations would struggle with
how to best link all activity with organisational strategy, as strongly advocated
in the literature (Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2006). However, it
is clear the case study organisations find them selves in the position of being
motivated and compelled to engage in activity, being publicly lauded for
excellence in that activity, yet remaining unclear as to w hat that activity
achieves, or how successful it is.

This lack of clarity made interviewees

uncom fortable, as it often involved them adm itting that the organisation was
putting resource into activity, and they did not know what im pact some of
those activities were having, if any.

This finding implies that, in not knowing the im pact of some of their CSR
activities, organisations are potentially wasting valuable resources which
could potentially be used to better effect elsewhere.

Remarkably, as

opposed to debating this argument, each of the organisations suggested
CSR should actually involve a sacrifice from core business. In other words,
they suggested CSR did not always fit with their core operations and
business goals - it inevitably involved a sacrifice, w hether that be in the form
of extra resource (financial or human), new policies, additional activities and
so on.

W hilst all were at pains to em phasise that such a sacrifice did not

m atter in the pursuit of being responsible, it was clear there was a level of
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tension between im plem enting CSR activities and ensuring core business
remained unaffected:

“If I ’ve got the time to do it, I will do it. It’s ju s t finding that
balance...The priority is to bring the business up to a certain level” (IT
Manager, Axis);

“The drawback [to CSR] is tim e...I still have the same amount of work
to do, regardless o f whether I work one day or five days, there’s still
the same amount o f work” (HR Manager, FFG);

“I ’ve been letting staff take part [in CSR activities] for two years. If they
ask can they go, o f course they can. Provided it doesn’t have a knock
on effect on operations” (Focus Group Participant, CCEA).

Thus, each of the case study organisations engaged in a num ber of
argum ents as to why they did not explicitly link all their CSR activities with
strategy, namely: they suggested it was inappropriate; adm itted they did not
know how to do it; argued CSR involved a sacrifice. Evidence suggests that
all of these argum ents bear out in practice, with organisations failing to link all
their CSR activities with their w ider organisational strategy.

This is

understandable, given the range of disparate activities that fall under the
CSR ‘um brella’, and it is to be expected that some will have very clear links
to strategy, whilst others will not.

W hat is m ost notable, however, is that

aspects of CSR do not sit easily with other elem ents of business; they have
no links with strategy, are difficult to manage and measure, and difficult to
effectively
business.

im plem ent without

necessitating

a

sacrifice

from

the

core

In spite of this, organisations readily argued that such a sacrifice

and lack of fit is outweighed by the moral imperative to engage in a certain
activity. In other words, aspects of CSR activity are driven by a moral motive
which overrides any strategic or business motive, on occasion causing the
organisation to forego core business.
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Indeed, evidence arising from this research program m e dem onstrates that
CSR in practice is not only com prised of a series of disparate, heterogeneous
activities, some em bedded, others peripheral, but it also com prises a moral
obligation to ‘give back’ or ‘do good’ with little or no regard fo r the potential
consequences for the business.

In Part One of this chapter it was argued

that CSR is primarily concerned with ‘ends’, rather than ‘m eans’. However,
the question arises: ‘ends’ at what cost?

Evidence from the case studies

suggests that not only are organisations less concerned with the means to
the ends, but they are also not particularly concerned with capturing the
impact of the ‘ends’ on their core business.

W hilst, as outlined in the

previous section, aspects of CSR in practice are treated as ‘business as
usual’, with clear KPIs and links to organisational strategy, much of the CSR
activity occurring in the case study organisations is activity fo r activity’s sake,
oriented at ‘doing good’, but with limited consideration as to how ‘doing good’
links with the w ider organisational strategy, if at all.

This finding is noteworthy in light of the growing body of literature dedicated
to if, when and how organisations can benefit from its CSR activity.

As

outlined In Chapter Two, and reinforced by the instrum ental theoretical
perspective of CSR (Garriga & Mele, 2004), there is a perceived im perative
to determ ine the business benefits arising from CSR; as more and more
organisations engage in CSR, the more “its proponents are pressed to
provide business exem plars justifying its continued legitim acy as a business
practice” (Amaeshi & Adi, 2007).

Evidence from this research programme

dem onstrates that, in practice, CSR is a counter-intuitive mix of activities,
some of which are explicitly linked to core business, and others which involve
a sacrifice of business resource.

Indeed, organisations readily accept that

CSR will and should involve a business sacrifice. This points, once again, to
an overlap between a num ber of theoretical perspectives of CSR, highlighting
the propensity for CSR in practice to sim ultaneously be understood from both
an instrumental and ethical perspective (Garriga & Mele, 2004).
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Clearly, a num ber powerful motives are at play In organisations engaging in
CSR, ultim ately influencing and shaping the nature of CSR in practice. This
chapter now turns to exploring m otives in greater detail.

7.2.3 The contradictory m otives underpinning CSR in practice
Each of the case study organisations experienced a range of motives for
engaging in CSR.

These motives are presented in Table 7.1 and are

classified using V ogel’s (2005) fram ework, as initially outlined in Chapter
Two.

Strategic
motives

“It is good P R ...I really do like it to be known in the local communities. We
work very hard at media perception and CSR stuff is targeted at the local
com m unity” (Chief Executive, CCEA);
“Because o f what we do, we always try to help people out - to get contracts if
you like!" (1. T. Manager, Axis)
“[W e do it] to look good in the community" (Boning Hall Manager, FFG).
“1 suppose they have to do it because o f the government" (Health and Safety
and Environment Manager, Axis).

Defensive
motives

“It’s all about accountability.. .Being accountable is one o f the key principles,
and social responsibility will fit in there” (Finance Manager, CCEA);
“It’s all to do with customers. We deal with m ajor retailers. They’re asking
about these kinds o f things" (Human Resource Manager, FFG).
“The reason you do it is because you believe it’s the right thing to do”
(Business Assurance Manager, CCEA).

Altruistic
motives

“[W e do it] because w e’re a caring company. 1 do n ’t think w e ’re a caring
company - 1know" (Senior Administrator, Axis).

“W e’re doing it because morally we feel it’s the right thing to d o ” (CEO, FFG).
Table 7.1 Case study organisations’ motives for engaging in CSR, grouped under
Vogel’s (2005) classification

Evidence from the case study organisations indicates that, as opposed to
remaining constant, m otives shift in nature and influence over tim e which, in
turn, impacts on the m anifestation of various CSR activities in practice. On
occasion, several different motives underpinned one CSR activity, resulting in
the organisation being confused and feeling com prom ised as to how best to
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approach, manage and implement the activity.

As this section explores,

motives play a powerful role in influencing CSR in practice.

Not only can

they dictate what activities the organisation implements in the first instance,
but they can determine how they are implemented and can instigate changes
in the activity and its implementation.

Evidence from this research programme extends our understanding of the
relationship between CSR and motives, as it demonstrates that motives are
crucial antecedents to the heterogeneity of CSR in practice, determining what
type of CSR activity an organisation engages in and how they engage in it.
For example, CCEA’s desire to improve its reputation in the local community
determines its approach to CSR, where the emphasis is on employees
volunteering within the local community, as opposed to volunteering activities
spread across the province.

Particular effort is made to ensure CSR

activities are communicated to the local community:

“CSR stuff is targeted at the local community.

I would rather see

something in the North Belfast news if we were doing something in
North Belfast, than in the Belfast Telegraph. I think it’s more relevant
to that community.

I want it to be seen as a fairly big regional

organisation, supporting its community” (Chief Executive, CCEA).

Similarly, FFG’s tendency to be risk averse underpins a reluctance to
publicize aspects of its CSR activity:

“W e’re not in a position where w e’l l go and champion it.

W e’ll

champion internally, but it’s not something we’ll shout about.

It’s a

matter of doing everything to best practice and if the neighbours are
down there saying ‘we’re happy, it seems to be okay’, that’s as good
as we can get with that” (CEO, FFG).
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The relationship between motives and the nature of CSR in practice can also
be observed in Axis, who has an entirely different set of motives for engaging
in CSR, many of which centre on engaging employees and improving the
organisation’s relationship with the local community.

Once again, this is

reflected in the nature of CSR activities within the organisation, where much
of the emphasis is on employee engagement, with an explicit focus on
activity in the local community:

“It is very much about keeping it local...So instead o f taking on
trainees from all over the place, we try very much now to focus on
taking trainees from the communities that we’re most active in... [The
CSR activities] are simple things but they get the staff engaged, and
what they do over a period o f time is they understand its effect
because it is fairly simple, it’s about making a different locally and
within the community” (Chief Executive, Axis).

Furthermore, evidence from the case study organisations demonstrates that
motives can shift over time and, in turn, determine shifts in the nature of CSR
activities in an organisation. The FFG case study provides us with a strong
example of this occurring in practice. As Chapter Five explores, FFG was
initially driven to address its environmental activities by a combination of
pressures from the
performance

of

IPPC license regulators, alongside the improving

competitors,

who

were

continually

improving

their

environmental practices and therefore raising the baseline across the
industry as one organisation struggled to keep up with the performance of the
next.

However, over time, and in an attempt to reduce costs, the organisation
began to proactively explore ways and means of improving its environmental
performance, as evidenced in the following quote:
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‘W e are starting to be proactive about the environm ent here... You
can see a definite line o f im provem ent... But it ’s aw kw ard and it ’s hard
to get people to do it, but I ’m able to get m anagem ent on board
because landfill is 195 euro p e r tonne. So 15 kilos.
going

every

tim e...

So

th a t’s

m anagem ent

That’s a few bob
on

bo ard ”

(Site

Environm ental Manager, FFG).

Although FFG were initially forced to engage in environm ental activities (i.e.
driven by defensive motives), the organisation then recognised the business
benefits that could be potentially accrued from environm ental activities. This
resulted in the m otives underpinning the activity shifting to becom e more
strategic, ultim ately changing the em phasis and focus of the activity to
encompass a much greater priority on cost efficiencies. This dem onstrates
the power of a motive -

not only can it instigate an activity in the first

instance, but it also has the ability to determ ine a shift in how a CSR activity
is implemented and managed in practice.

A sim ilar shift can be observed in Axis, whereby the organisation’s motives
for engaging in a range of com m unity initiatives are slowly shifting from being
mainly altruistic towards being more strategic as the organisation recognises
there

are

potentially

more

com m unity engagem ent.

business

benefits

to

be accrued

from

its

W hilst A xis’s com m unity activities were initially

driven by a desire to dem onstrate “decency” and “respect” in the local
com m unity (CEO, Axis), the CEO explains how the organisation made a
“conscious decision” to change how it engaged with the com m unity, as it
sought to gain explicit business benefits, such as a heightened profile and
improved reputation, as a consequence of its com m unity activity:

“There was a lot o f stu ff being done but we were not celebrating as a
company, internally or externally. So a conscious decision was made
to place ourselves” (CEO, Axis).
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However, in light of the previous section, it is clear the apparent decision to
try to achieve business benefits contradicts the C E O ’s previous argum ent
that the main driver for A xis’ CSR activities is:

. .the

right thing to do. It should m ake you feel good fo r doing it ”.

Throughout data collection, interviewees made regular contradictions in
explaining why the organisation engaged in CSR and provided conflicting
justifications for why the organisation im plem ents activities in a certain
manner.

The further interviewees were probed, the more contradictions

emerged, with organisations clearly having a range of m otives for engaging
in CSR.

Indeed, this research program m e has dem onstrated that CSR activities in
practice are permeated with contradictions and confusion, imbued with a
moral im perative and an acknowledgem ent of the apparent need to sacrifice
business resources, yet sim ultaneously encom passing a desire to achieve a
business benefit and some sort of return for the organisation. This confusion
was especially apparent when interviewees were probed on the motivations
driving CSR in practice, where it is clear they struggle to reconcile CSR with
other aspects of their business.

W hereas they are accustom ed to making

decisions driven by a strong desire to be a successful business, there is a
sense that the same does not strictly apply to aspects of CSR which also
have strong moral undertones.

W orthington et al (2008) suggest that questions of why organisations engage
in CSR have “becom e an increasingly im portant discourse within the
literature of Corporate Social Responsibility” (pg. 319), yet they neglect to
offer any further explanation as to why this is the case.

Furthermore, a

review of the literature dem onstrates limited theoretical or empirical attention
has been paid to exploring what motivates organisations to engage in CSR,
again with little or no explanation as to why (Cam pbell, 2007; Petersen &
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Vredenburg,

2009;

Brickson,

2007;

Broon

&

Vidaver-Cohen,

2009).

Accordingly, the literature presents numerous anecdotal suggestions as to
why organisations may engage in CSR, with little or no accompanying
evidence of whether, or how, these suggestions translate into practice.

This research has contributed to furthering our understanding and knowledge
of the motives driving organisations to engage in CSR. It has demonstrated
that motives are a key antecedent to the heterogeneity of CSR in practice, as
explored in Part One of this chapter.

In addition, it has shown that it is

possible for organisations to experience more than one motive to engage in a
CSR activity and that it is possible for these motives to contradict and clash
with each other.

Ultimately, motives shape and determine how an organisation engages in
CSR. However, research to date has not placed an emphasis on exploring
or better understanding the motives driving CSR in practice. This research
programme has demonstrated that through exploring and gaining a better
understanding of the nature and impact of motives on CSR in practice, we, in
turn, become better informed about CSR in practice, as we gain an insight
into its antecedents and improve our understanding of what shapes and
determines its manifestation.

In addition, and remaining mindful of the various theoretical perspectives
presented in Chapter Two, an analysis of the motives underpinning CSR in
practice

highlights

once

again

the

potential

overlaps

in

theoretical

perspectives and the value of using each as a different hook to explore and
understand CSR.

For instance, each of the organisations experienced

strategic, defensive and altruistic motives to engage in CSR, as outlined in
this section. In essence, this links us in to instrumental, political and ethical
theoretical perspectives to explore and understand the motives underpinning
CSR in practice.

Once again, this highlights the need for researchers to

280

reach beyond one theoretical perspective to best explore and analyse CSR in
practice (Reverte, 2009).

Furthermore, whilst the categorisation offered by Vogel (2005) offers a
helpful starting point for appreciating the nature of motives driving CSR in an
organisation, evidence from this research programme demonstrates that,
when explored in practice, motives are much more complex and influential
than the framework would suggest. Rather, they are temporal, contradictory
and key antecedents to the heterogeneity of CSR in practice, shaping and
determining its manifestation and implementation.

Thus, this research

suggests Vogel’s (2005) classification should be used as a starting point, but
whilst also remaining mindful that it gives only a glimpse into the nature of the
motives underpinning CSR in practice.

7.2.4 Considering the implementation of CSR in practice
Academic literature has repeatedly suggested the ideal way to implement
CSR in practice is through explicitly linking it with organisational strategy,
with it ultimately becoming ‘business as usual’ (Perrini & Minoja, 2008; Porter
& Kramer, 2006; Peloza & Falkenberg, 2009; Wry, 2009; Pedersen &
Neergaard, 2008; Vogel, 2005).

However, once again, evidence from this

research demonstrates that such an approach is overly simplistic and is not
reflective of reality. Rather, various CSR activities are each implemented in
an individual way, with some being clearly linked with organisational strategy,
and others remaining peripheral. What is interesting is the clear distinction
between those activities most successfully linked with organisational strategy
versus

those

remaining

on

the

periphery.

Those

closely

linked

to

organisational strategy are treated as ‘business as usual’, embedded as part
of the organisation’s daily activities and often accompanied by a series of
KPIs.

Other aspects of CSR remain on the periphery, with little or no
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m easurem ent and no link to strategy. Yet, it is these activities which remain
to the forefront of em ployee minds.
driven by a different motive.

Furthermore, each of these activities is

At times, this motive can change and shift,

which can im pact on the nature of the resulting CSR activity. At other times,
motives clash, resulting in challenges and dilem m as for the organisation in
question.

W hilst the continua presented in C hapter Two position the im plem entation of
CSR as staged and linear, with organisations naturally progressing to adopt a
more sophisticated approach to CSR (Blowfield & Murray, 2006; Pedersen,
2010), this research program m e has revealed that, in practice, the reality is
much more convoluted, with different aspects of CSR being im plemented in
very different ways, each differing in how they are positioned, managed and
driven.

Rather than being a linear process, the im plem entation and

m anagem ent of CSR in practice is disjointed, sporadic, m ulti-faceted and
complex.

Elements are explicitly linked back to core business, whilst other

elem ents are purposefully devoid of any links. Some activities have a clear
developm ent path, with targets for im provem ent whilst organisations struggle
with how to measure the impact of other activities.

Some activities are

com pletely reactive, others are proactive, and others still have shifted from
being reactive towards being more proactive. Much of CSR in practice does
not sit com fortably or naturally in an organisation; in many instances, it
involves a sacrifice and detracts from business as usual, yet in other
instances CSR is business as usual.

Consequently,

this

research

programme

dem onstrates

that

the

im plem entation of CSR in practice it is better understood as nonlinear,
disorderly and, at times, chaotic. Different aspects of CSR in practice will be
implem ented with varying degrees of sophistication.

Subsequently, there is

an im perative for researchers to explore, appreciate and understand the
various CSR activities occurring

in an organisation

and explore them

individually, rather than coming to generalised conclusions about CSR as a
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whole without better understanding the variances in the different activities,
what drives them, how they are manifested and, ultimately, how they are
implemented.

These and other characteristics of CSR in practice are explored in the next,
and final, section of this chapter, which considers the core question of this
thesis: What is CSR?

Part Three: What is CSR?
7.3.1 Exploring the definition, term inology and theory of CSR

As outlined throughout this document, the key question underpinning this
thesis is ‘What is CSR?’ This section answers this question in detail.

It

begins with exploring CSR in each of the case study organisations, before
moving on to consider how the findings can be generalised to existing
research and theory in an attempt to come to a broader answer relevant not
only to this research programme, but to wider academia and practice.

Although Axis, FFG and CCEA have each been publicly lauded as examples
of best practice CSR, this chapter has explicated how their approaches are
entirely different, with the nature, emphasis and success of CSR activities
differing markedly from one organisation to the next. Each of the case study
organisations’ approaches to CSR are summarised and compared in Figure
7 . 1.
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C om pany

Axis

FFG

CCEA

A p p ro a c h

Corporate
Social
Responsibility

Corporate
Social
Responsibility

Corporate
Social
Responsibility

C h a ra c te ris tic s
•

Emphasis on community
reference to other activities

•

CSR used as a tool to build a community internally and
engage with external communities

•

Employees actively encouraged to engage in community
activities

•

Community engagement is celebrated to a much greater
extent than other CSR activities and achievements

•

Emphasis on
responsibilities

•

CSR used as a tool for damage limitation

•

Employees forced to get involved

•

Activities met with scepticism that is perpetuated by the
organisation’s culture

•

Emphasis on meeting the needs of external accreditations
and frameworks

•

CSR used as evidence of a quality organisation

•

Mixed reaction from employees, with some arguing CSR is
a corporate box-ticking exercise

•

Sporadic awareness of CSR throughout the organisation.
Senior management awareness, however, is good.

meeting

engagement,

expectations

with

and

perceived

Figure 7.1 Distinctive approaches to ‘CSR’ as evidenced in Axis, CCEA and FFG

As depicted in Figure 7.1, despite each being recognised as an exemplar in
CSR practice, the characteristics of CSR in each of the case study
organisations differs considerably.

limited

This is interesting as, to date, research

has taken something of a broad-brush approach to exploring and describing
how CSR is manifested in practice. In the main, and as explored in Chapter
Two, researchers and authors have sufficed with generic lists of potential
CSR activities such as fundraising, volunteering, environmental management
systems and diversity practices, but have provided limited detail or analysis
as to how these activities are implemented or managed, how successful they
are, or how this success is measured, if at all (Sirsly, 2009; Visser et al,
2007; Melo & Galan, 2011; Berger et al, 2007). Consequently, much of our
understanding of CSR is lacking in depth and is devoid of insight into many of
the practical realities of CSR in an organisation; whilst academics have
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developed a relatively w ell-honed debate on the definition of CSR - albeit
with few conclusive answers - our understanding of CSR in practice to date
has remained, at best, superficial (Maon et al, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011; Chin
e ta l, 2013).

This research program m e has taken a different approach, opting to use indepth case studies to explore CSR in practice in detail. As opposed to taking
CSR activities at face value, it has delved beneath the surface to analyse the
nature of each activity in more detail, considering how it is m anifested and
im plemented and exploring how it relates to the w ider organisation, if at all. It
has not only considered CSR in practice from a holistic, organisation-wide
perspective, but it has also analysed the specific elem ents of CSR in detail.
Consequently, it has achieved insights which have enhanced and altered our
understanding of CSR.

In line with the argum ents of Palazzo & Scherer (2008) and Matten & Moon
(2008), this research program m e

has dem onstrated that CSR is best

understood as an umbrella term encom passing a series of explicit, disparate
activities,

which

have the

organisational values.

potential to

be

bound

together by im plicit

It is both explicit and implicit, an am algam ation of

‘business as usual’ and peripheral activities, which are either unnoticed by
employees, or to the forefront of their minds. It is a culm ination of a series of
conflicting motives, and is imbued with a moral im perative to make a sacrifice
from core business. It is disjointed, with different activities being managed in
considerably different ways and ultim ately culm inating in various degrees of
success.

Indeed, the potential benefit arising from a CSR activity differs

depending on the nature of the activity and the motive driving it.

CSR is

highly heterogeneous in practice.

For the purpose of this research, CSR was defined as “actions that appear to
further some social good, beyond the interests of the firm and that which is
required by law” (McW illiam s & Siegel, 2001).

W hilst this broad definition
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does,

in part,

reflect CSR as evidenced

in each of the case study

organisations, it falls far from conveying its complexity.

For exam ple, it fails

to capture the difficulties organisations face in determ ining if an activity
creates “social good” and the challenges and dilem m as associated with CSR
which actually is in the “interests of the firm ” and that which is not. It fails to
illustrate the power of the requirem ents of the law in actually provoking an
organisation to eventually engage in CSR. Furthermore, it gives no sense of
the variety of activity encom passed within CSR, the heterogeneity o f these
activities from

one

organisation

to the

next,

the

com plex

and

often

contradictory factors impacting CSR in practice, and the range of motives
m oderating its m anifestation in an organisation.

This research program m e has illustrated the heterogeneity and com plexity of
CSR in practice, dem onstrating that current depictions o f CSR in the
literature are oversim plified and fall short of being reflective of that occurring
in organisations.

Indeed, mindful of the heterogeneity of CSR in practice, it

can be argued that defining CSR in a m anner that is generalizable across all
organisations, entails a broad, generic definition, such as the one used in this
research program m e.

W hilst it may be possible to define CSR in a more

detailed manner, evidence arising from this research program m e would
suggest such

definitions

would

be

organisation

specific,

and

present

considerable challenges in relation to generalization across organisations.
W hilst evidence from this research program m e leaves us with little doubt that
the power of CSR lies in the activity and the detail of that activity, there is
sim ilarly little doubt that such a characteristic renders the developm ent of a
detailed definition highly problem atic.

Consequently, in light of its nature in

practice, CSR can only be defined in very broad, som ewhat vague term s, or
in highly detailed, organisation-specific terms. W hilst the lack o f a universal
definition has been bemoaned by a num ber of academ ics as inhibiting
academ ic progress in relation to CSR, this research suggests that much can
be gained by accepting that a universal definition of CSR can only be that
which is broadly defined, and that efforts should be made to move beyond
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the definition debate to towards gaining a deeper understanding of CSR in
practice in organisations (Taneja et al, 2011).

Chapter Two also highlighted that a number of theoretical perspectives have
been applied to CSR, namely political, integrative, ethical and instrumental
(Garriga

& Mele,

2004).

Traditionally,

research

exploring

CSR

has

considered the topic from a single theoretical perspective, which is often
influenced by the researcher’s area of expertise or personal preferences.
Despite being encouraged to explore areas of convergence between
theoretical perspectives, research has tended to strongly adhere to one
theoretical perspective at the expense of another. However, as opposed to
selecting one theoretical perspective, this research programme opted to
understand each one as a useful hook for exploring and understanding CSR
in practice, thereby broadening the propensity for the researcher to fully
explore CSR from a variety of perspectives and angles, enabling them to
analyse CSR in practice in depth from a number of perspectives.

Evidence arising from this research programme indicates that such an
approach has proven fruitful, as it has enabled the emergence of a number of
themes which may not have been so apparent if explored from one set
theoretical

perspective.

For example,

exploring

CSR from

both

an

instrumental and ethical theoretical perspective enabled the concurrent
strategic and ethical motives underpinning CSR in practice to emerge.
Similarly, an exploration of how certain CSR activities have become
‘business as usual’ is of particular interest from an integrative perspective.

Indeed, by shoehorning research into one theoretical perspective, there is a
danger we are failing to capture some of the most interesting and valuable
insights into CSR in practice, such as the clash of ethical and strategic
motives, or the incongruent manner in which peripheral CSR activities are
actually the most prominent in the organisation.
programme

has demonstrated

how the

Rather, this research

realities of CSR

in

practice
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necessitate

much

greater

overlap

between

the

various

theoretical

perspectives of CSR, as advocated by Garriga and Mele (2004).

For

instance, organisations experience a moral obligation to engage in CSR
(ethical perspective), whilst also ensuring they pursue CSR activities which
are linked to their core business (instrumental perspective), implementing
those activities in a manner that ensures they are fully embedded in daily
operations (integrative perspective), whilst also ensuring they respond to
sector

demands

perspective).

and

expectations

for

certain

CSR

activity

(political

Indeed, much can be gained from leaving the confines of

existing theories to explore CSR, in-depth, in organisations.

As such, this

research highlights the value in such an approach and encourage future
research to consider the open-minded approach advocated by Ketokivi
(2009) and Schmenner (2009) when exploring CSR.

Whilst the absence of a universally accepted theoretical framework or
definition of CSR has caused considerable criticism of CSR amongst
academics, it is clear the absence of an academic consensus is not as
detrimental to practice as has been previously argued (van Marrewijk, 2003;
Okoye, 2009; Fassin et al, 2011; Shinde et al, 2011).

Indeed, despite

suggestions in the literature that the proliferation of terminology used in
academia and practice has rendered the term confusing and fuzzy (Amaeshi
& Adi, 2007; Wilkinson & Willmott, 1995; Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2003;
Taneja et al, 2011), the organisations placed very little emphasis on choosing
the ‘right’ terminology and rarely did any of them treat CSR as a whole.
Rather, upon referring to CSR, interviewees progressed on to use practical
language and terms which best communicated the activities in question.
Whilst

academics

have

debated

the

nuances

of the

language

and

terminology used in relation to CSR, organisations have bypassed the debate
and engaged in activity. Consequently, it can be argued that the nuances of
terminology and definition are less of an impediment to CSR in practice as
previously suggested in the literature (Taneja et al, 2011).
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Although it may be difficult to determ ine a detailed definition of CSR, or agree
a universally accepted theoretical perspective, it is still im portant that we
have some sort of agreed consensus on the broader m eaning of the term if
we are to better reconcile CSR in academ ia and practice, as called for by
numerous academ ics (Lindgreen et al, 2009;

Maon et al, 2010) and

ultimately move on to explore other areas of interest beyond definition in
greater detail.

However, as this research has determ ined, there is a clear

disparity between the multitude of ways CSR is defined in the literature and
how it is manifested and implem ented in practice.

In practice, CSR is at once simple and complex. It is simple in that, from an
organisation’s perspective, CSR entails a range of peripheral activities,
centred

on

the

organisation

‘doing

good’ in

som e

manner.

W hilst

organisations do engage in activities which entail ‘doing good’ and which are
embedded and strategic, they are prim arily understood as business activities,
as opposed to CSR.

Building on this, CSR is a series of unrelated, non

business activities, which entail an organisation ‘doing good’.

Yet, academ ics considering the variety of activities occurring in each of the
case study organisations would argue that it com prises both the strategic and
non-strategic activities, which are all centred on ‘doing good’.
academia

would

suggest

CSR

encom passes

all

of

these

W hilst

activities,

employees in the organisations would disagree. W ho decides w hat CSR is
and is not? W ho determ ines what it can or cannot be? The answers to this
question lie in an exploration of CSR in academia and in practice, which is
presented in the following section.

7.3.2 CSR in academia versus practice
The broad-brush approach currently adopted in the literature falls short of
capturing the com plexities of CSR in practice as discussed above; in failing
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to explore these complexities, previous research has fallen short of capturing
the true essence of CSR. Chapters One and Two referred to the perceived
gap between CSR in academia and practice, with some arguing academia is
ahead of practice, and others suggesting practice is ahead of academia
(Carroll, 1999; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011).
However, evidence from this research suggests that CSR in practice has
developed along a different parallel to academia. In other words, academia
is not following in the footsteps of practitioners, nor vice versa, but rather,
they have developed on different, separate trajectories with only limited
overlaps.

This has culminated in a situation whereby conceptualisations of CSR in the
literature are not ‘behind’, or ‘ahead’ of practice, but rather, markedly different
to that evidenced in practice.

In essence, and owing to an absence of

research exploring CSR in practice, in detail, the literature has not been fully
reflective of what is occurring in practice.

Arguments, frameworks and

models have been proposed, debated and developed, but have not been
considered in light of what actually happens in practice.

Consequently,

thinking in the literature has developed somewhat autonomously, and as a
consequence,

has

taken

a

different

route

and

resulted

in

different

assumptions, arguments and conclusions in comparison to what is occurring
in practice in organisations.

To expand further, research has not interested itself with the microorganisational level CSR, opting to engage in broader, quantitative studies,
accompanied by conceptual discussions exploring the definition of CSR in an
attempt to reach answers to big questions such as ‘What impact does CSR
have on the bottom line?’ Whilst these studies have challenged our thinking
on how we approach and define CSR, they have not extended our
knowledge of CSR in practice, which is imperative if we are to ensure
academic work is of relevance to practitioners (Ketokivi, 2009; Pedersen,
2010; Wry, 2009; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010).
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Moreover, researchers to date have m ainly favoured the use of quantitative
surveys and secondary docum ent analysis to gain an insight into CSR in
organisations, thereby relying on organisations to identify their own CSR
activity (Taneja

et al, 2011).

Yet, as this research

program m e

has

dem onstrated, aspects of what academ ics would deem to be CSR are so
embedded in practice that the organisation does not im m ediately associate
them with being a CSR activity, opting instead to treat them prim arily as a
business activity. Consequently, in using methods such as surveys or
docum ent analysis, there is a danger studies have overlooked the more
strategic, em bedded CSR activities occurring in an organisation. Ultimately,
this can result in academ ic work reaching conclusions that are not fully
reflective of the nature and extent of CSR in practice as evidenced through
qualitative, in-depth studies.

This also underlines the value of in-depth,

exploratory research into CSR in practice, as conducted in this research
programme and as called for by W ry (2009) and Morsing & Perrini (2009).

Consequently, and as outlined

earlier, the m ajority of academ ic work

following a different trajectory to the route taken by organisations engaging in
CSR

in practice.

Accordingly, and as this research

program m e

has

demonstrated, whilst organisations have accepted that CSR will involve a
sacrifice, academ ics are searching for definitive evidence of the business
benefits of CSR.

W hilst organisations are moving beyond the definition of

CSR to focus on activity, academ ics are debating proposed universal
definitions of the term.

Furthermore, w hilst academ ics debate the value or otherwise o f peripheral
CSR

activities,

versus

strategic,

embedded

activities,

this

research

programme has dem onstrated that CSR in practice is actually a confusing
hybrid of both approaches, highlighting the tendency for existing research to
overlook or oversim plify the realities of CSR in organisations.

Interestingly,

academia has interpreted the paucity of examples of CSR being linked with
strategy

in

practice

as

evidence

that

organisations

are

purposefully
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‘pretending’ to be responsible in a cynical exercise to lure the public into
believing they are a responsible organisation and subsequently achieve
business benefits in terms of greater sales, or improved customer loyalty
(Dentchev, 2004; Crook, 2005; Chih et al, 2008; Chen et al 2008; Karnanl,
2 0 1 1 ).

Evidence from the case study organisations highlights the irony of this
argument - each of the organisations were very cautious about engaging in
strategic CSR because they do not want their activities to appear as a cynical
exercise solely concerned with achieving some sort of business benefit.
Indeed, in following a different trajectory to practice, perhaps academia has
given too much credence to Friedman and his colleagues, and has forgotten
about the human element of CSR, much of which is aligned with the ad-hoc
peripheral aspects of CSR in practice. Instead, academia has assumed that
CSR in practice will follow many of the core economic and management
‘rules’ - for instance, that businesses will and should seek to make a profit
from all its CSR activity; that the most effective way to engage in CSR is
through fully embedding it as part of the organisation’s daily operations; that
CSR should be measured and monitored. Yet, as this research programme
has demonstrated, much of CSR in practice contravenes many of the
accepted ‘rules’ of economics and management - it is imbued with a moral
undertone; it is disparate, often immeasurable and can incur a sacrifice in
terms of an organisation’s time or money; it can result in benefits if it is
peripheral or embedded; it can be somewhat contradictory, driven by
clashing

motives;

yet,

organisations

continue

to

implement

it,

often

demonstrating pride in their attempts to be a responsible business.

In neglecting to conduct detailed explorations of CSR in practice in
organisations, CSR in academia has developed somewhat independently of
that in practice, resulting in a considerable disjoint between the two. Although
there are areas of convergence, much of the work in practice and academia
has developed

in

parallel,

as

opposed

to

one

following

the

other.
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Consequently, literature and practice is rife with different interpretations of
CSR: in light of the question posed at the end of the previous section, both
academia and practitioners are attem pting to determ ine w hat CSR is, but
their interpretations are m arkedly different.

The gap between CSR in academ ia and practice is also notable when we
consider the role of exem plars and how they are currently identified. Each of
the case study organisations used in this research was identified as an
exem plar of CSR, having been publicly lauded for their excellence in CSR
practice (the accolades received by each organisation are outlined at the
beginning of Chapters Four, Five and Six). However, CSR, as evidenced in
each of the organisations, is a far cry from ‘best practice’ CSR as described
in the literature. As opposed to adopting a fully strategic approach to CSR,
each of the organisations engaged in a series of activities, some planned,
others unplanned; some strategic, others peripheral; some m anaged with
clear KPIs, others with no m easurem ents whatsoever.

W hilst such a disparity of activities works for each of the case study
organisations, being regarded as exem plars has endorsed the way in which
they engage in CSR, as opposed to challenging them to consider better or
more effective ways to engage in CSR.

Similarly, recognizing certain

activities as exem plary falls short of providing the context in which the
organisation implem ented and engaged in the activity in the first instance. As
this research program m e has dem onstrated, there is no blueprint for CSR in
practice - it follows that there is no blueprint for exem plary CSR.

Although organisations such as Business in the Com m unity lead the way in
recognising and celebrating exem plary CSR, they have had only limited
interaction with leading CSR academ ics, with any attem pts to engage with
business schools failing to result in established relationships (Grayson,
2007).

As a result, w hat is deem ed as exem plary CSR is not necessarily
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reflective o f academ ic theory and thought,

but rather is reflective of

practitioner experience and input.

The lack of academ ic input into the identification and reward of ‘exem plary’
CSR in organisations across the UK provides us with an explanation, in part,
for the differences between conceptualisations of best practice CSR found in
the literature and that evidenced and rewarded in practice, and furtherm ore,
that evidenced in this research programme.

In an attem pt to rectify this

mismatch in identification and understanding of best practice, this research
extends calls made by Lam bert (2003) for greater collaboration between
practitioners

and

academia.

Lam bert (2003)

notes

the

potential for

collaboration between business and academia; evidence from this research
programm e has helped dem onstrate the field of CSR is ripe fo r pursuit in that
regard.

7.4 Chapter Conclusions
W hilst Chapters

Four,

Five and

Six explored the im plem entation

and

m anagem ent of CSR in practice in each of the case study organisations, this
chapter has analysed and synthesised a num ber of them es occurring across
the case study organisations.

In doing so, it has explored that, at its

simplest, CSR is an um brella term for a range of activities geared towards an
organisation ‘doing good’ beyond the law. However, when we consider it in
greater detail, we discover the power and essence of CSR lies in the detail,
indeed, as opposed to being a whole entity, CSR in practice is a series of
disparate activities which, on occasion, are bound together by a much more
implicit set of organisational values.
entirely separate from each other.

On other occasions, the activities are
Furthermore, these activities are highly

heterogeneous, being distinctive from one organisation the next.

Much of
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this distinctiveness is driven and determ ined by a series of factors, including
leadership, ownership and the motives driving CSR in the first instance.

In practice, CSR is much more com plex than that conveyed in the literature.
W hilst elem ents are fully embedded as business as usual, others are on the
periphery.

Yet, ironically, the peripheral activities are to the forefront of

em ployees’ minds,

whilst

em bedded

activities

go

unnoticed.

W hilst

organisations face a series of, often contradictory, motives fo r engaging in
CSR, they readily accept it should encom pass some sort of business
sacrifice, and avoid attem pting to gain some sort of business benefit from
every activity.

Furthermore, this research

has dem onstrated that the

m anagem ent and im plem entation of CSR in practice is non-linear, piecemeal
and at times, sporadic. Organisations are clear about how to measure some
aspects of CSR, yet confused and unclear as to how to capture the impact of
other areas.

Utting and Marques (2010) have suggested “much of CSR thinking is itself if
crisis”, with academ ic literature being depicted as transient and lacking in
depth (Wry, 2009; Lindgreen et al, 2009; Maon et al, 2010; Devinney, 2009;
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Turker, 2009; O ’Riordan & Fairbrass, 2009;
Taneja et al, 2011). This research program m e has attem pted to overcom e
this criticism by focusing on exploring CSR, in depth, in a small num ber of
organisations.

The em phasis has been on detailed exploration of CSR in

practice, as opposed to a superficial analysis on CSR in practice.

The

findings emerging from the case study organisations support the claims
made by Utting and Marques (2010), and go some way to explaining why
thinking is in crisis, noting in particular that academia and practice have
developed along different trajectories.

Consequently, much of what is

explored and discussed in academ ia is not actually reflective of w hat is
occurring in practice. For example, whilst academ ics continue to debate the
definition and term inology of CSR, practitioners have opted to focus on
activity, with much less consideration being given to the appropriateness of
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the term inology used

in relation to the activity.

Clearly, there is an

opportunity and a need for academ ic thinking and practitioner activity to be
better reconciled,

in an attem pt to align the two and overcom e any

disparities.

This research has made valuable inroads in identifying and exploring: the
heterogeneity of CSR in practice; the various factors which influence this
heterogeneity; the motives driving CSR in practice; the m anagem ent and
implementation of CSR in practice.

More specifically, it has: highlighted the

propensity for researchers to oversim plify CSR; drawn our attention to the
often overlooked moral and human undertones of CSR; explicated the
contradictions, com plexities and confusions of CSR in practice.

In essence,

evidence arising from this research program m e suggests CSR is much more
com plex than much research to date would suggest.

In light of academ ia being notably different to that evidenced in practice,
there is an im perative for research to better “map or m irror reality” (Key,
1999). Currently, the CSR activity occurring in practice is being overlooked
in

favour

of

research

which

is

concerned

with

CSR

definition

and

terminology. The research which does explore CSR in practice has tended
to: focus on the explicating the business benefits arising from CSR (Meehan
et al, 2006; Chih et al, 2010; G arcia-Castro et al, 2010); been positivist and
quantitative in nature (Lockett et al, 2006; Meehan et al, 2006); and draws on
secondary data, as opposed to prim ary data (Taneja et al, 2011).

As a

consequence, academ ia is limiting its propensity to influence or affect
practitioners as its inability to reach definitive conclusions on the nature,
manifestation and implem entation of CSR in practice, alongside its failure to
substantiate many argum ents with detailed case studies or exam ples from
organisations, has restricted its potential to have a notable im pact on CSR in
practice.
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This research program m e has highlighted the im perative for academ ics to
pay greater attention to furthering our understanding of w hat CSR looks like
in practice in organisations. There is a clear need fo r research to move away
from approaching CSR from a narrow perspective, towards exploring its
nuances

from

an

organisation-wide

perspective,

understanding the intricacies of CSR in practice.

centred

on

better

This will involve a move

away from a tendency towards positivist, quantitative research, towards a
holistic, organisational, m ulti-dim ensional approach.

Recom m endations for

future research are explored in greater detail in the following chapter.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusions
8.0 Introduction
Having explored the them es arising from the process of both w ithin-case and
cross-case analysis, this chapter sum m arises the findings of this research
programm e in term s of its contributions to our knowledge of CSR. It explores
the im plications of these findings for both theory and practice. Furthermore,
consideration is given to the potential limitations of this research. Finally, the
chapter concludes with recom m endations for future research in light of the
findings of this research programme.

Chapters One and Two explored how CSR has received growing academ ic
and practitioner attention over the past 100 years, and in particular since the
late 1990s. W hilst there is little doubt that research to date has progressed
our understanding of CSR, a review of the literature highlights that our
understanding of CSR in practice, its drivers, barriers, im plem entation and
m anagem ent are limited (Campbell, 2007; Arvidsson, 2010; Galbreath, 2010;
Meehan et al, 2006; Angus-Leppan et al, 2010; Shinde et al, 2011; Vallaster
e ta l, 2012; Chin e ta l, 2013).

This lack of insight into CSR in practice has been exacerbated by the
tendency for research to be quantitative in nature, often focusing on the
potential business benefits to be accrued from CSR.

Such a narrow focus

has culminated in us losing sight of the holistic, ‘bigger picture’ of CSR and,
more specifically, questions relating to: why organisations engage in CSR in
the first instance (Campbell, 2007; Pedersen, 2010; Galbreath, 2010); how
CSR is manifested in practice (Lindgreen et al, 2009; W addock, 2009); how it
is linked with strategy (Sharp & Zaidman, 2010; Porter & Kramer, 2006,
2011); and if, or how, an organisation integrates CSR into its daily operations
(Maon et al, 2010; Chin et al, 2013).
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Perhaps unsurprisingly, there have been numerous, repeated calls for
research to focus, in-depth, on CSR in practice in organisations in an attem pt
to further our knowledge of CSR in these areas. Moreover, the im perative to
better understand CSR in practice is heightened when we are reminded that
it is only when CSR in academ ia better reflects that which is occurring in
practice can it overcom e criticism s of being “theoretically light” , and begin to
move tow ards becoming a more established field of practice and research.

Mindful of these arguments, this thesis sought to explore and analyse CSR,
in depth, in practice in organisations. More specifically, it sought to achieve
the following research objectives:

Examine and analyse, in-depth, the m anifestation of CSR in an
organisation

Explore and analyse the motives underpinning CSR in practice

Critique and evaluate the im plem entation of CSR in practice

This thesis fell within the interpretivist paradigm,

underpinned

by the

ontological assum ption that reality is socially constructed. The research was
entirely qualitative, with an em phasis on exploring, in-depth, CSR in practice
in organisations.
based

Three case studies, based on evidence from three UK-

organisations, were

collection

m ethods were

presented

and

sem i-structured

analysed.

The

main

data

interviews and focus groups,

accompanied by an analysis of secondary data.

The them es arising from

each of the case organisations were identified using them atic analysis
techniques as suggested by Braun and Clark (2006) and Eisenhardt (1989).
Themes were identified on a case by case basis, and then compared across
cases in an attem pt to identify emerging patterns.
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8.1 Contributions of this thesis
At a theoretical level, this research program m e provides valuable insight into
the extent and nature of the heterogeneity of CSR in practice and identifies
the antecedents to this heterogeneity. Furthermore, it identifies the presence
of, and value of, im plicit and explicit CSR, and em bedded and peripheral
CSR in practice, areas which have not been adequately explored in the
literature to date. In exploring CSR, in depth, across a three entirely different
organisations, this research has provided a deeper, more informed insight
into CSR in practice than that currently provided in the literature.

At a practical level, it provides an insight into the com plexities involved in
implem enting
organisations

CSR
face

in

practice

in this

area.

and

dem onstrates

Furthermore,

the

it details

challenges
the

varying

approaches taken by exem plars of CSR in practice.

The contributions of this thesis are now explored in turn, in greater detail.

8.1.1 The m anifestation of CSR in practice
A key objective of this research was to explore and analyse the m anifestation
of CSR in practice.

This research determined that, as opposed to being a

coherent whole, CSR in practice is actually a series of specific, planned,
activities. Each activity has a beginning and end, is focused on action and is
intended to achieve a specific outcome.

Indeed, there is a considerable

emphasis on the ‘ends’, often resulting in the ‘m eans’ being sacrificed.
Consequently, much of the em phasis of CSR in practice is on the desired
outcome, with the means to achieving that outcom e being overlooked.

In

treating CSR as a series of activities, organisations are not focusing on
building responsibility into their processes, but rather are determ ined to
achieve ‘responsibility’ as a consequence of their processes.
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The research has built on the work of Matten and Moon (2008) in identifying
that their fram ework of ‘im plicit and explicit’ CSR at an institutional level can
also be applied at an organisational level, with explicit CSR being apparent in
organisational activities and policies, and im plicit CSR being imbued in
organisational values and culture. It was identified that im plicit CSR plays an
invaluable role in bringing a com m on them e to w hat is otherwise a series of
disparate, explicit CSR activities. This is valuable evidence of the im portant
role played by organisational values and culture in relation to CSR in
practice.

Indeed, the research highlights the im portance of organisations

engaging in both implicit and explicit CSR, addressing both the ‘w hy’ and
‘w hat’ of CSR, thereby bringing greater clarity and purpose to CSR in
practice.

This thesis has noted that previous research acknow ledges the potential for
CSR to be manifested differently from one organisation to the next, yet less is
known about the nature or extent of these differences.

This research has

addressed this gap in our understanding, through highlighting and exploring
the heterogeneity of CSR in practice.

It has noted the extent of the

heterogeneity, and its im pact on the m anifestation of CSR in practice is
greater than that currently portrayed in existing literature.

Indeed, whilst

many activities may appear rather hom ogeneous on the surface, detailed
analysis of them reveals that they can range from being em bedded to
peripheral, structured to unstructured, reactive to proactive, m easured to
unm easurable, voluntary to mandated.

It is these detailed characteristics of

each CSR activity which ultim ately dictate w hat CSR looks like in practice in
each organisation.

In addition to furthering our knowledge of the nature and extent of the
heterogeneity of CSR in practice, this research has also contributed to our
knowledge o f its antecedents. More specifically, it has identified the role
played by sector and leadership in influencing CSR in practice. For example,
it has dem onstrated that the relationship between sector and CSR is not as
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straightforward or linear as some existing studies suggest.

Sector can

influence how an organisation determ ines and prioritises its CSR activities,
setting a benchm ark for the industry. However, it also has the propensity to
inhibit an organisation’s CSR activities.

Furthermore, sector plays an

additional interesting role in that organisations have a tendency to use it as
both a justification and an excuse for their approach to CSR.

Similarly,

the

research

has determ ined

how the

relationship

between

leadership and CSR in practice is currently oversim plified in the literature,
with a general assum ption that leadership is a necessary precursor to the
successful implem entation of CSR (as suggested by Godos-Diez et al, 2011),
but with less acknow ledgem ent of how leadership is impacted by other
factors.

Evidence from this research program m e has dem onstrated that

w hilst leadership is a necessary precursor the successful im plem entation of
CSR, it is not enough, as its im pact can be inhibited or propagated by other
contextual factors including sector, organisational values and ownership.
Consequently,

this

research

highlights

the

im portance

for

CSR

and

leadership to not be considered in isolation, as done in previous research,
but rather, explored in relation to w ider organisational context.

8.1.2 The m otives underpinning CSR in practice
In considering the motives underpinning CSR in practice, this research has
made a num ber of im portant observations.

Firstly, and in relation to the

previous section, it has dem onstrated that motives are also a pivotal
antecedent in determ ining the m anifestation and ultimate heterogeneity of
CSR in practice. W hilst V ogel’s (2005) delineation of strategic, altruistic, and
defensive m otives is a helpful starting point for exploring w hat drives an
organisation to engage in CSR, this research dem onstrated that, in practice,
the motives fo r CSR are much more convoluted. They shift and change over

302

time, resulting in changes in subsequent CSR activity. Moreover, a number
of them can underpin a CSR activity at the one time, causing dilem m as for
the organisation.

An analysis of the evidence from the case study organisations demonstrated
that a moral motive underpinned a considerable am ount of CSR activity in
the case organisations, and the peripheral activities, with limited links to
strategy, in particular. Indeed, in some instances this moral motive translated
into a perceived need to engage in activity, at w hatever cost. Consequently,
CSR entailed a sacrifice of business resource in each of the case study
organisations.

Not only is this sacrifice accepted by organisations, but it is

expected.

Moreover, contrary to the existing literature's preoccupation with the business
case for CSR, the case organisations did not seek to achieve explicit
business benefits from their CSR activity.

In some instances, they actively

avoided im plem enting a CSR activity in a m anner that resulted in business
benefit, in fear of inducing cynicism am ongst em ployees or the public.
Indeed,

when

this

finding

is

considered

alongside

the

finding

that

organisations expect CSR to entail a sacrifice, we can reject the literature
claiming that CSR is a public relations ploy, designed to achieve some sort of
business benefit in practice (Crook, 2005; Karnani, 2010, 2011).

Rather,

CSR is treated differently by organisations and is not subjected to the same
rules

and

checks

that other aspects

of the

business

are.

Rather,

organisations have embedded a more ‘hum an’ elem ent to aspects of their
CSR activity and do not manage or im plem ent those activities in the same
manner as other aspects of their business.
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8.1.3 The im plem entation of CSR
Building on the previous point, the im plem entation of CSR is not staged or
linear, as suggested in the literature but rather, is disjointed, sporadic and
inconsistent from one activity to the next.

Each activity differs in its

relationship with organisational strategy, ranging from being fully embedded
as ‘business as usual', through to being peripheral in the organisation with no
relationship to strategy whatsoever. Of particular interest is the finding that it
is the activities that are most peripheral and least embedded in practice
which are to the forefront of em ployee minds when discussing CSR.
Conversely, the more strategic and embedded the activity, the less likely
employees were to refer to it as CSR, primarily understanding it as a
business activity and part of business as usual.

To date, the literature has positioned strategic, em bedded CSR as the most
attractive and effective way to engage in CSR (Perrini & Minoja, 2008).
However, evidence from this research illustrates that such an argum ent is an
oversim plification of the realities of CSR in practice.

W hilst there is little

doubt that structured, embedded CSR activities are a desirable way to
engage in CSR, evidence indicates that peripheral activities also can have a
positive im pact on the morale and engagem ent of em ployees, to a much
greater extent than em bedded, strategic activities.

Indeed, the power and

potential benefits of CSR lie not only with the strategic activities, which are
embedded as business as usual, but also with the peripheral activities, which
have been traditionally devalued in the literature (Porter & Kramer, 2006). in
other words, there is an advantage to organisations engaging in a hybrid of
embedded and peripheral CSR activities, with each offering different types of
business benefits to organisations.

Further exploring the implem entation of CSR in organisations, this research
has dem onstrated organisations are inconsistent in how they measure CSR
in practice, with some activities being aligned to a series of KPIs, and others
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having no measures in place to help assess their im pact Internally or
externally.

Furthermore, organisations are not concerned with reaching an

agreed definition of CSR.

Rather, and in line with Section 8.1.1, each

organisation defined CSR in term s of activity and outcomes, rather than
defining it as a whole entity.

8.2 Conclusions on CSR
This research sought to gain a more informed and insightful understanding of
CSR in practice, and more specifically, how it is manifested and implemented
in organisations.

In doing so, it moved beyond the ongoing definitional

debate in the literature, to explore CSR in depth in practice.

In light of the

findings outlined above, a num ber of broader conclusions about CSR can be
reached.

Firstly, Chapter One suggested there is a broad range of

argum ents relating to the purpose of organisations and, more specifically the
relationship between business and society, ranging from the suggestions that
the “proper business of business is business” through to the argum ent that
we are witnessing an ideological shift w hereby organisations are becoming a
positive force for social change (Crook, 2005: 18; Byerly, 2013).

Evidence from this research dem onstrates that the reality is som ewhere in
the middle.

Certainly, organisations are em bracing CSR and feel a moral

imperative to ‘do good’ in some form. However, it is equally clear they do not
see them selves as becoming a positive force for social change. Rather, they
are willing and prepared to sacrifice to ‘do their bit’, but there is no urgency or
desire to radically change their operations for the ‘w ider good’.

This research has dem onstrated that in practice, CSR can be both explicit
and implicit, encom passing a range of disparate, heterogeneous activities
which, in m any instances, are not related, yet in other instances are bound
together by a series of organisational values. Each elem ent of CSR in
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practice differs in how it is decided upon, w hat it consists of, how it links to
strategy, how it is com m unicated, how it is understood by employees, and
how it is measured and reported upon. Furthermore, each is influenced and
shaped by a series of contextual factors.

Although it may be anticipated that sector will shape the m anifestation of
CSR in practice, it is often merely an excuse to justify the organisation’s
existing approach.

Furthermore, w hilst acknowledging the impact o f an

organisation’s leaders on CSR, it emerged that this relationship is not as
straightforward as implied in the literature, being exacerbated or negated by
factors including organisational culture and ownership.

It is a counter

intuitive mix of activities which are explicitly linked to core business, and
others which involve a sacrifice of business resource. But, at its most basic,
it is an umbrella term - a catch-all fo r a series of often unrelated activities
intended to ‘do good’ beyond the law - and that, ultimately, is a far cry from
the potentially market changing activity as depicted in the literature.

8.3 Limitations of Research
As with all research, this research has a num ber of limitations.

The first

limitation stems from the research being based on the ontological assum ption
that reality is socially constructed. Consequently, there is always a risk that
the

researcher has

introduced

interpretation of the data.

his/her own

personal biases into their

However, a num ber of m ethods were used to

ensure the credibility, dependability and confirm ability o f the findings (Lincoln
& Cuba, 1985; Seale, 1999; Letts et al, 2007). These m ethods are detailed
in Chapter Three.

In addition, another limitation of this research is the relatively small num ber of
case studies.

W hilst the num ber of case studies was justified in detail in

Chapter Three, and the researcher was satisfied that enough data was
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generated to meet the aim and objectives of the research, a larger num ber of
case studies may have given rise to further insights into CSR in practice and
would have enabled the researcher to achieve a greater sectoral reach.

Indeed, this research explored CSR across three different sectors.

W hilst

this enabled the researcher to gain a num ber of interesting insights into CSR
in practice, particularly in relation to the im pact of sector on CSR in practice,
it does make generalisations more difficult, on occasion. On the other hand,
in identifying sim ilar them es on CSR in practice across different sectors, the
researcher was able to conclude that the findings reached are generalizable
conclusions about CSR in practice.

Finally, the organisations used in this study were UK based.

Given the

growing body of research focusing on the differences in CSR from a
geographic perspective, being able to compare CSR in the case study
organisations with that evidenced in organisations in other countries would
have provided additional insight into CSR in practice.

8.4 Recommendations for future research
A number of recom m endations and interesting avenues for future research
have arisen from this research program m e. Throughout this thesis, the need
for future research to welcom e and use qualitative m ethodologies to explore
CSR, in depth, in organisations has been advocated.

Indeed, this research

has highlighted the possibility for organisations to overlook activities which
academics would perceive to be CSR.

Not only does this point to a

m isalignm ent between what academ ics and businesses deem to be CSR, but
it also points to the propensity for research to ‘overlook’ the more strategic,
embedded CSR activities occurring in an organisation. Consequently, in
using m ethods such as surveys or docum ent analysis, there is a danger
studies have overlooked the more strategic, em bedded

CSR activities
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occurring in an organisation.

This could result in academ ic work reaching

conclusions that are not fully reflective of the nature and extent of CSR in
practice as evidenced through qualitative, in-depth studies, such as this
research program m e.
gained

In addition, this research has highlighted the insights

if we explore and analyse the disparate CSR activities in an

organisation.

In missing this detail, we are potentially missing some of the

most interesting insights into CSR in practice.

In

essence,

the

evidence

arising

from

this

research

programme

dem onstrates the benefits of adopting an alternative approach which involves
an in-depth, organisation specific analysis of activity, resulting in the creation
of large am ounts of rich data which gives us an invaluable insight into CSR in
practice.

Therefore, it is suggested that in order to better understand the

realities of CSR in practice, researchers could consider adopting a different
perspective to that traditionally adopted when researching CSR.
approach

This

is detailed in Table 7.2 and suggests there is a need for

researchers to move beyond adopting a narrow perspective of CSR, towards
giving consideration to the in-depth characteristics of CSR.

There is an opportunity for researchers to use the m ethodology em ployed in
this research program m e to conduct a num ber of com parative studies across
additional sectors and organisational sizes.

Moreover, there is an opportunity for future research to take a num ber of the
different findings arising from this research and explore them even further, as
few of the them es have been satisfactorily explored in the literature to date.
For example, attention could be paid to exploring the im pact of sector on
CSR in greater detail.

However, it is im portant to remain mindful that this

research has also highlighted the importance of exploring each of these
factors in the w ider organisational context, so no one factor should be
considered in com plete isolation of the others.
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Current dominant approach in the
literature

Recommended
approach
researching CSR in practice

• Reliance on secondary data, •
drawn from annual reports, CSR •
>
reports, industry surveys
•
O)
o • Emphasis on the creation of
o
quantitative data
•
T3
o • Emphasis on the relationship
s:
"5
between
CSR
and
business
s
benefits
• Views CSR as a whole entity •
which involves an organisation
being responsible beyond the law
• Assumes CSR is consistent from
•
one organisation to the next
management
and •
a: • Assumes
V)
implementation of CSR in practice
o
is linear
»+o
•
Assumes
organisations
will •
0)
>
endeavour to engage in ‘best
o
practice’ CSR as conceptualised •
0)
o.
in
the literature
<0
•
Suggests
CSR is driven by three
0)
Q.
key motives
Table 7.2 Recommended approaches to future

Adopting

a more

to

In-depth case studies
Focus on exploratory research
Creation of rich, in-depth qualitative
data
Emphasis on understanding the
heterogeneity of CSR in practice

CSR
is
an
umbrella
term
encompassing a series of disparate
activities
Manifestation of CSR is distinctive
from one organisation to the next
Management and implementation
of CSR is non-linear, developing at
different rates and different ways
A multitude of conflicting motives
drive CSR in practice
Organisations do not strive for ‘best
practice’
strategic
CSR
as
conceptualised in the literature
CSR research

longitudinal focus would

also

be a ripe area for

consideration, with an exploration of how CSR in practice shifts over time and
what determines those shifts. Furthermore, in light of one of the limitations of
this study, there is also an opportunity to develop a comparative study
comparing CSR in practice as evidenced in the organisations used in this
research programme with organisations from different countries, such as the
USA.

Finally, this research has pointed to the disparity between the development of
CSR in practice and academia, suggesting that both have developed along
different trajectories.

Whilst a number of reasons for this disparity were

explored, this is an area that would benefit from even further exploration.
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Appendix One: Case Study Research Protocol
Research Summary
The focus of this doctoral research programme is to examine CSR in practice
in UK organisations. More specifically, it is concerned with exploring:
•

The manifestation of CSR in practice

•

The motives driving CSR in practice

•

How CSR is implemented in practice

Research Rationale
There has been a proliferation of academic research focusing on CSR over
the past three decades, in tandem with the ongoing debates over the nature
of an organisation’s responsibilities and the terminology used in the area
(Godos-Diez et al, 2011). Undoubtedly, research to date has progressed our
understanding of CSR.

Nonetheless, a review of the burgeoning literature

(Aguilera et al, 2007) creates more questions than answers, with a lack of
consensus on the terminology, definition, language and scope of CSR being
a blockage to practical and theoretical developments in the area (Taneja et
al, 2011).

There are concerns that much of the academic literature is

normative in nature, focusing on what organisations ‘should do’ in terms of
CSR, as opposed to identifying or exploring what actually happens, thereby
creating a disjoint between theory and practice (Wry, 2009; Lindgreen et al,
2009; Maon et al, 2010; Devinney, 2009; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; Turker,
2009; O’Riordan & Fairbrass, 2009; Taneja et al, 2011). To date, attempts to
broach this gap between theory and practice have been limited, culminating
in arguments that CSR research is of limited use to practitioners, as it does
not relate to that being practiced in organisations (Lindgreen et al, 2009;
Maon et al, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011; Chin et al, 2013).
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In light of these argum ents, it is not surprising to note that there have been
numerous, repeated calls for research to focus, in-depth, on CSR in practice
in organisations (Lindgreen et al, 2009; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010; AngusLeppan et al, 2010; Meehan et al, 2006; Wry, 2009; Maon et al, 2009;
Pedersen, 2010; Taneja et al, 2011).

With this in mind, this research

programme moves towards rectifying the gap between

academia

and

practice by studying, in-depth, CSR in practice in organisations.

Contribution
It is intended that the result will be a clear academ ic and practitioner
contribution that centres on better exploring the realities of CSR in practice,
providing an insight into how it is driven, manifested and implem ented in
organisations.

The learnings gained through this research program m e will

enhance our understanding of CSR in practice in organisations, and thereby
help align practitioner and academ ic work in the area.

Research Aims and Objectives
The aim of this research is to explore, in-depth CSR in practice in UK
organisations. More specifically, the research objectives area as follows:
•

Examine

and

analyse,

in-depth,

what

CSR

‘looks

like’ in

an

organisation
This will involve an exam ination and analysis of the specific nature, em phasis
and characteristics of CSR activities in organisations - for example, are they
short-term or long-term, strategic or ad-hoc, organisation-wide or confined to
one department, proactive or reactive and so on.

•

Explore and analyse organisations’ motives for engaging in CSR
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This will consider the motives that drive organisations to engage in CSR In
the first instance.

It will consider their nature and what im pact they have, if

any, on the m anifestation of CSR in practice.

•

Critique and evaluate the im plem entation of CSR in practice

This will consider how CSR is implem ented in an organisation; how CSR is
identified and prioritised; the relationship between CSR and an organisation’s
objectives and strategy; the role of the CEO in im plem enting CSR in practice;
how CSR is measured.

Research instruments
This research will use multiple cases and will em ploy several data collection
techniques, such as sem i-structured interviews and docum ent analysis,
within each case.

Overview of proposed case organisations
Sector

Industry

Size

Contact

Length of time in
organisation

Construction,

Private

250

Private

85

C.E.O.

2 weeks

HR

2.5 - 3 weeks

Maintenance,
Decorating,
Printing,

Retail

Display
Food

+

(Cookstown

m anager

meats only)
Examinations

&

Public

150-

200

Quality

2.5 - 3 weeks
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Assessment

approx

and

Risk

Executive

Work completed prior to site visits

•

Examination of the organisational chart (this will help guide the
researcher on the structure of the organisation and whom to prioritize
for interview).

•

Examination and analysis of organisational mission and values.

•

Examination and analysis of annual reports, employee induction
materials,

code

of

conduct,

code

of

ethics,

training

documentation etc. (This will help give a greater insight into the
culture, values and ethos of the organisation).
•

Examination

and

conducted

by the

analysis

of

internal

organisation.

(This

reports
will

help

and

surveys

prevent the

researcher duplicating research, as well as giving the researcher a
greater insight into what is actually taking place in the organisation,
and how it attempts to measure activities).
•

Examination of reports submitted to awards bodies, such as ISO,
EFQM, IIP (access permitting). Examination of feedback reports
from these bodies. This will provide an insightful overview of what
the organisation has achieved to date, and what their strengths and
weaknesses are. It will also help the researcher gain a greater ‘feel’ for
what drives the organisation, and what is currently happening
internally.

•

Examination

of external reports and media publications. Once

again, the researcher will gain a greater understanding of what the
organisation has achieved in the past, as well as gaining a greater feel
for how they may be perceived by the public.
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•

There will also be organisation specific questions. These will be
developed after com pany docum entation is reviewed.

Interview I Focus Group Schedule
Background
•

Role and responsibilities?

•

Any additional organisational background?

Corporate Social Responsibility
•

How would you describe your organisation’s relationship with society?

•

Have you heard of CSR? W hat does it mean to you?

•

W hat does CSR mean to your organisation?

•

How does your organisation engage in CSR?

Please explain /

expand?
•
•

W hy does your organisation engage in CSR?
Has your organisation’s approach to CSR changed over tim e?

If so,

please explain?
•

Is CSR in the organisation related to the w ider mission or values?
Please explain.

Drivers and Implementation of CSR
•

W ho leads on CSR in the organisation?

•

How do they lead CSR?

•

Does your com pany have a form al CSR policy or strategy? If so, who
m anages this? How is it com m unicated within the organisation?

•

Is it necessary to have a CSR strategy? W hy?

•

Does your organisation have any m echanism s in place for measuring
the impact of CSR internally, externally, or both? Please explain.

•

W hat does successful CSR look like in this organisation?
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•

How do you know if your CSR is successful?

•

How does the organisation market its CSR, if at all?

•

Is CSR embedded in this organisation? If yes, to what extent? What
has influenced how it has been embedded?

•

Do you engage in CSR? If so, how?

•

Do other employees engage in CSR? If so, how?

•

Are there any areas of CSR or its implementation that you feel your
organisation could improve on? What are they? How do you feel they
could be improved? What do you think the organisation would gain
from these changes, if at all?

•

Does CSR impact on the way you carry out your daily jobs - if at all?
If yes, how?

•

Would you

like to see changes in the way your organisation

approaches CSR? If so, what would you change and why?

Secondary data: company documentation
•

Organisational strategy

•

Organisational policies

•

Press releases

•

Employee surveys

•

Meeting minutes

•

Internal memos

•

KPI reports

•

Accreditation documentation (submission & feedback reports)

•

Awards documentation (submission & feedback reports)
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Appendix Two: Introductory letter
Dear XXXXX,
My name is Lisa Mcllvenna and I am a research student in Queen’s
University, Belfast.
I am currently undertaking a PhD focusing on exploring Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) in practice in organisations. More specifically, it is
concerned with exploring:
•

The manifestation of CSR in practice

•

The motives underpinning CSR in practice

•

How CSR is managed in practice

I am proposing to focus my research on organisations which are exemplars
of Corporate Social Responsibility.

Considering your track record in this

area, I am keen to use your organisation as a case study in my research
programme.

I have attached a short document which outlines the rationale

for the research, its aims and objectives, proposed research methods and
any time or resource implications for your organisation.
As you can see in the attached document, I would ensure you receive a copy
of the research upon completion which will hopefully, in turn, inform CSR in
practice in your organisation.

I would appreciate the opportunity to talk to

you about this in more detail and will be in touch in the incoming weeks. In
the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,
Lisa
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Appendix Three: List of Interviewees
Axis

FFG

CCEA

Chief Executive Officer

Chief Executive

Chief Executive

Operations Director

Site Director
(Londonderry)

Director of Examinations
moderation

Director (Painting and
Decorating Division)

Group Finance and HR
Director

Marcomms Manager

Divisional Director

Site Director
(Cookstown)

ICT Manager

Business Support
Director

Technical Manager
(Omagh)

Director of Operations

Finance Director

Environmental Manager
(Donegal)

Operations Support
Manager

Group Accounts
Manager

Coldstore Dispatch
Manager (Donegal)

Business Assurance
Manager

Human Resource
Manager

Group HR and Health
and Safety Manager

Assessment and Skills
Operations Manager

Director of Printing

Site Director (Donegal)

Finance and Management
Information Manager

Group Health, Safety
and Environmental
manager

Office Manager
(Donegal)

Qualifications and Skills
Accreditation and Policy
Manager

Marketing Manager

Boning Hall Manager
(Donegal)

Manager: Research and
Statistics: Post-Primary

IT Manager

HR Manager (Donegal)

Manager: Research and
Statistics: Primary

Senior Administrator
(1)

Sales Executive
(Donegal)

Multimedia Manager

Senior Administrator
(2)

Assistant Manager
(Cookstown)

Senior Administrative
Officer, People Services
and Equality

Administrative
Assistant (1)

Environmental manager
(Cookstown)

Finance and Management
Information Team Leader

Administrative
Assistant (2)

Administrator and
translator (Cookstown)

Examinations Manager

Front Desk Support
Assistant

Technical supervisor
(Cookstown)

Curriculum, Assessment,
and Pupil Profile Manager

Prepack assistant

Senior Administrative
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(Cookstown)

Officer, People Services
and Equality

Assistant: HR and
Health and Safety
(Cookstown)

Curriculum, Assessment,
and Pupil Profile Manager

Administrator
(Londonderry)
Administrator and
translator
(Londonderry)
HR Manager
(Londonderry)
HR Manager (Omagh)
Boning Hall Manager
(Omagh)
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Appendix Four: Breakdown of Focus Groups
A xis

Administrative employees
Reception; Business Support; Sales and
Marketing; Accounts
Senior Administrative and Middle Management
employees
S ales and M arketing; IT; Printing; P ainting and
D ecorating

CCEA

CO - SCO level
Facilities management; People Services and
Equality; Marcomms; Question Paper Production;
Centre and Examiner Support
HEO - SAG level
Facilities Management; Content Manager;
Question Paper Production; Multimedia;
Examinations Team; Entries, Results and
Certification
APO - PC level
Marcomms; Curriculum and Assessment
Implementation; Qualifications and Skills
Accreditation; Multimedia; Examinations team
EG - SEG level
People Services and Equality; Centre and
Examiner Support; Curriculum and Assessment
implementation; Marcomms; ICT

FFG

Support staff (Cookstown)
Sales; Accounts; Front desk
Abattoir staff (Donegal)
Support staff (Londonderry)
Sales; Accounts; Front desk
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Appendix Five: Summary of Secondary Data
Axis Europe Pic

Foyle Food Group

CCEA

Environmental Team
Meeting Minutes

Internal Staff Survey
results

Corporate Plan

Community and Social
Team Meeting Minutes

Organisational mission,
core and aspirational
values

Operational Plan

BKI assessment
feedback

ARENA survey results
and feedback

IIP Assessors
Feedback Report

BITC Impact on
Society Award
Submission

Employee Newsletter

Corporate and Social
Responsibility Policy

BITC Award Case
Study

PPG Strategy

Staff survey results

Organisational Values

Internal meeting
documentation

Diversity Dimensions Assessment Model,
CCEA Assessment
Report

London Excellence
Award submission

PPG Route map

UK Quality Award
Submission Document

Press releases

Local Community
Impact Award
Submission
Chartermark Award
Feedback
CCEA Organisational
Values
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